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Performance Management refers to 2 variety of mechamsms aimed at ahyning the operation of
ann orgamization or agency towards the attainment of some desired resulis, The iment is 1o enuble
the agency to rise above, at least 10 some extent, extant (orees of trf, inertia, and institntional
bias in order to focus on achieving goals identified as desirable. Although the Mission, Goals
und Objectives are oflen wdentified as the raison d’&tre of an ageney, historical forees and
political interests have oflen resulied in agenctes focusing more on protecting the stalus quo and
institutional torf than on achieving the proelaimed goals. Performance Management sceks to re-
focus the agency by substituting some degres of policy-rationality. defined as purposive behavior
to achieve siated policy goats, for political interest.

Public sector managers have become increasingly interested in Performance Management as
various government initiatives have refocused them on results rather than on process and outputs.
The Government Performance and Results Act {GPRA), the Chief Financial Officers” Act, the
Government Management Reform Act, and the National Partnership for Reinventing
Government are all recent manifestations of the move towards greater accouniability. The
{(IPRA has underscored the emphasis on performance-based management by requiring managers
1o identify outcomes or desired end states, describe how they plan to achieve them, and evaluate
progress to calibrate their plans, afl this within the context of s%akeholder consultation. Clearly
mianagers must learn how to manage for resulls,

[t a previous paper, “A Systems Approach to Performance-Based Munagement: The Nationul
Drug Control Strategy,” Simeone, Carnevale, and Millar identify, within a systems framework,
certain iensions between policy-rationality and political reality thut surface as the Federal
government deliberately embarks on a multi-year program of improved management.’ Unless
these tensions are consciously addressed, i is not likely that the full scope of Performance
Managemens can be realized. The authors idenufy four components of public governance ~
Community, Surategy, Budget, and Evaluation — that must be linked in order 10 enable the agency
to achieve 1ts goals.

This paper addresses these issues within the context of the national drug control arga, We
exomine the efforts of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) and its drug control
pariners as an example of how 1o link the four Components, using analytical wels such as Logie
Models, Action Plans, and Performance Partnerships. We do not claim to have accomplished
this ambitious goal: a good start has been made and a conceptual design developed. This case
stdy cutdines this design, describes what hag been completed, and what remaing 1o be done. k
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describes te Tour components as they pertain w the drayg contred mission ares and proceeds 1o
describe our efforts 1o link the four throueh Performance Measurament and Management.

Framework: Four Components of Governance

Most of the efforts to improve management and sccouniability seek, in one way or another, to
focus the organization or agency on the desired results and harness its resources secordingly,
The QPRA, for instance, requires Federal agencies to chart out s multi-yesr Strategic Plan in
consultation with its stakeholders. [t is then reyuired 0 operationalize this plan every year in the
form of a Performance Plan thut outlines what it plass o sccomplish for the resources reguested
that year. Finully, 10is required (o assess annual progress and calibrate the Strategy accordingly.

These quintessential elements of accountability reflect key elements of whal agencies must do (o

focus its colleetive will on what it set out to do - {18 mission as defined by its viston and its

raison d'étre. These kev elements - planning, budgeting, and assessment of progress ~ form an

iterative feedback loop operating within a political and social environment. In system terms,

these four elements may be catled Strategy, Budget, Evatuation, and Comunity. Al four must
- act in an integrated manner for a cohesive, integrated effor.

To link these four components is a daunting prospect in the smallest of agencies. H assumes
gargantuan proportions when one factors in fifty Federal drug control agencies and their state
and local partners, Add to that, the panoply of private sector organizalions and interest groups
and you Bave a challenge of Herculean magnitude.

The four components of governance, as discussed by Simeone, Camevale, and Millar using the
systems approach, are as follows:

¢ Sparegy — the mechanism that allows goals to be pursued. This, in GFRA parlance,
transiates into a statgment of mission with goals and ohjectives accompanied by o statement
of how to uchieve these (that is, policy intent), ‘

»  Conununily — the constitucat elements that are engaged in or interesied in this pursuit. GP&%
specifi cal%} requires consultation with stakeholders,

e Evaluatioa ~the mechanism that guides this pursuil. This feedback loop is accomplished
through performance measurement that includes menitoring progress regularly (performance
momioring) and assessing the reasons for accomphshments (program evaluation), and

¢ Budger —the mechanism that allows resources to be used for this pursnit. GPRA linkg the
first three components to the budget.

In the area of drug control, cach of these Components operates within an enviremmnent in which
anafylics is often at odds, or campetes with, political realities. And vet, these components must
work wgethar for ONDCP to sccomplish is statiiory mission to reduce drug use and its
consequences, ONDCP is required to accomplish its mission by leading and motivating the drug
control community: this inchudes aver fifty Federal agencies, their state and local partners, 4
variety of private secior agencies, and foreign couniries, To manage for results, we have o link
the four Components to focus on accormplishing the stated mission.

-2



We egamine first cach component as it relates W drug control before we discuss the processes of
Hnking them.

Strutegy

Generally speaking, Strategy is the concepiual design that aliows some desired set of ends to be
pursied. This component is designed by the Community and receives from Budget the resources
neeessary for implementation. The success of this endeavor is megsured by Evaluation.” The
Strategy should include Goals, Objectives, Programs and the linkages between them. The
underlying sssumptions should also be clear” We now examinge the drag conuol strategy.

ONDCP, located in the Executive Office of the President, was cremted by the 1988 Ant-Drug
Abuse Act™ 10 develop 8 nationai drug contre! strategy (Srraregy) and a Federal budget to
implement it. The Straregy is required to include Jong-term gouls wnd short-term measurable
objectives focusing on three principal outcomes: o reduction in drug use (demand), availability
{supply) and resultant consequences. .

“The Sorwregy is a ten year-plan o guide the drug control community ~ Federal. state, lecal,
international, and the private sector. It is structured around five Gouls und 31 Objectives
intended o accomplish the mission. The Goals focus on prevention and education (o protect
children from drug use (Goal 1) law enforcentent wrgeting wraifickers (Goal 23; treatment to
reduce health and other social costs (Goal 3), interdiction to reduce the amount of drugs
available (Goat 4); and abaternent efforts targeting dotnestic and international production,
cultivation., and rafficking {(Goal 5). Exhibit § diagrams this Siraregy and the underlying
linkages and assumptions.

o Comnunity

i
In general terms, Community is the collection of stakeholders with various degrees of interest
and involvement in a strategy. Community has ofien been separated into “external” stakcholders
such as Congress, OMB, interest groups, and the public that are deeply interested in the Strateyy
but are not directly involved in implementing it. “Internal” stakeholders are described as those
directly mvolved in carrying out the activities required by the Strategy: these include agencies
with programs and activities that contribute 1o the Strategy. This distinction is less clear as we
address mission areas that cut across agencies and levels of government,

The drug control Strategy relies, for its implementation, on a whole host of Federal, state, local,
and private sector agencies not to mention foreign governmenis. As the White House policy
agency, ONDCP is tasked with coordinating and leading these agencies in order to meet the
Goals and Objectives of the Strategy. Clearly, the task of obtaining input and continuing
commitment to the Stryregy is no easy task.

L) .
ONDCP is required by law to consult 2 wide array of expents and officials, including the heads of
drug control program agencies, the Congress, state end members of the private sector as the
Strategy is being doveloped. This extensive process of consultation is described in various
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Strategy documents, ™ At the end of this process, the Straregy is formulated. an initial step in
tinking the Cemganenl of Community with the Compoenent of Strategy. Obtaining commitment
and geiing agencies to align their activities accordingly, is another matter altogether. This is
where Performance Management comes into the picture but before we discuss our ¢ifons in this
direction. we need 10 complete the discussion of the four Componenis.

Evaduation

iy general, Evaluation provides information on the effectiveness of Strategy to Community and
Budget. Evaiuation allows Strategy to be relined and Budget to allocate resources wisely,
Through performance monitoring, the community cun calibrate the implementation of the

strategy, Through m~aif:pth program evaluation, the conymunity can assess why success happens
and why it deesn’t. Buot prior to ali this, the community has to agree on what defines “success’
or lack of it...in other words, on the performance nleasures and targets that form the backbone of
any performance measurenient sysiem.

Authorizing legistation required ONDCP 1o monitor the implementation of the Straregy through
program evaluations sften conducted in collaboration with Federal agencies. Gver ONDCP's
history, this measuretment has not been consistent, to the frustration of Congress and the public.
Only recently in 1997 did ONDCP develop a systems-based approach to measure progress
towards the Soaregy's Goals and Objectives,

Working closely with its Federal drug control partners, ONDCP designed the Perfornmnce
Measures of Effectiveness {PME) System to assess the progress of the national drug control
community. Inleragency teams idemified performance targets and measures for the years 2002
{five years from the development of this Admisistration’s Swrategy) and 2007 {ten yeurs mzz} far
each of the five Goals and 31 Objectives of the Srrategy.

The PME Systea includes twelve Impact Targets that reflect the vitimate ead outcomes desived
" by the drug control community. These represent long-term “success” 1n achieving the Goals of
the Struregy -- see Exhibit 2. In addition, the PME System identifies 84 performance targets
associated with each of the 31 Objectives of the Siearegy. Each performance target bas one or
more meuasures by which progress towurds the targel is 10 be measured.

The process of developing the PME System constituted a second exercise in iinking the
Component of Community with that of Evaluation ~ this process is described iazef iy this paper
{under the section “Performance Measuremient.™)

Budger

Defined in gensral terms, this Component involves processes related 10 the appropriation and
allocation ¢f resources. It accepts cost parameters from the Community and receives information
on the performance of the Strategy from Evaluation. Budget provides guidance to the
Community as well as the resources necessary o implement Strategy.



Resourees tor the drug contral community come from Federal, state, local, and private sources.
ONDCP docs not control the Federal $17 billion budget bet it has statutory authority to assess
each Federal drug control agency's annual budget belore 1t is submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget. The assessient is to ensure thai each agency's budges is sufficient o
meet the requirement {{or that vear) of the Spraregy. I the submission is deemed insuficient,
QONDCP tas the authority to “decertify” the submission. This process s not without a political
price: nonetheless, it represents & formal effort (o link the Component of Budget (o thut of
Strategy.

From Performance Measurement to Performance Management - Linking the four
Components of Governance ' :
ONDCP’s mandate is not merely o guide the national drug controf community’s efferis ta
achieve the Strategy Goals and Objectives, [ts mission is 1o “reduce™ drug use, avatlability, and
its consequences. In fact, the 1998 Reauthorization Act while endorsing the PME System as the
vehicle by which fo assess the effectivencss of the Straregy, also fegislated outcomes for the drug
conirol community’. Qbviously, measurig performunce amd reporting i1 will not suffice,
ONDCP must find ways o parlay its Hmited statutory authority into enticing its partners into
focusing on the results to be achieved and the best way 1o get there, )

The process of linking the four Componenis becomes cousiderably more difficult when
numerous agencies and sectors of government are iovolved — Performance Measurenient must
address issues of joint accountability and Performance Management must address results-focused
alignment and integration within the framework of Federalism and states” rights. We now
examine the processes we used (0 progress from Performance Measurerment 1o Peclormance
Management, using tools like Logic Madels, Action Plans, and Performance Partnerships,
Exhibit 3'is a graphic summary of this effort — past and future, We will follow this chart as we
deseribe the processes and tools used as well as future steps planned,

Performance Measurement
The development of the Strategy through extensive consultation with hoth external and internal
stakcholders has been described earlier. This process entails the input solicitation, draft reviews,
corments and modifications {amiliar to agencies developing Strategic Plans: we need not focus
on this process here. {should § say more here?} Suffice it to say that through this process, the
Srrategy was developed, including statements of Mission. Goals, and Qbjectives,

The next step was to develop, through an interagency mechanism, the indicators of “success” -
the performance targets and measures. To do this, we invited “experts™ in the diverse areas of
prevention. treatment, law enforcement, interdiction. and source couniry efforts to wlentify what
the community would consider 1o be “success” in the years 2002 and 2007, To do this
systematically, we established working groups consisting of experts from about fifly Federal
agencies such as DOJ, HHS, DOD, D.Ed., eic. as well as constituent units hke SAMHSA, NIDA,
CLIDP, BIS. We grouped the 31 Objectives by theme and asked the interagency groups io



wentfy long-term targets, measures 10r trackimyg progeess, and data sources {inn sume cuses, 10 be
developed.) Exhibit 4 reflects this process.

Focusing on long-tenm targets removed 1o some degree the stranglehold of the annuat buadget
upon the creativity of these experts: participants could focus on what nesded o be done rather
than what OMB’s budget ceilings would permit them to do.” The problem with starting with
hudget pm}cc;iws is that they tend w favor ihc status quo and discourage inmovative salutions,
tUndoubtedly, the issue of resources will re-enter the picture but we found it liberating not 10 sturt
with budget 1ssnes and focus initially on ;,wizcy questions. This process also enabled the
identification of “siretch targets” requiring more-than-routine effort in order to improve upon
past trends. Ambitious no doubt, but it is worth noting here that ONDCF's mission s 1o
“reduce” drug use and availability, not merely to reduce the rate of increase. Note alzo that these
streteh turgets, atbeit ambitious, were bused on unalysis of histoneal wrends,

Working Groups identified a range of outpuls, intermiediate outcomes, aad end outcomes,
Several iterations were needed to develop owrcome-oriented mensures and accepiable target
numbers, ONDCP pushed for outcomes whenever possible, occasionally taking the lead in order
o ¢nable this. For instance, if was extremely difficult to convince some agencies that a meusure
of amounis seized, although valuable as a workload indicator, did not suifice us a measure of
cffectivensss in keeping drugs out of the U8, The argument was that no one knew the amounts
of various drugs {cocaing, heroin, methamphetamine, and marijuana) being smuggled in and
therefore, it was not possibie to colculate interdiction rates at various zones rom source
countries 1o the US. market. ONDCOP has, since then, convened an interagency group in order o
«chart an acceptable flow model that would yield drug flow estinates for these stuges. Although
the first mode! (for cocaine) is & first cut with Bmitations, it onables an estupate of the success of
interdiction in source countries, in fransit and arrrval zones, domestic law snforcoanent’s
effectiveness in keeping drugs away from the publie, ete. Ne doubt this model will underge
several iterations as this group seeks 1o reconcile differences and refine esumates.

The point here is that with ONDCP leadership and the expertise of various agenctes, major
strides huve been made Lo monitor progress towards key targets relating to the suppty of illegal
drugs. What 1s even more importanl is that the PME System was developesd by the community of
Federal drug contro] agencies under ONDCP leadership ~ linking the Component of Cormunity
with that of Evaluation.

i order to resolve some of the technical issues regarding oulputs and culcomes, we engaged the
chuirs of cach working group in charting the path between their objective (and targets) and the
end outcome (one of the twelve Impact Targets) they were working towards, By requiring them
to explicate underlying assumptions linking various objectives, targets, amd goals, it became
clearer to each group what ¢ach target contributed towards the end cutcomes for demand, supply,
ardd consequences. Putting together these mint-logic models resuited in our developing a
strategic-leve! logic model that displayed graphically the comnections, actual and presumed,
berween various elements of the Srrarggy. We found this graphic (Extubit 3} of the analvtic
framework underlying the Straregy useful at first to develop understanding and consensus smong
the interagency working groups. Later, we found the graphic useful in exphaining the Strategy
and 145 PMVE System to exiernal stakeholders such as Congress. Instead of complaining about



“mere” oulput sueasures, stakeholders saw more clearly the Hokages between outputs such as the
publication of research decuments und eventual changes w vouth drug ese — see Exhibit 6 on the
Logic Medel tor Goal | ou drug use preventon. The development of this staiegic level logic
model became a process for gaining CORSCHSUS i e comnmunily.

The next siep was 1o set up an information system 1o collect the requistie data on each measure
i order o monitor progress towards each targel. The legally-mundated lmeragency Data
Subcomnitiee ook on the task of 1dentifying gaps where no dat existed {suclh ag the lack of
nation-wide information on waiting time 1o receive drug treatment services or the effectiveness
of treatment services received). The subcommitiee prioritized these needs and linked them wilh
agency budget submissions. For instance, with cicouragement from this subcommittee, HHS
mcluded an initiative on a natiopa! freatiment cutcome monitoring system in #s FY 2001 budget
submission. The subcommitics continues to seok ways to close such Jdata gaps,

Meanwhile, ONDCP set up un Information Muanagement System o coliect avatluble duta in
arder 1o conduct performance monitoring, A protocol hus been established to obuin information
routinely from the agencies 1iat maintain databases and report on them at various times in the
year, There is more 1o do to streamline this collection effort. This process involves a different
set of interagency participants than those i the Working Groups ~ the former are largely
respensible for data systems in the ageocies invoived. This constitutes a {urther linking of the
Component of Communily to that of Evaluation.

Finally, the results of such monitoring must be reported to the Iacger community, The
Performance Measures of Effectiveness, 2000, the first Repor( to report on actual progress
compared 1o expected progress, shows the extent (o which progress towards each target (for
which we have data} is “on~track.”™ In the absence of simulation models, we projected finear
paths from the 1996 base year to the 2002 and 2007 argets. While recognizing the limitations of
such linear projections, we used this “glide path’” to give preliminary guidance regarding
progress-to-date: a rough set of score cards.

We also used the strategie-level logic model to display progress, with green boxes for targets
where progress is on track, red boxes where it is not, and gray boxes where data are not yet
available (Exhibit 7.) Cleardy it is useful 1o aote that although most of the targets under Goal |
{Prevention} are green. the impact 1argets for that goal are red. This would seem 10 imply thas
the largets in the gray boxes (of which there 1s o sizeable numbor) would show as “red” were we
to have the data. An alternative explanation would ¢all inlo question the logic underlying

Goal 1's Objectives and Programs. This example iustrates the utility of (his strategic-level
graphic in displaying progress.

As performance monitoring becomes routing and reporis generated annually. program
evaluations will be triggered in future as targets are missed over a period of time. These
interagency efforts will identify patterng of success - what works in which situations, in short,
“Lessons Learned™ ~ for the community, We expect these 1o be shared through the Internet,
We also oxpect these findings to influence sgency budgets. But these are future directions — s
shown by dotted lines in Exhibn 3, '



The performance nicasurement part of the system is in place alihough improvements regarding
data gaps. data collection, quality of the data, and other issues require considerable effort.
Program evalpations have to be undertaken and their lindings used. Use of these findings by
external stokeholders such as OMB und the Conygress 1s an open question. Use by interaat
stakcholders will be further addressed under Perfarmance Munsgement.

Performance Managemens
This tonm implies using the resulis of Performunce Measurement to imprave the chances of
achioving desired resulls. [t means nsmnaging with the primary focus being the achicvenient of
pre-specified targets. But it is more than that, GAD suggests agencies align thair core processes
and resources - T, persennel, budget, emlzzazwn ete ~ 1o focus on outcomes so that all systems
work together to achieve the common goal.™™ Systems within and outside an ugency hiave to be
coordinated if not aligned — external and internal stakehotders, the budgei, the design of the
strategy and its implementation, ete. in short, the four Components of public governance ~
Strategy, Commumty, Evaluation, and Budget - must be linked in purpostve ways.

Underiaking Ferformance Management is considerably suore difficuls in situations where lack of
control is a key charactedistic, ONDCP does not have many statutory authorities with which to
insist that its guidance vis-a-vis integrating the activities of various agencies, be followed, 1t has,
therefore, to rely on persuasion, participation, and political leverage. We engaged in a variety of
processes 1 facus the Federal community on the fong-tenm targets,

As jodicated in Exhibit 3, we developed Logic Models for each target {or set of targets). When
ONDCP insisted an “stretch targets.” our Federal pariners complained, legitimately, that they
had only limited control over complex outcomes such as reducing drug use in the U.S, Federal
manayers are more able to deliver outputs such as “the number of clients served” or "the number
of arrests™ since these are within their control. Nonetheless, our external stakeholders rightly
expeet outcomes such as reduction in “the number of hard-core users” and “reduction in drug-
related crime.” In order to address the issue of imited control, we re-convened working groups
w order 1o identify analytically, the steps that had to be undertaken in order to nccomplish these
outcomes.

Considening cach target as a “dependent variable.” we asked the question: What factors are
known to influence this target?” Clearly, these factors or “independent variables™ had 1o be
mantpulated in seme way In order to accomplish the desired target result, Working groups were
then usked to identify, for each factor, those activities {or interventions — programs, legislation,
regulations, tax incentives, etc.) that could affect factors in such a way that the target would be
achicved. We asked them to consider the whole spectrum of tools availabie to federal, state,
focal, and private sectors. The next step was o identify activities already in existence and those
thut did not exist. The final step was to assign rcsponsmliuy for each activity 1o the Federal
1gen+:y responsible, Activities under the purview of other seotors (e.g., statel were labeled as
such, For details, see Millar, Simeone, snd Carngvaie, “Logic Modeis: A Systems Tool for
Performance Management.™™ " Exhibit 8 is an illustration of one such logic mode! for the
corrections area. It addresses the key issue of recidivism for drug-using oifenders.



These iogic models are ¢congeptual tools w identfy presuned causal links belween interventions
{zovernmental and non-govenmental} and anticipated results. For each finkage. the guestion
that we urged was: {s this linkage based on theory. research, data, intultion, or iradition?
Developing logic models proved o be a valuable too] in getting participams with differing
gestalts and institutional lpyaliies to begin a common targel-focused dialogue, in some cases, the
Ingic mode! reflected merely the status quo. o uthers, new ideus were proposed i
mncorporated.

Moving from coticeptual sgreement into operational consensus required tansiating the Logie
Maodels inte Interugency Action Plans. Eacly drafis often omitted tmelines and sometimes, the
names of agencics responsible for various actions. Nevertheless, they constiiuie the first stages
of interagency cotlaboration that is target-focused.”™ As targets are missed o 45 resourees
become scarce. the logic maodels will became the basis for developing aliemative sirategics and
actions. We hope that the analytical questions re the basts of presumed linkages will, at that
time, enable participants with vaned political agendas to forge some consensus regurding ihe
best actions to meet the argets, Exhibit 9 (s the Aciion Plan for recidivism correspanding (o the
Logie Model in Exbibn 8,

The Action Plans are considered as dynamic "works i progress” and therefore, will not be
officially “cleared by the agencies. Were they o run the guentiet of clearance by varions
departments. it is Hkely that they would be reduced o 2 minimal statement of status quo, We
also felt that participants could operate more {reely as subject matier experts if they did not have
o worty aboat insitiutional turf.

These Action Plans soon became the butiding blocks for linking agency {onnual) budgets to the
Strategy 's implementation, The Action Plans laid out agency actions by agency and vear.
These in tumn, provided the link {0 annual agency budgets and the corresponding GPRA Plans.
ONDCP is required by statute to assess sach drug control agency’s lnudget submission in terms
of its adeguacy to meet the Strategy’s needs. To facilitate this assessment, ONDP sends
guidhnce each Spring to the relevant agencies. In 1999, we asked the working groups to identify
FY 2001 initiatives, based on the Action Plans, that weye critical 1o target achievement. One of
the wiitiatives was for HHS to develop a nationwide monitoring system 1o tack sreatment
effectiveness. This recommendation, endorsed by the (carher-menticned} Data Subcommities,
was supported by ONDCP during the formulation of the President’s Budget, Thus key actions
tar the year were translated into agency actiens lo be accomplished, for which funding would be
incorporated in agency annual budgets. Although a start has been made, this link is quite
lenuous and needs more effort before it can become routine,

Logically speaking, the agency actions and corresponding dollar amounts should be identified in~
agency GPRA products, in particular, in agency Performance Plans. This linkage is still to be
forged. GPRA legisiation allows agencies (departments) a fair amount of flexibility in
aggregaung their sctivities and programs. This means ONDCP cannot insist that agencies
breakow their drug control activities o reflect agency actions deriving from e “informal”

action plans. We lope to collaborate with OMB to bring about consisiency it agency GPRA
plans. Transiating the Action Plans into Agency Actions funded by Agency Budgets and
meluded in Agepcy GPRA Plans will bé a challenge.
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A key shortconsing of this process is that many if not mosi of the setivities in drug control are
undertaken by atate, Jocal, and private sector agencies. To engage m target-focused activity
without including cur non-Federa! partners is to linut seriously, the probability of success. This
is particularly true since the targets developud were designed as “national targets” entailing
Federal as well ag non-Federal resources and seivities. (should I mention these were the tenns
of clearance?) Clearly, the PME Systcn has to be “nationalized”” and Performance Management
sust include Foderal as well as non-Federal agencies and groups.

Nationalizing the PME System

This process, a3 shown in Exlubit 10, has just begun, The first step is to develop “small
comaumifies of stakeholders,” each focused on a set of targets. These national working groups
will be responsible for idenufying the best courses of action for meeting the targets by 2007,
Logic Models developed earlier by Federal working groups will be revisited and refined to
incorporite non-Federal perspectives and requirements. Federal Action Plans will be rewdone 1o
include state, local, and private secior contributions and responsibijities. Responsibilities will be
assigned and dmelines mapped. These will constitute “National Action Plans™ for each set of
targdls.

This step has been undertaken on o trial basts for one set of targets — Goal 1, Objectives 8 und 9,
targets on the development and dissemination of research-based principles and programs for drug
abuse preventinn. We anticipate developing national Action Plans for a few more targess this
year.,

One interesting occurrence is the unwilling participation of skeptics unwiiling (o reconsider their
current activities mud plans in the light of new Action Plans, Some of them are stili not
patticipating in the process, athers seek (o skew the Action Plans to reflect the status quo, and yet
others after reluctanily acknowledging them are reformulating them 1o reflect earlier priorities!
Tiis is to be accepted. We consider the process to be an iterative one with new directions likely
to be-recommended as non-Federal viewpoints are included. Another impetus for change will be
the non-achievement of targets. As progress falls below the giide path necessary to meei the
2007 targets, tougher questions are likely 1o surface. We will, at that time, raise again questions
of validity — what are the bases for the links in the Jogic plans? We expect to facilitute
discussions of alternative actions and possibilities.”

These national working groups will also have to monitor the extent to which actions
recommended in the National Action Plans sre completed. Action Plans will need o be {ine.
wned annually to reflect changes in anticipated budgets, missed targets, and changes in drug
problems {emerging new drugs, new sources of supply, ¢t¢.} Adjustments in the Action Plans
wiil be recorded in the Information Manageroent System (IMS) described earlier and reported in
the PME Reports.

Bach national working group will form the nucleus of netivity centering around the wirgets.
Members of these national working groups e to be selected carefully: ideally they will be
subject-area gxperts as well as representatives of lurger constituencies. Selling the Action Plans



to the larger constituencies will be part of their responsibility. The Federal community will need
1o assign responsibility by ageney and link them o agency budgets and GPRA Plans — as
described i the earlier section. Non-Federal contributions will aiced to be incorporated into
state, locul, sud private sector budgets snd agendas. Some degree of customization will be
required since each state and locality has us own dg ssues and preferred ways of tackiing
them. These issues will be addressed in the upcoming years as the nationalization ¢fforts
procesd,

Dynamic in nature, these Action Plans constitite o ool for focusing the national community of
stakeholders on what acinally needs to be achieved (that s, the targets) and for forging alliances
50 they can be accomplished in lime, Forging alliances. 2 time-consuming and kabor-intensive
activity, will be accomplished through the informal agreements that will cceur in the nutional
waorking groups as well as, more fornily, through Performance Pacinerships.

Performance Partnerships inveive one or more agencics or levels of government collaborating
an the best ways to achieve mutually agreed-upon objectives. Most often, this entails Federal
funding and state and/or Iocal agency programs. Sometimes, if involves private agencies as in
the EPA Partnerships. Agreements are formalized and progress mositored and reported on.

In the drug control area as w other governmental functions, the powers of each jevel of
governmen are constrained through formal as well as informal mechanisms. Sometimes, this
pattern of federalism results in Federal fimding and Federal accountability to Cengress without
the power to require cutcomes from non-Federal agencies and governments, Sometimes, Federal
regulations are not accompanied by funds to camry them out. Clearly, a more persuasive
mechanism needs to be found 1 we are 1o work together 10 achieve national goals as mandated
by the President’s Druy Control Strazegy.

ONDCP has initiated, as a demonstration project, three Performance Partnerships — with the
states of Oregon and Maryland and the ity of Houston.™ Formal Memeranda of Agreement have
been drawn up and Federal and state/locat agencies have been drawn inte inleragency-
intergovernmental working groups. Leng-lem targets have been sefected, customizing the
nattonal targets in the PME Systent 1o meet the state’s requirements. Logic models have been
developed und Action Plans draficd, While these products are in various stages of development.
the dialogue has begun. States have identified obstacles 1o target achievement and Federal
actions thut could help resolve them. Federal agencies have begun examining them 1o explore
possibilities for collaboration, The underlying premise 15 that i Federal agencies can yield on
procedural requirements {such as certain reporting requiremests) states can more ¢asily promise
pre-specified performance targets.

This paper will not focus on the details of these Performance Partnerships as they constitute ong
of many elements in the process of managing for results: these will be addressed ina
forthcoming paper. ONDCP has entered into three partnerships in order to undersiand benter
federal-state-local dynamics as they eperate in the area of drug control. We also hope to
encourage {urther such parinerships, formal and informal, that are focused on improved
porformance to meet state and national targets.

1
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- Next Sreps

t
Much has been accomplishicd: much remains to he done. Perforimance Measurcoent is larsely in
pla.c:e Performance Management 1s stif i an incipient stage. The entire process of nationalizing

has o be undertaken for Goals 1, 2. and 3. The remaining two goals. {ocusing largelyv on

miternationa) issues relating to the supply of various drugs (including domestic cultivation of
marijuans apd producnon of methamphetamine,) present slightly different ssues. Currently the
drug threwt is under re-assessment after Which the Federal Action Plans witl require modification
hefore international implhications cin bo addressed,

The Action Plans will nced streamlining and a5 resource hmitations become more apparent, a
greaicr deytee of analyiical rigor will be neaded 1o cull less-effeciive poboies and activities.
Programs and resources coniributing to each activity will need 1o be listed. QObstacles to wrye
achievement will need o be wdennficd s plans included for ;zaiémssizzg; thom {confhicling
natidnal legislation, for instunce.y ONDCP in tandem with us Federal pariners. will z‘zeed to play
a key facititating role in tackling Federal obstacles.

Obvicusly, the task of developing and strengihening the national working groups will be ne easy
‘one. We need to involve representatives from OMB, Congress, and other legislative bodies
without limiting the freedom of the gational working groups to explore new creative approaches
through budget and partisan restraints. The logistics ot conducting these diaslogues and
disseminatiig the results will need 0 be addressed through the use of the Internet and other
forums.

Even were these steps taken and vanen Action Plans developed, we would have engaged
hasically in “target-focused” strategic planning.’” To engage in Performance Management, the
these Action Plans would need to be linked 1o budyet decisions as well as monitoring and
evaluation results factored in. ONDCP would need to take the lead in addressing Federal
obstacles 1o meeting the targets. Performance Partherships would reed 10 be forged at many
levels for most of the targets and agencies at all levels persuaded to commii resources and
modify current agendas to meet the wargets.

What incentives are there for Foderal non-Federal agencies 10 work cohésively as target-focused
small communities”? Currently, very little to motivate participants to risk institutional ire and
financial sud political fallout by offering new ways of conducting old business. This is an area
where we have considerable work 1o undertake. Although financial incentives are the most
attractive, they are generally the hardest 1o detiver, especially to such a large number of suates,
localities, and private groups. ONDCP needs to examine other possibilities such as the use of
puldicity, awards, connecting with professional organizations, et¢ 1oy order 1o persuade our
Federal and non-Federal pariners 10 align their activities towards the achievement of the
President’s drug control targets.™

Conclugions



To geperalize from tie ONDCP experience. . the approach described here 1s one of many for
orchestrating change 50 85 10 manage for results. Although the tools deseribed here - logic
models, action plans, and performance partnerships — are useful in managing the process, if does
not say much about the sivie of such management. Managing for resulis is a risky enterprise
hecouse It takes place in a dynamic political environment. There is un inherent tension between
leadership™ und consensus-building in this process. Consensus-building is nore permanent but
takes much fonger us participants adhere 1o long-held safe positions. Nonetheless, consensus
may be preterable if one’s stakeholders are willing 1o be patient. ONDCP did not have that
luxury since its stakehotders demanded an immediate measurement system with ambitious
targets. 1ts style therefore, tends iowards a greater degree of teadership with all the risks
cntailed,

The style with which an organization uses the tools described here is always going 1o involve
sone combination of leudership and consensus-building. The degree to which onc or other wakt
dominates should depend on several issues. The busis for action {coordingion in the cuse of
crosseutting arcus) ~de jure or de facto authority — i$ a key eloment. For usstance, the
Environmental 77 Group, un less formal body of stuff representutives of various agencies, relies
on consensus-building, and has taken the time necessary 1o progress from the identification of
oulput measures © outcome measures. ONDCP, on the other hund, has a certain amount of
statutory authority in ifs reauthorization language and as o White House Gffice. 1 is also held
responsible for meeting specific targets specified in its Reauthorizution. This enables it to insist
on streich targets and o influence budget oulcomes 10 a certain degres,

Another agpeat that should influence the style is the extent to which the SES in charge of the
Performance Management effort as well as the head of the agency, are “risk-takers.” Without
the clear backing of the relevamt SES and the agency head, it 15 advisable (o take the consensus-
route. Even the choice of “stretch targets” representing a “reach”™ (more than maintaining the
current rate of achievement) mﬂects a certain amount of risk-taking since there is a lower
probability of success.

The third clement to consider (s the extent of stakeholder pressure. Agencies (such as ONDCP)
with stakeholiers whe take high visibility positions and insist on ambitious regulis, may need to
lake a leadership stance, the risks notwithstanding. Thus the style with which these Performance
Management ools are likely to be used. may vary. This balance of consensus and iaaéer&hi;} 53
dynamic ong - for instance, it will vary according to the level of goveroment involved, ONDCP,
for example, bas i Jess influence over non-Federal agencies: honee the aeed iazz levorage
thirough vartous kinds of incendives,

Regardless of the mix of leadership and consensus-building, Performance Manugement demands
a catalytic role since it requires active intervention in order to link the four componens of
governance in order 10 focus them on the targets. ONDCP has sought 1o undertake this role in
keeping with iis tegislative mandate — (o coordinate and lead the national drug control
commumity in order (0 sccomplish desired end states.

Have we substitnted policy rationality for political interest? 1s it hkely or even desirable? The
National Drug Contro) Straregy is influenced by potitics even as it 15 based on policy and

13


http:advisable.lO

science: The Mission, Goals and Objectives further reflect this mix. The Logic Models and
Actton Plans also reflect policy and management priorities. Nonetheless, past patterns of
resource allocation have not reflected policy rationality.™ Program alignment 1o focus on targets
has been minimal. Program elimination, based on evaluation findings, is unlikely given the
volatile mix of politics, policy, and fervor.

Performance Management — harnessing the collective will of the nation to focus on a national
problem, in the casc of crosscutling issues — will not replace partisan or institutional or
ideological politics. Nevertheless, by involving and educating relevant stakeholders, political
decisions can be factored into the process so that their implications are discussed and made
public. Policy interests and management concerns can be addressed within the political context,
by focusing on the end states desired and the implications of various preferences on these. By
making them public, the dialogue should become a more informed one. Moreover, the alliances
formed in this process may constitute powerful political forces. The tools and process described
here will not eliminate politics but it can help manage to some extent, the complex interactions
between politics, policy, and management. Such a system, flexible enough to adapt to changing
politics, budgets, and policies and based on stakeholder involvement, will tacilitate progress
toward a results-oriented institutional culture,

1
i

't *A Systems Approach to Performance-Based Management: The National Drug Control Strategy™ Ronald S.
Simeone, John T. Carnevale, and Annie Millar (unpublished paper under review).

iy Ibid. The generalized descriptions of the Components are drawn from this paper

" Public Law 100-690 as amended.

i For instance, see Section VI of The Narional Drug Conirol Straregy. 1997.

Public Law 100-690 as amended. For details, see Performance Measures of Effectiveness: Implementation
and Findings, Appendm’ :

Nete that thete is no budget or planning ceiling for the drug control mission. onty tor individual agenmcs
Most “druy control” agencies have missions that include other goal areas. Also note the comment in the
IRS case study ot its GPRA process that budget-driven performance targets sre not likely 1o “get out of the
box" (check cite)

“Effectively [mplementing the Government Performance and Results Act,” {General Accounting Office,

¥

1996) ,
o “Logic Models: A Systems Tool for Performance Mansgement” Annie Millar, Ronald 8. Simeone, and
John T, Carnevale (unpublished paper)

Coordination attempts abound but they are not always systcmnuc or target-focused. Objective-tocused
coordmatmn semetimes flounders since objectives are often couched in general terms, thus masking conflicting
purposes reflecting divergent views among participants.

Efficiency issues should surface during these discussions which hitherto, have tocused on effectiveness.
For details, see forthcoming paper on Performance Partnerships in the Drug Control Area,

Acting as catalysts, we would be using logic models and action plans to “focus attention, stimulute debaie,
keep track of issues, promote interaction, and facilitate consensus,” Henry Mintzberg The Rise and Fult of
Straregic Planning (The Free Press, New York. 1994)

Performance Measures of Effectiveness: Implementqtion and Findings, Chapter 1V “Broadening the Base™
discusses these options.

Leadership is defined here as taking a firm, possibly unpoputar, position and actively seeking a majority.
Carnevale and Murphy paper

in *

sl .

s

i

Xy



&2 FREMEREEEIERY B Lanas v Y TR ARt 2 EEIMTAIINILY L0 TIUNION SINe DY gl

M FEEREE 0P g s...n\v..z siw
RO i FOLY

M SR RN g e e m M Eieﬁ.%g.\w
_. %sx.é,.‘.nﬁ m ’ ggﬁcm
- AR Sl KRNI WL
A WA
w. g gy W m m..ﬁf%;w
s o
— rem———ene _3;.,— “ zyﬁx;?ﬂ}&i

AR B 0 WD) MIDSE _".S_ E_s.x o PONPRY E [ROD TIRTOIE WG P Puen Ty DATLIMEY S i o)

e agpn .
LT e ]
w e
e e Lt T ot s
TR e

e St Rt .w

- g P Sy _

|
m
W , . -zh_‘:,,m.,.“?.w .
H
|

e Fangd . ﬂ a5 s o ¥ _ P P e

—— P

P N S

&3?3?«%&«%%3&?& wg " A ARG 30 SOION sreeug par TS JoIg 15 IR0T

Abajents joauon Brug jeuonep ayl jo
s1abie] Joedw) pue ‘saanosiqo é&a@
¢ aunbid

W ) AL
;vw_th I -7

by,




0% by 2007 Urited States (Goal 2}

. 50% by 2007 (Goal 2}

12 Key Drug Strategy Impact Targets
Exhibit2

-Supply Demand -
25% by 202 Feduce avallabitity of ificit drugs i the Reduces the demand of #iit dugs inths 25% by 2002
Lnited States {Goal 3} 0% by 007

o Badoce the rate of shipenent of llicit drugs Reduce the prevalence of drug use amaong 5% v 2002
07 fooen sourcs 2ones {Goal 53 yould [Goal 1) 50% by 2007
10% by 2002 Reduce the dnig trafficker success rale in the Increase the average age of now users ¢ Months by 2002
20% by 2007 fransit and ammival zones (Goal 4) {Goal 1) 36 Months by POUY
20% by 2002 Reduce domestic aultivation and production Reduce e prevalance of dreg use inthe | 5% by 2002
5% by 2007 of illicit drugs {Goal 5). wirkplace (Goal 3 50% Dby 2007
10% by 8002 Raduce the trafficker success tate intha US. Reduca the number of chionic dug users 25% by 2002
{Goat B 5% bty 2007
Consequences
% by o002~ )] Reduce the e of crime associated with drug 8 Reiice the healih and social costs | -10% by 2002
30% by 2007 | trafficking and use {Goal 2) associated with drugs (Goal 3} 25% by 2007

OPERE - January 1999



FROM MEASUREMENT TO MANAGEMENT
Exhlblt 3

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT © PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

) Logc Y
Models

STRATEGY

DESIGN_

| /7 Agency . Annual
A 1 GPRA Agency x;é?
e Armial Plans ./ \Buigets ,/ &
r"{ : )
s l Q:;'.x
U N I T Y ONDCP/OPBRE
August 1859




ONDCP Interagency Process - Exhibit 4

Goald ¥ Work Groups

Waork Groups € Goal§ Steering Group
; ' Steering Group Counterdrug Ops.

Moncey Laundering : Law Enforcement
Institution Building ' ‘ . Invest. and Intell.
Drug Crop Control Regional/Country Coop.
Trafficking Organization National R&D

R&D

trategy
Work Groups v 2m .
o Gfidl(} Goal 2 Goal3  —» Work Groups

. ) R Py eermg FGUp aa Steering G:‘t}up

Education Steering Group Treatment

Prevention _ - .
Community l \ Wozi.(piab% &
Public Information Medication and R&D
R&D ) Work Groups

Law enforcement and

" Prosecution
Breaking the Cycle
HIDTA v
R&D

. } OPRRE
Offiee of Nytionsl Drug Controd Pilicy . June 2001
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 Relationships Among Prevention Targets of the

National Drug Control Strategy- Exhibit 6
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Logic Model for Goal 11, O‘fbj.,r 4, Targets 2, 3, and 4 - Exhibit 8

Fagaral

" Encourage the provision of
substance abuss eslment
intervertions

Expand the rumber of ™\
Residential Bubstance Abuse \
i Treatment (RSAT) Programs
provided o state

comectionsl faciitien

OROCPIDPBRE
May 2000



Goal 2, Obj. 4, Targets 2, 3 & 4
Action Plan

- Exhibit 9

TARGETS: 2. Responses to positive drug tests: 3. Availability of treatment: 4, Becidivism re drug using

. offenders.

Action Responsible Time Frame for Responsibie Time Frame for
AgencyfOrganization { Completion Agency/Organization | Completion
{Existing Programs) | (Existing Programs) | {New Programs) (New
, Programsy
ACTIVITY A
Encourage

establishment of
drug testing policies.

ACTIVITY AL
Encourage provision
of substance abuse
treatment
interventions.

ACTIVITY A3
Regquirg
establishment of
drug testing policies
for incarcerated
adulls,
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LOGIC MODELS: A SYSTEMS TOOL FOR PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT
by
Aunnie Milar, Ronald S, Sineone, aad Johin T, Cuarnevale =

s

Logic models have been around in one form or another far many years'. Pharmiing o
gaurse of achion, such as muanaging a program or charting a course of policy. wenerally
imphies some sort of logic model, As efforts to improve manayement have proliferated,
ihese implicit struclures have increasingly been made explicit for discussion and
challenge. Gantt charts and Critica] Paths have graphically depicted Action Plans based
on logic models that chart progress from start o finish of a project.

For the lasl twenty years, logic maodets have been used lacgely 1n program evaluations 1o
chart out what should have bappened and what did or ¢id vot oceur as ntended. These
logic models start with the inputs of the progrun: being evaluated und work their way
through the processes o end with the desired end state, whether output or sutcome.
These modeling cfforts are usually undenaken by evaluation specialists with some input
{from policy/planning stalf and program managers.’

Recent efforts to re-engineer and re-invent programs and agencies have resulied in
orgamzational and program loyic models being developed in an effort to identify
Ueritical™ or “core” processes that drive the train. These efforts are generally carried ouwt
by headquarters staff with some line manager mvolvement. ’

The nulionat and international drive towards accountabitity, fueled by the Government
Performance and Resulis Act ({OPRA) and relatzd initatives, has intensified this focus oi
exarmining the “black box™ betwceen inputs and outcomes as agencics scramble 1o justify
their strategies for achieving identified end resulls,

The increased emphasis on governmental accountability requires program munagers and
¢xeculives 1o become more aware of how program activifies bring about desired
outcomes, After all, the legisiative and executive mandates for increased aecountability
are intended, not merely to accoum for government expenditures, but to enable irproved
nerformance. To this end, it becomes imperative for managers 1o ask, not only whal the
desired end siates or outcomes are, but also how “best” o gel there. To do this, one
needs logic models. .

Litle exists in the hterature that tells managors how to develop and use loyic medels for
management purposes. The muaterial is abstroct or buried in evaluation literawure, This
paper seeks 10 provide managers with specific guidance on developing and using logke
models. 1t is buged fargely but not wholly® on the experience of the Office of National
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Drug Camral Policy {ONDCP). the White House oflice responsible for eoordinating drug
eontrol agencies m order to falfli ns mission of ceducing drug use, availability, and
consequences,

Understanding Logic Models

Logic Medels are word or pictorial depictions of real-life cvenis/processes that depict
graphically the underlying assumptions or bases upogq which the undertaking of one
activity 1s expected to lead W the cecurrence of another agtivity or event, It involves
“modeling or simulating” real-life in such a way that the fundamental “logic™ bocomes
apparent. Logic models show causal relationships as they relate 1o one another - a
systens approach to poriraying the path towards a desired reaiity.

Although various types of logic models exist, we are interested in those that relate to
goverment programs and thelr desired end resulls. We examine logic models from the
perspective of government managers seeking (o intervenc tn reallite to bring about
desired gvents such as full employinent o prevent undesirable events such as drug vse.
In other words, we discuss these models within the context of social engineering as
manifesied by govermment programs.

From this p&rspec’tivc, logic models consist of causal chains that seek to explain the
ocewrrence or non-occurrence of phenomena through a series ¢f controllable aclivities. It
explaing the logic embodied 1o o program - that downg activity A, acadvity B, and so forth,
will result in products or services that will eventually affect people or problems in a
desired manner.

Using Logie Models

Logic Models are useful to any persen trying (o plan, manage, account for, audit
evaluate, or explain the connections between what « prograns {or agency or set of
agencles) requests in terms of respurces and what it seeks 1o accomplish. For instance, o
progrant may use its funds and resources in terms of personnel and dollars (inputs} o
provide services that seek to reduce highway accidents. What the program does
{activities/processes) may be 1o lobby with states 1o pass seat-belt laws, monitor
autompbile manufaclurers’ tests, ete. What it praduces {outpais} may be laws,
educational brochures, public service announcements-ete. What it secks 1o accomplish
{owcomes) is reduction in highway accidents as defined by fatalities, costs of injuries and
other outcome measures. The logic model seeks 1o identify the intcrvening sieps between
using the resources. achieving the outpus, and accomplishing the desired ends. Logic
modeis generatly depict the loical series of events from program inlervention (o prograsm;
SHICOTNES.

Exhibit 1.: “Example Logic Models for Four Progranis of Southstde Children’s Agency™
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puipuls to outcomes that altows a fuller understanding of agency porformance. For
instance. logic models explain why ontpots are ikely 1o be the only possible resnlt
for somce nme belore intennediate outcomes and eveniuatly, end owtcomgs, can he
achizved, :

" Maostimpertanily. they enable a critical examimtion of prograw and policy logie,
a dehberate discussion of “oul-oi-lhe-box" ideas beyond the status quo.

» Logie models are a vital ool i faaiBtaling communication between programs and
stakeholders with respeet 1o wlentifying wrgets, performunee mensures, wngd
siralegics.

. Far the authors, logic models proved invaluable in focusing disparate participanis

on a common performance warget for which they were jointly accountable, an
analvtical 100l with which to lorye some degree of political and orgamnizations!
consensus. This (ool eventually became a vehicle for developing a community of
stukeholders Jocused on the desired cnd-result - a key link in tying budger,
community, and evaluation through a Strategic planping-comniunity building
DroCess. ' '

®

Developing Logic Models

An endemis problem in perfonmance measurement is the issue of the limited control thuy
ranagers or agency execulives have over eompl‘e.\: ouicomes that are embaodied in nany
nerformance targets. Managers generally can contrel the ouiputs of their programs,
defined as services or products gencraied by the program(s), Accomplishing eomplex
sutcomes such as decreasing drug-related violence is much more difficult, in part because
mannagers of @ program or agency have Himited control over influences that affect the
targel, For instance, programs ainwed at sending wiedia messages to youth about the
dangers of drug use do not control other eritical influences, such as {pith communities,
over youth deeisions regarding drigs.

Logie models enable one to identify concepluatly the issues that need ro be addressed
when one seeks such changes, They ulso facilitate the identification of partiers so thi
Performance Partnerships can be undentaken. To do this we have to reverse the usual
ruanaer in which logic models are developed,

Logie models are often developed by 5sking o sories of "why” guestions that identify the
binks benween one event and s successor, starting with the inpuis. This series of
guestions may start with asking why the program wnites a rule {proeess}, {he answer
being ...so that a rule is enacted {ouiput). The next question might be why the ruling is
engaeted...so that industry takes actions o comply {miernedivie outcome}. . 50 that waler
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guality improves (intenuedinte outgcomed .. 50 thal fish and human diseases are reduged
{end cutcome).” This type of logic inadel is most usefud 1o undertaking prograns
evaluations and 11 making budget justificutions,

Logic models that start with the inputs and work their way 1o the desired outcomes
somelimnes reflect a nutural wndeney to limit one’s thinking Lo existing activilies,
programs, and rescarch guestions. We found hat starting wilh the inputs 1ended o foster
a defense of the stutus quo. One is less likely to challenge the status quo when one starts
with fhe status quo. To engage vt re-invention and out-of-he-box thinking, we must
reverse the order for developing the logic model, thereby focusing it on the end-result (o
be achieved. By starting with the degired end staie or 1arget. we were able to ask “what
needs to be done?” rather than “what is being Jone?

W now examine, as an illustration, how logic models werg developed and usad in the
drug control area,

THE DRUG CONTROL EXAMPLE

We found fogic models to be eritically useful for performance management within the
framework of joint accountability, that is, in coordinating stakeholders from various
Federal drug control agencies 1o focus on joint cutcomes. A few words to put this in
gomtext.... The Dfftee of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) develops the national
Strategy (“The National Drug Conirol Strategy™) in consultation with Federal, state,
toeal, and private seclor agencies and stukcholders. This Steategy is the blueprint for the
nation ow reducing drug use, availability, and its consequences. As mandated by
Congress, ONDCE developed in 1998, a sysiein for addressing joint aceountability ~ the
Performance Measures of Effecriveness (PME) System. This system focuses on 12
fimpact targets and 85 supporting Performance targets. The Impact Targets address end
gutcipes for the five Steategic Goals {outcanes such as youth drsg use. number of
chironic drug users, tie availability of various drugs. the bealth and soctal costs of drug
use, etc.) Supporting performance targets reflect the 31 Objectives and range from
outputs (such as the number of TV viewing hours) fo intermediate outcomes {such as the
sttitudes of youth towards drugs.) The process of developing this system is described in
- the forthcoming NAPA case study on the druy control area.”

federal agencies voiced legitimate concerns over being accouniable for major socictal
changes over whigh they had only partial control. To complicate matters further, many of
the programs and services are provided by state, local, and private agencies with funding
from a vartety of sources. The question was: how were we 1o foeus these agencies on
gach target. The next question was: how were we to persuade all the players 1o align their
programs $o as to achicve the national 1argets. Note that these questions were generally
raised within @ aimosphure of heated dissension as each erganization and professional
digeipline {e.g. reatment specialisis. law enforcement experts) argued fervently for 1ts
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The Logic Medeis developed by thie 21 interagency working groups (over 200 persous
from Federal drug eonurol agencies) reflcoted a spectrum between the oflen-found all-
melugive “wish-hist” and & more select puckage. We found that the greaier the agreement
on the conceptual mfrastructure, the greater the anslvtical rigor applicd. Where there wiss
little consensus on the hesl technigques for effecting the chiange, the logie madel and the
resuliant action plan reflected an “ail-but-the-kitchen-sink™ approach. Thus, we found
more agreement and therelore, rigor, in the reaunent area than in the prevention area and
more agreencent on how hest to 1ntucticl drugs than how to sop thweny m the source
couninics,

Presumably, If wargets are nor met 2 oritical asscssment of the implied linkayges will
follow. Of course, program evaluation will be necessoary 1o prove/disprove the validity of
the linkages in these logic models,

Exhibit 2 is a graphical represemation of the process we followed in developing logic
mwdels for the largets in the PME System. ‘

Action Plan Process

These Logie Madels led to Action Plans that wanstuted the cogniuve exergise of
developing logic models buo s more pragmatic application - organizing the activities
aegerding 1o the sehedule requiced to meet targets hy the specihied ume. The Action
Plans assigned responsibility for the activities wdentifted in the Logic Models,

In order 10 cull the most important of the setivities in the Action Plan, we asked
participums o consider:

« What existing progroins arc ortical 10 ﬂchlm’mg the rger?

s Whet modifications need 1o be made 10 existing programs? How long will it mke’

»  What new inlerveniions are eritica! 10 meet the target? Who will be responsible?
Hew fong will it wke?

This process is depicted in Exbibil 3,

The process of (ranslating the “wishes” of the logic models to the “must-haves” of the
Acuon Plans re-intreduced key political and organizational considerations of institution,
turf, and resources. In some cases, Action Plans reflected current realities sinee
participanis did not want to rock the institutional boat, Participanis were oflen unwilling
10 aceept program responsibility for their agencies withour the asswrance of Rimds. Inthe
drug conteot area, funds have to be requested by the agencies invelved, ONDCP's role
heing limired to persuasion, leverage, and o not-nsegnificant amount of influence in
shaping the federal drug control budget.” It is ot surprising thercfore, thas some actien
plans do not as yet specifly the agency responsible or the timeting, This generally
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reflected participants’ inabnlity or unwillingness to accept responsibility on belalf of their
agencies for actions they did not feel confident would be funded.

We expeet these Plans w be refined as the process continues. Such refincment should
inctude identification of progeams thut contribute to cach activity and alsa. performance
targets that indicate whien an activity is compleied or performing successiully - this may
take rime since assessing the performance of progrants 1s within the purview ol individual
druy control agencies.

Using Logic Models and Action Plaus for Managing Performance

Logie Models and Action Plans can be, at the very least. excellent planaing tools tht
faeilitate the development of & Srrategic Plan. Criticisms of Federal ugency Sirmeygic
Plans hisve foeused on the lack of linkoges between the operational oulputs of programs
and the gutcomes they are supposed (o aecomplish, Most agencies apparently Jisted
programs according © Guals snd Objecuves but without sufficient elarity about the logie
involved ” Logic Models can graphically indicaie the steps involved and the assumpiions
implted. They cun alzo be useful in charting out various alfemative strategies {Aetion
Plans) for achieving the goals.

The full extent of their utitity for Performance Maanagement depends on how they are
used. We used logie meodels for two different and related exercises, deseribed in detail in
the NAPA drug control case study. - )

The first was to develop the wnderpinnings of the Strategy. The impetus for this step was
the unxiety of some working groups that could net identify “outcomes” since theic
“objeetives’ were oulpul-oriented in wording. By developing logie models, owpus such
as the number of research publications or the number of communities with anti-drug
caalitions could be linked 10 intermediate outcomes that finally led 1o end outcomes such
as the extent of chronic druy use. By engaging in this conceptual exercise with
interagancy working groups, we developed a stratggy-level Jogic model thut depicted
graphically the snalytic underpinnings of the National Drug Control Strategy.

We found this “strutegic-level” model to be extremely helpful in discussions with our
sipkcholders, especially on the Hill. Objections to “miere” oulpul meusures dissipaied
when the linkages between these and the resyltant intermedinte outcornes and Lhe
gveniual end outcomes {the 12 Impacts) became clear through the logic model.
Diseussions thereafier tended to focus on refining the logie model: swkebolders largely
approved the general framework. This acceptance by and participation of stakeholders
ad beer nuch harder 10 obtain 1n previous such attempts without the logic model. This
fogic mode! witl also be helpful in future for calibrating the national strategy as
performance resubis are factored in. We also used this strategic-level logic model to
display progress towards the 2007 largets: green boxes for wargeis for which progress is
o irack, red boxes where it is not, and gray boxes where da are not yet available™

8

-



The most eritical use of logie nwdels is, nonetheless, in managing for performance. As
we moved from measuring performance © managing performance, (hat is, towards
coordinating fifty-plus Federal agencies 1o focus on and work cohesively 1owards results,
the fogic models and action plans proved 10 be critical butlding hiocks. The inferagency
Action Plang hecante 2 way to dociment cach sgency’s conlpibutions towurds cach
commen ouicome. : .

The “pelicy-level” fogic model (euch one focusing on a national-level farget) and the
resultant action plan, examples of which may be found 1y Exhibits 4 and 3 proved to be
the key 1o connecting the four seotors of govemance - Strategy, Community, Budger, and
Evaluation - in a purposive way. Simeonc, Carnevale, and Millar discuss this systems-
oriented appreach to Performance Management in their paper.”

To ilinstrate this we ook more closely at the logic modet on reducing recithvisim in the
eorrectional area, shown in Exhibit 4. This logic model is particulurly useful as it focuses
on hoth state and Federal contributions o meeting e common wrgets. Coutrthutions
{rom various poeinls in the corrections spectrum are shown {arrest (o posl-incarceration, )
The activitias in the ovais reflect (he interventions necessacy to cffect the desired targets.
The verh “raquire” and “{:tzcauragc‘: refleet the differences in statutory anthority for | :
various functions undertaken by Federal and state agencies. Note that Exhibit 4, being an
interagency logic model, the acuivities are somewhat general. As die Action Plans are
refined, these activities will need greater specificity as ageney responsibilities and time
lines are identified. The Jevel of detail should increase as these aclivites are included in
relevant agency GPRA Plans, X
The resultant Actron Plan (Exlubit 33 assigns activiies to various agencies with a
proposed tineline. Actual assignients are not shown since these aclion plans are viewed
a5 "works 1a progress” 10 he momiored zod calibriated in response w0 changes in funding
fevels, perforimance, and stakeholder responses. Running the “clearmnce gouatlet” would
subject them to being watered down i order 10 make then acceptahle 1o institutional
lnerests.

The power of these Logic Models and Action Plans lies in the process they generate — the
building of target-focused communities coliaborating to find the best way of meeting
joint taygets. Note that logic models should focus on the targets o be aehieved: the
specificity of targets forces 4 more analytic consideration of alternatives. Focusing on
ohicctives, often worded in mare general terins, oiten results in vaguely-worded action
plang that mask eritical differences In wirf and ideology.

We used the Action Plans to generaie input into the FY 260G budgel process by asking

the interagency working groups to identify initiatives that were Veritical * {or the timely

achievement of targers {see NAPA Case Swdy on ONDCP for deaiish, These mitiatives

werg included m ONDCP’s hudger guidance to Federal agencigs as recommendations for
g
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(hew budget guidance. ONDCF then recommended them to OMB and the Whitc House
as key inttiatives. Thus, HHS' nations! weatmient culconig inoniloring sysem was
included 1 the President’s FY 2001 Budget. This process of obtaining buduet input from
the conununity lbrough these Action Plans linked the community of Federal stakeholders,
1he Sirateyy, and the budyet. :

Next Stepy

As we continile lo mopitor progress owards the'targets and conduet program cvaluations,
these Action Pluns will need to be calibrated, which step will link Bvaluaiion to the
planning efforts of the (nteragency community, Smomdorly, buikdget decistons will affect
the imetables amd responsibifities. There is much work 10 be done 1o suengihen these
linkages.

Another eritical task is 1o widen the “community” to stare, local, and private seclor
agencies and interest groups. The process of transforming the Action Plans from Federal
pradocts to national producis has begot, albeit on a small scale. At least one Action Plan
has heen modified 1o reflect noo-Fedeorpl participation and input. The intent is 1o develop
national Action Plans that aBow responsibilities to be assigned to various sectors, This
process will sllows each state/locality 1o customize the Plaas (o suil their junsdiction’s
needs,

The drug contral Logie Models will seed further work singe the effort o streamiine the
concepl to make it useable for over 200 people resulted in some simplifications. Far
instance, no Bokages were identified between various factors and between various
agtivities, We hope that the search for efficiencies will enable a clearer identification of
possibilities for integration and collaborative problen-soiving between Federal agencies
mr! between various non-Federal levels. To develop a “eritical palh™ interconnections
hetween Tactors and setivities will be necessary.

We aiso hope to ienttfy programs and other interventions that contribute 16 cach activity.
This will be necessary in order to tink the activities aned related budyets of eaeh ageney o
the Action Pluns. Individual agencies should thereafter determine program performance
Jovels gt will enable the achievement of national wrgets: this will have to be an iterative
effort that i5 guided by expenence.

We aiso hope 10 increase the extent of analytical assessmoent of the linkuges. This
heeome more likely ag the community is widened to non-Federal participants and
resources issues hecome more problematc. Assessments of the assumptions upon which
the linkages arc posited are also wiore likely 1o happen when largets are not met over a
peried of time. The models and the analyvtic questions they raise become the basis for b
depth program cvaluatons.
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Conclusion

Logic Models have proved invatuable largely for developing eonsensus benween
participants with divergent interests. By enabling a suructured analysis of how join
targets can be mel, these modeis also showed how 1o addreess the issue of “factors owmside
one’s contrel.” They facilitated the development of target-focused action pluns that were
not pre-determined by budget expeciations or program realities. in fact, they modet a
reality that is Stracyy-driven ruther than Program- or Budget-driven. '

*

As the community 18 widened 1o nationulize this process, more critieal gquestions will be
raised, These logic models will then provide a framework for assessing altemative ways
of achieving argets. Through national action plans, small communities of stukehokdlers
will be developed that will be respoasible for monitoring progress, calibratng e Plans,
and communicating with various groups ot stakeholders and funding suthornities,

Logic Models do not presently identify “external factors”™ that cannot be manipuiated for
one reason or anether. For mglance, HUD has outcomes focusing on poverty for which o
key external factor is the state of the economy. While local governments can arguably
affect the local econormy to a great extent, they cannot eontrol the national economy,
Stmilarly, there ure situations where the external facior can be influenced but is subject o
congiraints based on higher prioritics. For instance, the certification of drug-producing
couniries is influenced not onty by drug supply targets but also by other policy issucs
such as interational econonsics. Nonectheless, in most cases, external factors are sibject
to some degree of “influence if not control™ if one cun ideniify the catalysts and partner
with them {0 meet commaon largets.

Whle logic models do not elinimae legitimate differences of opinion regarding policies
and programs sny more than program evaluation or performance monitoring does away
with politics, they do suggest o way 1o shed some light - target-focused logic — on the
heat of politics and 1urf. Time consuming and iterative, the process of developing logic
‘models und action plans help focus 3 community to act eohesively on Jong-term shared
gouls, They also serve as a key building block for linking the community, the strategy,
the evaluation process, and the budget mn order o roanage {or resulis,
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Exhibit 1

intermadiate

iritial

Qulcomes

Exampte of Logic Models for Four Programs of Southside Chiidren-‘s Agency

Praaram: Teen Yother Parenting Edutation

Hahiss gohicws appropriale 1 2-monih
milestones for physical, moior, verbal, and

social deveiopment,

Teens delivar health habies.

jong-lom
Duteomes

Tzers provide proper care. igeding, and
T sogial interaciion 1o Iheir bables,

Quicomes
A

Tegns foilow proper nubition and heatth :
guidslines,
~ T . Teens ane knowiedgeable of praper care,
feeding, and scrial interaclion with infants.

Teens are knowladgeable of prenatal
nutrition arnd health guidelings.

N\

Pregnant teans attend program.

i

Program provides pareniing elassas on pranatal
thraugh infant nutriion, developmant, safety, ard
cargtaking deltvered in nigh schools twice a
weak for one hour o ieen mothers from 3
monthg prior 1o one year after deiivary of acnild.

T

- Agangy and nigh sonosd Hentily pragnant
isens o partciate in program,

: 1

Ageney provides MW program manager,
sarbdine BN insbuclor, nafionally cartified
S aducational manuale, videos, and other
seaching lodls,

Outpuls

Actvities

puls

* Bagsusng Program Oulcames: A Practical ;ipwsée?&, Haley, von Houlen, ot sl



Exhibit 2

Using the “Why?” Technique to Move From Activities to Outcomes

This cause-effect diagram maps out the linkages between process, outputs, and several
levels of outcomes by starting with activities and successively answering the question
‘_‘Why'?” ! s

Program writes rule
(Process)
Why?

{
|

So that..,
A rule is enacted
{Output) ,
Industry takes actions to follow rule
(Intermediate Qutcome)
Why?
|
| -
So that...
Oil spills are reduced
{(Intermediate Outcome)
Why?
|
|

So that...

Water quality improves
_(Intermediate Outcome)
Why?

I
|

. So that...
Fish and human diseases are reduced
(End Outcome)

“Measuring Progress of Estuary Programs: A Manual," Harry P. Hatry, Blaine Liner, and
Shelli Rossman, EPA, Office of Water, 842-B-008, November 1994,
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12 Key Drug Strategy Impact Targets
Exhtblt 3
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Heduge the ;}zevai&ﬂce of drug use among % by 2002
youth (Godl 1 500 by 2007

5% by 2002 Reduce e rale of shipment of #ic Brugs
3% by 27 from souine rongs {Gond 5}

10% by 208 Reduce 1he drug Iraficker success rale in the
20% by 2007 transit and arival zones (Goal 4)
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36 Months by 2007.

2% by 2002 Reduce domestic cultivation and production
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workpiace (Goa 3) % by 2007
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{Goal 3} &% by 2007

2% by 2007 {Goal 2)
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DEVELOPING A LOGIC MODEL - Exhibit 4
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DEVELOPING AN ACTION PLAN - Exhibit 5

v

Revise logic model

STARTWITH LOGIC MiDEL
Opes the logic mnode! ideniily faciors,
acthvities, and existing/new programs

suificient 10 meet the targe!?

Are exisling programs or actions
sufficient lo ensure the target wilt be
met?

Which: pidilionat activities g
eitical leersure e targel is
met?

Whal specie prgeams o
actions need lo occur o
critizal gaps?

* Giraphis by Cokngl Cad Evans, USAF while on delall io

OHDCP

Wit existing programs ams oifical 0
achieving the targel?

Whiat existing prgrams neet tobe
modified in order 1o achieve the
target?

What modifications reed to be made
to these programs?

How tong will i take 10 modily them?

What new programs or actions are
recuired fo meel the targei? -

Wha should be responsible for sach
new peogram or aclion?

How long will & take 10 implemend
Gach now prgIam of acton?

Which programs supgrt
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Who should be responsilie ky
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Mo ong vl R ko to
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‘Relationships Among Prevention Targets of the
National Drug Control Strategy - Ex. 6
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Logic Model for Goal 2, Obj. 4, Targets 2, 3 & 4 - Exhibit 7

l: e/ Encouage the establishment \

of appropriaie drug testing
Ficies for adulis and juveniles/

Encourage the provision of
subsiance abuse treatment

k‘%m‘ :{‘ i

-

e

flequira the esiablishanent
of appropriate drug testing
poficies {or aduils

s 1%

3
. ¥
Thoah Ut

Ercourage the sstablishment
of appropiais drug lesting

wenvenionas

Encourage the provision of
gubsiance abuse hregtment
rteventions

My

equire the establishment '

q .

gieFy Y . . Expand the tmber of

SRR alaporopnale rRgesnG | /o ool Substance Abuse
LI policies Tor S0 Residenial S A

NOTE: Arrows mftect questions in Exhitil ' on Developing 4 Logic Modet

Tgi 2. - By 2007, increase proportion of prison & iad inmales provided treatment by 25%.

Tat 3. - By 2007, teduce the propartion of inmates who tast positive by 50%.

Tt 4. - By 2007 reduce by 25% proportion of drug-using offenders rearrested win 1 year release.

provided 1o slale
coirectional Taiilies

B

GHOCPKIPBRE
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Goal 2, OQbj 4, Targets 2, 3 & 4

TARGETS: 2. Availability of treatment: 3. Positive responses on drug tests: 4. Recidivism re drug using
offenders. '

TRl R Tty 10 0 i 4

Action Responsible . - | Time Frame for Regpongsible Time Frame for |~
Agency/Organization | Completion Agency/Organization | Completion
{Existing Programs} | (Existing Programs} | {New Programs} (New

Programs} |

ACTIVITY A
Encourage
establishment of
drug testing policies.

ACTIVITY A
Encourage provision
of substance abuse
freatment
nterventions,
ACTIVITY A3
Reguire
establishment of
drug iesting policies
for incarcerated
adults.

g, | ONDCPRIPHRE
Muy 2000



Goal 1; Obj 1; Target 2:

Targel

Adutts infuencing Youth

- By 2002, increzse by 20 percent the
proporticn of parents snd other achilt
mentrs who attempt o Inffuence
youlh ko lq‘q:l drugs, deohol, and
lobacco over 1993 base year. By
2007, increzse the propoction by 40
pereent over tha base yoar,

“Adults Inﬂuencing Youth” Logic Model - Exhibit 9

Fatlor

Activities

D e AT At e e BT T e

A Health Profeasionsls and Heslth Care
Delivery Systems - Practics standar da

A-1 Suppar! the training and developmerd of beudty at instibtions

which educate heallh care profeasianals to include subslance abuse

preventon as a standard of pracBce lor preventing disease and -

promeling health.

A2 Suppor heath profesalony organizations te pravide continuing aducation to
practiclng haalth care professionels Lo provide knowledge and skills that woukd
promale substnce abuse prevention as a slandard of practice for prevenling disease
and promeiing health.

A3 Advocale inclusion of pr jon of subsianecs abuce practices o1 a standard
within health care defivery systems by adding new of strengthening ezixting science-
B! avichence,

B-1 Assemble an Advisary Group to consider a wide yxiety of fzith communities and

8 Fath Community - Information

o] how substance sbuse prevention knowledge and messages can ba
disseminated o and applied by faifh communities 23 a tool (o help edidts influence
youth 1o teject drugs, ecohol, end Iobacea
B2 Charge tha Advisory Group lo stidy and recomsnand Constitutionally permissible
wayn that would ba scceptable and desirable Lo the faith coommmunities 1 esablish
ongoing informmtion knkeges or relationships hat would suppait faith cocmmunities
with science-based infocrnation as they influence parents and other adulls lo infuence
their children and other youth ko teject drugs, alechol, and tobacco.

€ Workplace palicies ard amployss
salstarce programs

.1 Kantity workplacs policy snd program models fof including n drug-free
workplace progrems anddor employese assislance programs the kind of information,
Iralring, and acthvites would mobvaie employees a5 parenis, caregivars, of menlors
and proide them with the knowdedgr and skills o influence youth o reject druge,
skohdl, and Iobacsa,

C-2 Kentity emploTers and business organizabions who are in position o champion
the C1 pollcy and progrem moxbels and identify feasibie lncentives o smulate
widespread Inclusion of such models as a component of a compretrensive drug-free
workplace program or employes assistance program,

D Legd requriramens and [labiBtes

01 Kdentily, inerease public ewarerwes, and 1 endol 1 of existing laws
wiich place responsibillty on parents and cther responsibie adults for flegal drug use
by chidren.

0-2 Identity &nd increase public awareness of potential civil liability of parents and
other responsible adutts as a result of Alegal drug use by their chitdren or other youth,

E Commundty pollcing

E-1 Assembie an advisory group from law enforc ement organizalions and agencies
engaged in or planning Lo engage in communily policing to recommend training
approaches and curmicula that would enable cammunity police io play a grealer rofe in
mofivating parents and oiher adulty bo influence their children or other youth to 1gject
drugs, alcohol, and tobacco.

E-2 Through contract of cooperalive agresment with an organization or agency thal
has cred(bility with the law enforcement commanity, develop & ¢ ricula and
sporopriate training materlals which could include audio, visual of inlersctive CD
AOM, bo provide community police with tha knowledge, skills, and molivation to enlist

E
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Goal 1, Obj 1, Target 2: Adults Influehcing Youth
Action Plan - Exhibit 10

- e T L, sk W LY Sl b IR T D,

By 2002, increase by 20% the proportion of parents and other adult mentors who attempt fo nfluence
youth to reject drugs, alcohol, andtobaccoand by 2007, ncrease the proportion by 40% over the 1998 base year.

Action Responsible Time Frame for Responsitile Time Frame for

Agency/ Completion Agency/Organization | Completion
Organization {Existing Programs} | (New Programs) (New Programs)
{Existing Programs)

FACTOR A

Heafih Professionals and Health Care Delivery Systems -

Practice standards

ACTIVITY A1

Suppod the treining and developmend of faculty at ' 2001

institutions which educale heajth care professionals lo
include substance abuse prevention as a standard of
practice for preventing disease and promoting heatth.
ACTIVITY A2

Suppod heafth professions organizations to provide 2000 2001
continuing education to practicing heallh care prolessionals
to provide knowledge and skills ihal would promote
substance abuse prevention as a slandard of practice for
preventing disease and promating health.

ACTIVITY A3 -
Advocate inctusion of prevention of substance abuse ongoing
practices as a standard within health care delivery systems
by adding new or sirengthening exisling slandards lor
credentiaBng {e.g., NCQA or HEDIS) based on an essay of
existing science-based evidence.

p. 1 -ONDCP/OPBRE
May 2000



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

i, \%jg“/;i% OGFFICE OF NATHONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY

o *:f Wishingtan, B.C. 20303 18365 _

M. February 25, 1997 C [ W o
ACTION ' '

A
MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL MCC MRt e 0 AN 4
THROUGH: ' ' “
65 030 WanTE

FROM:
SUBJECT:
Purpose;

Ta obtain approval (o send attached ONDCP Annual Performance Plan to OMB for cleavance.
Background:

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (a.k.a. “The Results Act”) requires
ONDCP and other federal agencies to submit an Annual Performance Plan to Congress. The
Annual Performance Plan provides direct linkage between the strategic goals outlined in
ONDCP’s Strategic Plan and what managers and employees do day-to-day. In essence, th:s plan
contains the annual performance targets ONDCP will use 1o assess its progress.

2‘- S . 5

The draft has been reviewed twice by Senior Staff. All changes have been incorparatedime the
document. The next step in the process is io abtain OMB approval to transmit this report to
Congress. '

That the Director approve the release of the ONDCP Annual Performance Plan to OMB for
clearance,

Approve Disapprove

ki
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ONDCP Annual Performance Plan
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QGC - Blanchard
QLA - Dubee
Intel - Marsden
QDR « Schecter
BSLA - Greenhouse

GNDOP February 38, 1598

COS - Holton

PA - Grizzle .
Strategy - McDonough
OSR - Brown

CTAC - Brandenstein



Office of National Drug Control Policy:
FY 1999 Annual Performance Plan

PREFACE

In accordance with GPRA requirements, this Annual Performance Plan will accompany the
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP} budget request for FY 1999, This plan makes
the connection between the long-term goals outlined in the ONDCP Sirategic plan and its day-to-
day activities. The Performance Plan states what ONDCP will accomplish during FY 1999 with
the funds requested.

Section 1. MISSION STATEMENT

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (P.L. 100-690, as amended) established the ONDCP and
charged it with creating a drug-free America. The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-322) amended this mission by dropping the "drug-free” requirement and
extended it to include reducing the illicit drug trade’s consequences. The Office accomplishes its
misgion by setting naticnal drug controf priorities and objectives, which it reports annually in the
National Drug Controf Strategy (NDCS) submitted to Congress, It also prepares a consolidated
federal drug control budget and coordinates NDCS implementation by all federal agencies -
responsible for drug control programs. In accordance with the 1994 Crime Control Act, ONDCP
also provides budget guidance to federal drug control agencies and evaluates the effectiveness of
thetr effors.

Section {I. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

By law, each ¥DCS must identify long-term Goals and measurable Objectives. The /997 NDCS
and 1998 NDCS contain five Goals and thirty-rwo Gbjectives as a framework for all national
drug conirgl efforts. These Goals and Objectives provide guidance to all public and private
sector agencics and organizations comimifted o redusing drug use and its consequences. The 32
supporting Objectives allow for measurable progress and may be modified as eounterdrug ¢fforts
succeed or new challenges emerge. To ensure long-term stability, the Goals must stay constant.
The timely production and dissemination of the NDCS will be a key Performance Goal for
ONDCP.

The five Goals cover the three elements of ONDCP's mission: reducing demand, availability, and
consequences. Goals One and Three {in part) address demand, Goals Four and Five deal with
availability, and Goals Two and Three (in part) focus on consequences. Five major activity areas,
described in Section 11, constitute the means by which the agency seeks 1o accomplish NDCS'
Goals and Ubjectives,
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NDCS Goals, approved by the President, transmitted to Congress. and pzcéznted 1o the
American people in February 1997, follow:

Goeal 1. Educate and enable Americas youth to reject illegal drugs, as well as alcoho! and
tobacco.

Goal 2. Increase the safety of America's citizens by substantially reducing drug related
crime and violence.

Goal 3, Reduce health and social costs ef itlegal drug use.

Goal 4. Shield America's air, land, and sea frontiers from the drug threat

fronl 5. Break foreign and domestic drug sources of supply.

The five Goals and 32 Objectives make up a comprehensive, balanced effort encompassing
drug prevention, treatment, domestic law enforcement, interdiction, and international
programs, The N¥DCS is a long-range plan that can respond to the ever changing
parameters of the drug threat. The relationship between the NDCSs five goals and 32
Objectives and ONDCP’s four major programs is detailed in Section B,

Appendix A lists supporting ngectzves by Goal,

Sectzon III. MEANS FOR ACHIEVING GOALS AND OEJECTIVES

In order to achieve the Goals and Objectives, ONDCPF undertakes five main activities:
- develoos the NDCS, refining it annually to reflect new threats and chatlenges;

- OVOISees ézug eontrol programs in accordanee with NDCS Goals and Objectives through
leadership, policy direction, and consensus-building;

~ assesses progress towards achieving the Goals and Objectives;

« reviews drug eontrol agency budgets and annually cievcieps a conschdated federal drug
control budget; and .

- directs four major programs: High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAS), the
Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center (CTAC), the Media Campaign, and the
Drmg-Free Communities Support Program.

These activities are described in detail in ONDCP's FY 1997-2002 Strategic Plan. Each
wil] be addressed in the following pages 1o inelude the performance targets for FY 1999,
the operational processes to be undertaken, and the means for venification and validation of
target achieverent.



Section IV. PERFORMANCE TARGETS, RESOURCES, ACTI VITIES,
&VERIFICATION OF RESULTS

The key measure of ONDCP's effectiveness in FY 1999 is the extent to which ¥DCS Goals
and Objectives are achieved. ONDCP relcased a report on performance measures for the
Strategy, the Performance Measures of Effectiveness: A System for Assessing the
Performance of the National Drug Control Strotegy (PME) with the 1998 ¥OCS. This .
PME system is designed to (1) assess the effectiveness of the NDCS; (2) provide the entire
drug control community, including State and local governments, the private sector, and
foreign governments with critical information on what needs to be done 1o refine policy
and programmatic direction; and (3) assist with drug program budget management at all
levels. The nucleus of the PME system consists of 12 Impact Targets that define desired
gurcomes or end states for the NDCS. The remaining 82 performance targets are proposed -
1o calibrate progress toward the Strategy’s 32 Objectives, which are supported by & system
of drug control program efforts, ONDCP will, when practicle, develop annual targets in
coordination with drug eontrol agencies and representatives of the anti-drug community,

Performance targets and measures for each NDCS Goal and Objective have been developed

by ONDCP and working groups comprised of representatives from the Department of

Defense, the Department of Education, the Department of Justice, the Department of State,

Department of Health and Haman Services and the Department of Treasury, as well as the
.other Departments and Agencies responsible for drug control efforts.

The annual targets will include one or more performance target for every ¥DCS objective
plus twelve impact targets showing the "end result” of pational drug control activities on
the five NDCS Goals. Although the latter may not change much from year-to-year, the
targets for NDCS Objectives have greater flexibility and may be adjusted to accommodate
emerging changes in the drug threat.

In addition, secondary output and process-oriented targets for each of the five activity areas
described earlier are identified in the following sections:

.A. National Drug Control Strategy

Since passage of the 1988 Anti-Dirug Abuse Act, seven formal versions of the ¥OCS have
been drafled, all of which defined the reduction in demand for illegal drugs as a main focus
of drug control efforts. In addition, the documents indicated the prevention of drug,
elcohol, and tobacco use among youth as the most important goal. The various strategies
confirmed that no single approach could rescue the nation from the cycle of drug abuse. A
consensus was reached that drug prevention, education, and treatment must be
complemented by drug supply reduction abroad, on our borders, and within the U.S. Each
strategy also shared the commitment to maintain and enforce anti-drug laws. These



strategies tied policy to an izzcreasiagi y scientific. research-based body of knowledge.

In 1996, the Strategy established five major goals as the basis for a coherent, rationai, long-
term national effort. Subsequently, ONDCP solicited and received nationwide comments,
baged on which the number of Objectives was increased from 23 to 32 and published in the
1997 Strategy. Accompanying the 1998 Straiegy will be a report on the proposed system
of Performance Measures of Effectiveness (PMEs) (described later) o be submitied to
Congress in February 1998. In FY 1999, the Strafegy will incorporate this system into its
program and budget planning. Consultation among stakeholders and publication of the FY
1699 Stratepy will be the major output here,

ONDCP also submits a Classified Annex to the Srraregy to Congress on an annual basis;
another major output.

B. Coordination of NDCS Implementation

The creation of ONDCP was o timely response to the fragmentation and overlap of the
federal government's drug control programs and budgets. ONDCP's "value-added” rests in
its coordination of numerous drug control programs in order o make them Runetion
together in an integrated manner to achieve the Strategy's goals.

ONDCP's oversight responsibilities involve more than 50 federal agencies and Cabinet
departments as well as their state and local partner ageneies. Coordinating and overseeing
such a vast array of federal anti-drug policies and programs involves providing policy
guidance 10 focus the varied activities of these agencies, Such coordmanan is integral to
achieving the ¥DCS Gosls and Objectives (Appendix A).

ONDCP plans to undertake coordination through a variety of avenues including, but not
limired to, the following:

~ QDR Interagency Working Group (IW(G) meetings -- U.8./Mexico Bilateral Demand
Reduction Conference
~ The President’s Crime Prevention Council
"« The Coordinating Council for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
- The Interagency Narcotic Treatment Poliey Review Board
~ The Annual National Meeting on Coordination of Offender Substance Abuse Treatment
Services '
« Prevention Through Service Summit
~ [nteragency working group on media initiatives
- The U.8.Mexico High Level Contact Group on Drug Control, created in March 1996 f‘or
drug policy coordination at the highest levels, has produced a threat assessment and
drafied a drug policy alliance between the two countries 1o reduce the impact of drug
trafficking in each country, This includes a .8, Mexico Drug Strategy in FY 1998

4



followed by measures of effectiveness to assess the success of the alliance. These will fit
into the NDCS as defined in FY 1998 and FY 1999,

- Counter Narcotics Interagency Working Group for Drug Control Group (CN-IW(G)
{approximately 10 meetings per year)

- IWG Coordination Group meeting approximately 10 times per year

- Supply Reduction Working Group (SRWG) meeting weekly

- Caribbean Interdiction Working Group {CIWG) meeting approximately 10 umes per yvear

- High Level-Contact Working Group for Drug Control meeting 3 times per year

- Central America Ministerial Conferences meeting 2 times per year

- Caribbean Joint Committee on Law and Justice meeting approximately 6 times per year -

- Multilateral Hemispheric Drug Control Conference (one meeting scheduled, more likely
10 follow)

- HIDTA conferences

Repons

- Mational Action Plan Against Heroin
- Semi-annoal Pulse Checks,

. Measurement

Performance targets are represented by milestones showing progress in developing the
national Performance Measures of Effectiveness System. As soon as practical, annual
targets will be identified for each Objective, using a first approximation “glide path” to the
2002 and 2007 out year argets. These glide paths will be refined later so that they are
more realistic -~ this may be based on modeling.

The Information Management System (IM8) will be implemented in FY 1998 with
refinemnents in FY 1999. The IMS is a vehicle for data collection, data processing, and
Strategy monitoring. Data provided by the working groups and other sources consutute the
foundation of the IMS. The IMS, réflecting the underlying causal model linking ¥DCS
Gaals and Objectives with the wrgets identified, will provide a set of antomated tools
enabling ONDCP w0 analyze progress towards achieving the targets and conduct program
evaluations with the working groups on an as needed basis. About 14 percent of the data
‘will be entered into the IMS in FY 1998: this represents data already available. An
additional 23 percent will be entered in FY 1999 this represents data that can be obtained
with minor manipulation such as the addition of questions into an existing sarvey.

ONDCP will continue to coordinate the process of developing new data bases {or make
consistent, existing state and local databases) as needed. The PME measures lists each data
point and the Federal Agencies responsible for reporting performance to ONDCP. A
minimum of gne Federal Agency, two when there is a shared responsibility, is responsitle
for reporting on each measure. Additionally, “Supporting Federal Agencies” are listed
after the “Reporting Agency” because they assist with dara collection and assessment, or

3



H
have programs that coninbute to achieving the given target.

The first Aanual Progress Report on the effectiveness of national drug control efforts will
be published in FY 1999, This report will reflect assessments based on the data entered in
FY 1998, As additional data 1s entered, the reports will become more comprehensive and
cover more NDCS Objectives. A survey will be incladed in ONDCP's own Annual
Report. '

D. Budget Oversight

Under ONDCP's budget oversight authority, ONDCP will undertake the process of
certification for each drug control agencies budget. This is to centify that each budget
subrnission in 1999 (for FY 2001) is adequate to implement the NDCS Goals and
Objectives, This certification process, based on comprehensive, coordinated budget
guidance issued earlier in the year, will be sufficiently detailed to allow agency and OMB
officials to be aware of ONDCP funding priorities over the 3-year budget planning period.
The publication of @ consolidated National Drug Control Budget, issued concurrently with
the FY 1999 Strategy will be the key output.

E. ONDCP-Directed Programs

1. HIDTA

HIDTAs are those regions of the country whose drug trafficking problems have a critical
adverse impact on the rest of the country. When considering designating an areaas a
HIDTA the Director of ONDCP shall consider, along with other criferia the director may
deern appropriate:

- the extent to which an area is & center of illegal drug production, manufacturing,
importation, or distribution;

- the extent to which State and local law enforcement agencies have committed resources
to respond to the drug trafficking problem in the area, thereby indicating a determination
to respond aggressively to the problem;

- the extent to which drug-related activities in the area are having a harmful impact in other
areas of the country; and ’

« the extent to which a significant increase in allocation of Federal resources is necessary
respond adequately to drug-related activities in the area.

In designating these areas as HIDTAs, ONDCP secks to promote effective coordination of
tocal, state, and federal drug law enforcement. The Executive Committee of each HIDTA,
composed of 16 representatives from local, state, and fedeml agencies, reflects this intent.



Since January 1990, the Director has designated counties in the following 17 areas as
HIDTAs, each of which faces different threats and employs different strategies: New
York/New lersey, Los Angeles, Miami, Housion, the Southwest Border,
Baltimore/Washington, Puerto Rico/ULS. Virgin Islands, Chicage, Atlanta,
Philadelphia/Camden, the Rocky Mountains, the Guif Coast, Lake County (IN), the
Midwest, the Pacific Northwest, San Francisce Bay, and South East Michigan. Ofthe 17
HIDTA’s, 7 were designated in 1997, Historically it takes one to one and a half years for a
new HIDTA to collect regional data. In addition, counties in three areas are awaiting
designation in FY 1998: Central Florida; Kentucky/West Virginia/Tennessee; and
Milwaukee

Performance Targets:

The national out year targets for 2002 and 2007 are availsble in the PME report to be

released shortly, The PV targets are consistent with the out year targets described

above, Arollaet FY resd

« Each HIDTA will mest at least one additional step of the HIDTA Developmental
Standards in at lzast one category .

- Each HIDTA will disrupt, dismantle, or render ineffective 5 percent of the targeted drug
trafficking orgamzations identified in its threat assessment

- Bach HIDTA will disrupt, dismantle, or render ineffective § percent of targeted money
laundering organizations

- Each HIDTA will achieve a § percent reduction in specified crimes (homigides, wbbmés
assaunits, and crimes against property as ceported by FBI UCR)

NGTE: The number of drug tafficking and money laundering organizations vary by
HIDTA and will be reported by each HIDTA. Each HIDTA will be tasked to provide
baseline data for each target in their yearly budget request beginning July 1998,

Resources and Progesses:

These partnerships assess regional drug threats, design strategies 10 combat threats, and
develop initiatives to implement the strategies. Process-oriented when first designated,
maturing HIDTAs:

- institutionalize teamwork through continuous joint planning anx! implementation,
promote balanced partmerships of local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies,

- goordinate resources for joint interdiction, intelligence, investigation, prosecution
activities, and

- reduce duplication and increase synergy through collaboration and collocation of
partmership members.

Vesification/Validation:
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- On-site reviews of each HIDTA's compliance with program guidance, fiscal
accourtability, progress toward achieving performance fargets,

- Annual reports detailing accomplishments of targets, and

« External evaluations

In contrast to the performance targets listed for the activities described earlier where
occurrence/non-occurrence of the target event (e.g., publication of a Strategy) is sufficient
verfication, these targets necessitate explicit verification and validation efforts 1o be
uridertaken by the HIDTA program.

2. CTAC

Congress eswublished the CTAC wathin ONDCP in 1990 to oversee and coordinate federal
counterdrug enforcement research and development activities. Twenty-one federal law
enforcement agencies with counterdrug missions participate in the national counterdrug
enforcemnent research and development program. As the central counterdrug enforcement
research and development organization of the federal govemment, CTAC is responsible
for identifying and defining the short, medium, and long-term scientific and technological
needs of the federal drug enforcement agencies, The CTAC s efforts to identify needs
and oversee development activities concentrate on eliminating duplication of effort and
identifying gaps in capability which may be filled by advancements in technology. CTAC
will publish a ten-year counterdrug technology development plan for the drug control
community in February 1998.

In 1993, CTAC's role expanded to include demand reduction activities. The CTAC now
works with the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) to examine addiction and
rehabilitation research and to use technology 10 increase the effectiveness and availability
of drug treatment. CTAC and NIDA scientists apply advancements in technology to
understand the underlying causes of drug abuse and addiction, as well as their long-term
effects in the human brain,

. .
o L /

- Conduct three regional workshops and one major technology symposium, -

- Coordinate and support 85 counterdrug research programs with Customs, DEA, {}ci}:\ 7 /
Coast Guard, FBI, Agriculture, and NIDA, y

- Develop and field five téchnology prototypes 1o address counterdrug law enforcement

- and drug treatment requirements. These prototypes will support improvements to \I s ,,’r\\":
inspection capabilities for trucks and rail cars (2), low cost, efficient communications | V¥ v
interoperability (1), surveiliance tools (1), and a means to evaluate and monitor - ) AR
substance abuse reatment programs in real time (1), T .

- Increase by 20%, the rate at which new systems are acquired by federal, state and local e

{ \ A
R
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agencies.
Resources gnd Progesses:
$16 million is requested for the following processes:
- Non-intrusive inspections
- Tactical technologies
- Demand reduction,
- Technology test, evaluation, and support, and

315 million is requested for the following process:
- Transition of technology. :

Verification/Validation:

- Through assessments of é_:xisiizzg technologies and measuring their contribution to the
effectiveness and efficiency of user agencies within the framework of the NDCS.

- Resources and processes address different goals and objectives of the Strategy and
include contributions to outreach conferences and workshops, coordination of federal
agency programs, and individual system development efforts. Technical assessments
performed on existing systems and emerging technology prototypes will provide
information to assist agency decision-makers on which systems can contribute best to
operational effectiveness, The workshops and conferences will be used to disseminate
technical information on advaticements in the state.of-the-art. The extent to which new
systems are acquired by federal, state, and local agencies will be used to measure

- performance.

3. MEDIA CAMPAIGN

Following a 13-year decline in youth substance abuse ending in approximately 1992, youth
are abusing drugs at an increasing rate. Between 1980 and 1992, drug use declined 83
percent but has increased 71 percent since 1992. At the same time, anti-drug news and
public service messages have declined markedly since 198% while messages normalizing
‘and glamorizing illicit drug use have proliferated in music, television, the Intemnet, and
other media,

The recent upsurge in pro-drug media messages requires anti-drug retaliation in kind.
Children must be made aware of the dangers of drug use. As the University of Michigan's
Monitoring the Future Study {MTF) makes clear, there is a strong association between
declining youth disapproval of illicit drug use and increasing youth drug use. Hence, the
White House proposed in the FY 1998 budget, an anti~drug use media campaign to counter
media messages/images portraying drug use as acceptable and to increase youth awareness
of the high risks associated with illicit drug use.
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Because children spend more time watching television than they spend in school, ONDCP
will focus on a paid media campatgn, including prime-time television ads to convey the
consequences of illicit drug use to youth and their parents. Unlike Public Service

" Announcements, which do not appear in prime-time slots, these paid spots will more
effectively communicate the message, by airing while kids and their parents are watching.
While the message addresses kids, it also reaches baby-boomer parents who may be
ambivalent about sending strong anti-drug messages to their kids. The media campaign
will also include other media related non-advertising components such a3 initiatives
involving the entertainment industries, Internet and other vehicles for delivering messages
to youth and the people who influence them.

As ONDCP negotiates media time slots, it bopes to see 2 commensurate level of public
service contributions from the media and corporate partners. While the paid campaign will
be limited to messages about illicit drugs, the public service component may include a
variety of drug-related issues, iIrcluding mentoring and underage alcohol and tobaceo use,

ONDCP's anti~drug youth media campaign strategy has been approved and a detailed

" campaign strategy is being developed by a contractor and i3 due to ONDCP in January
1998. Implementation of a nationwide media campaign iz expected to begin in April or
May 1998,

FY 19993 request for $195 million represents the first full year of implementation,
Outcomes such as changes in youth attitudes and opinion regarding drug use are not likely

_to be manifested until the program has been operational for at least a couple of years.
Meanwhile, ONDCP will use existing surveys such as MTF and the National Household
Survey on Drug Abuse 10 obtain baseline data using measures such as awareness,
attitudinal and eventually, behavioral, changes. This baseline (pre-program data) will be
available in FY 1999, ONDCP will also propose an independent evaluation to produce
comparable data in FY 1999 for the initial portion of the campaign.

Performance Targets:
- Ensure target audience exposure to anti-drug advertisements averages four times per
week reaching 90 percent of the target audience

- 3195 million budget is required for FY 1999 and subsequent years. This is the estimated
frequency needed to change attitudes and influence behavior.

Verification/Validation:

- FY 1999's request for $195 million represents the first full year of implementation.
QOutcomes such as changes in youth attitudes and opinion regarding drug use are not
likely to be manifested until the program has been operational for at least a couple of
years., Meanwhile, ONDCP will use existing surveys such ag MTF and the Narional
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Household Survey on Drug Abuse to obiain baseline data using measures such as
awareness, antitudinal and eventually, behavioral, changes. This baseline {pre-program
data} will be available in FY 1999. ONDCP will also propose an independent evalvation
to praduce comparable data in FY 1999 for the initial portion of the campaign.

Community coalitions have been at the forefront of efforts to curh this decade's disturbing
reversal of youth drug use trends, successfully developing and irnplementing
comprehensive, long-term strategies to reduce youth substance abuse via prevention and
ircatment. Therefore, in order to reduce substance abuse among today's vouth, womorrow's
adults, ONDCP will administer matching grants to community coatitions in accordance
with the Drug Free Communities Act of 1997 (P.L. 105-20).

Grantees must demonstrate the ability to bring together representatives from many
segments of their communities in a fong-term commitment to reduce substance abuse

_ among youth. These ¢oalitions must involve youth, parents, businesses, media, schools,
organizations serving youth, law enforcement professionals, religious or fraternal
organizations, ¢ivic and volunteer groups, health care professionals, government officials
with expertise in the field of substance abuse, and if feasible, elected officials. The
program will ensure the long-term nature of communities’ commitments by granting funds
only to those coalitions that are sustainable without federal assistance.

Performange Targets:

- Measures for the grant program will be to achieve the benchmarks pursuant to the law
awarding grants to qualified coalitions, and to ensure a simplified application and
reporting process

NQTE: Since this process is new, only process measures will be available,
Resources and Processes:

» Develop criteria to determine focus of the program, make recommendations regarding
scope of programs, and sets forth guidelines for operation

- Distritrute $20 million in FY 1999 to community coalitions who have demonstrated an
ability to develop long term strategies to reduce substance abuse on a sustained basis

- Provide training and technical experience tailored to provide coalitions with information
useful in reducing drug use in their communities through regional workshops, existing
district offices, the Internet and satellite video links
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- Success in granting the $20 million to qualified coalitions through a system that is user
friendly

- Ability to provide funds to qualified coalitions within three months of the initial request
Resources

The FY 1999 budget for ONDCP provides the President’s primary Executive branch
support for drug policy development and program oversight. The office advises the
President on national and international drug control policies and strategies, and works to
ensure the effective coordination of drug programs within the federal agencies and
departments, '

For FY 1999 ONDCP is requesting budget authority of $449.4 million. The FY 1599
request includes three program areas: the Salanies and Expenses program; Special
Forfeiture Fund and the HIDTA program.

The budget request of $36.4 million for Salaries and Expenses includes $19.4 million for
operational expenses; $16 million for CTAC; and $1 miilion for ONDCP’s Policy
Research. The operational request includes resources to support 154 posttions {124 FTE
and 30 detailees) in order to permit ONDCP o fully implement its statutory
responsibilities. This leve] of stafl will enable ONDICP to effectively assess and respond to
the drug threat facing the nation. ONDCP will be able io monitor agency implementation
of the NDCS programs, and improve interagency coordination. Additionally, ONDCP will
be able 1o carry out the Congressional mandate to evaluate and identify programs that
work. -

The $16 million request for CTAC includes Research and Development (R&IY) activities,
CTAC organized the national counterdrug R&D program according to four technology
thrusts related to the objectives and goals of the Swategy: nonintrusive ingpection, tactical
technologies, wide area surveillance, and demand reduction. The national laboratories,
private industry, and academia are the sources for the expertise needed for technology .
development efforts and have performed the research within the R&D program. Standard
and centralized test and evaluation activities performed under CTAC sponsorship are used
1o validaie expected system performance and assist in rapid transfer of successful
technology to the end-users.

The request of $1 million for policy research includes research to inform of the policy
process, identify and detail changing trends in the supply of and demand for illegal drugs,
monitor trends in drug use and identify emerging drug problems, assess program
effectiveness, and improve the sources of data and information about the drug situation,
ONDCP is working on the following projects: Pulse Check; Retail Value of Drugs Sold in
the U.8.; Drug Market Analysis; Chronie User Survey; Hlicit Drug Prices; Policy
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Studies/Briefs; and, Juvenile Drug and Violent Crime Study,

The Special Forfeiture Fund budget request of 3251 million includes $195 million for the
National Media Campaign; 320 million for the Drug-Free Communities Program; $10
mitlion for the Chronic User Study; and $26 million discretionary funding for the Director
of ONDCP to use to address emerging drug threats.

ONDCP's request for the Media Campaign is $195 million. ONDCP will continue the
_initiative begun in FY 1998 that uses paid media messages to change youth attitudes about
drug use and Hs consequences. Targeted, high impact, patd media ads -- at both the
national and local levels -- are the most cost effective, quickest means of changing drug use
behavior through changes in adolescent perceptions of the danger and social disapproval of
drugs. '

ONDCP’s request for the Drug-Free Communities Program 1s $20 million  This program
would match grants to drug-free communities, with six percent of the amount requested to
pay for administrative costs, as authonized in the Drug-Free Communities Act. This
program will serve as a catalyst for increased citizen participation in our efforts to reduce
substance abuse among our youth and provide community anti-drug coalitions with much
needed funds to carry out their important missions.

ONDCP’s request for the Chrenic User Study is 310 million. Statistically, chronic drug
use is a rare event, which poses setious problems for standard sampling techniques.
ONDCP conducted a special study to develop a new methodology (o estimate the chronic,
drug using population that overcomes the problems of standard statistical sampling
techniques. The results from this study demonstrate the efficacy of the new estimating
methodology, This initiative will support a two-year study to include more areas of the
United States, This study will support a future national application which will provide a
means to track changes in the size and composition of this user population, One immediate
benefit will be to support the Strategy’s Performance Measurement System.

The HIDTAs budget request of $162.0 million is for continued support of existing

HIDTAs and the three awaiting designation The HIDTAs have developed unique strategy- -
driven teamwork. Logal, state, and Federal law enforcement agencies have invested in

joint systems which horizontally integrate other drug control programs. Each HIDTA
coordinates its teamwork through participating local, state, and Federal officials who
develop a joint threat assessment, a strategy which addresses the threat, initiatives which
implement the strategy, and annual reports which reflect the impact on the threat,

APPENDIX A:




GOAL 1: EDUCATE AND ENABLE AMERICA'S YOUTH TO REJECT ILLEGAL
DRUGS AS WELL AS THE USE OF ALCOHOL AND TOBACCO *

OBJECTIVE 1: Educate parents or other care givers, teachers, coaches, clergy, health
professionals, and business and community leaders to help youth reject illegal drugs and
underage alcohol and tobacco use.

OBJECTIVE 2: Pursue a vigorous advertising and public communications program
dealing with the dangers of drug, alcohol, and tobacco use by youth,

OBJECTIVE 3: Promote zero tolerance policies for the use of tllegal {iwgs; alcohol, and
tobacco use by youth within the family, school, workplace, and community.

OBJECTIVE 4: Provide students in grades K-12 with drug alcohol, and tobacco,
prevention programs and policies that have been evaluated and tested and are based on
sound practices and procedures.

OBJECTIVE 5: Support parents and adult mentors in encouraging youth to engage in
positive, healthy lifestyles and modeling behavior to be emulated by young peopie,

OBJECTIVE 6: Encourage and assist the development of community coalitions and
programs in preventing drug abuse and underage alcohol and tobacco use.

OBJECTIVE 7: Create a partership with the media, entertainment industry, and
professional sports organizations to avoid the glamorization of {Hegal drugs and the use of
alcohol and tobacco.

OBJECTIVE 8: Support and disseminate scientific research and data on the consequences
of legalizing drugs.

OBJECTIVE 9; Develop and implement a set of principles upon which prevention
programming can be based.

-QBIECTIVE 10: Support and highlight research, including the development of scientific
information to inform drug, alcohol, and tobacco prevention programs targeting young
Americans. :

GOAL 2: INCREASE THE SAFETY OF AMERICA'S CITIZENS BY
SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCING DRUG-RELATED CRIME AND VIOLENCE

OBJECTIVE 1: Strengthen Jaw enforcement--including federal, state, and local drug task
forces to combat drug-related violence, disrupt criminal organizations, and arrest the

leaders of illegal drug syndicates.
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OBJECTIVE 2: Improve the ability of High Intenéity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) 10
counter drug trafficking,

OBJECTIVE 3: Help law enforcement to disrupt money laundering and seize eriminal
assets. ’

OBJECTIVE 4: Develop, refine, and implement effective rehabilitative progran{s e
including graduated sanctions, supervised release, and treatment for drug-using offenders
and accused persons--at all stages within the criminal justice system. :

OBJECTIVE 5: Break the cycle of drug abuse and crime.

QBJECTIVE 6. Support and highlight research, including the development of scientific
information and data, to inform law enforcement, prosecution, incarceration, and freatment
of offenders involved in illegal drugs. :

- GOAL 3: REDUCE HEALTH AND SOCIAL COSTS TO THE PUBLIC OF ILLEGAL
DRUG USE

QOBJECTIVE I: Support and promote effective, efficient, and accessible drug treatment,
insuring the development of a system that is responsive t¢ emerging trends in drug abuse.

OBJECTIVE 2: Reduce drug-related health problems, with an emphasis on infectious
diseases.

OBJECTIVE 3: Promote national adoption of drug-free workplace programs that
emphasize drug testing 25 a key component of a2 comprehensive program that includes
education, prevention, and intervention.

OBIECTIVE 4: Support and promote the education, training, and credentialing of
professionals who work with substance abusers.

OBJECTIVE 5: Support research into the development of medications and treatment
protocols to prevent or reduce drug dependence and abuse,

OBIECTIVE 6: Support and highlight research and technology, including the acquisition
and analysis of scientific daia, to reduce the health and social costs of illegal drug use.

GOAL 4: SHIELD AMERICA'S AIR, LAND, AND SEA FRONTIERS FROM THE
DRUG THREAT ’

OBJECTIVE 1: Conduct flexible operations to detect, disrupt, deter, and seize illegal
drugs in transit to the United States and at U.S. borders.
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OBJECTIVE 2! Improve the coordination and effectiveness of U.S. drug law enforcement
programs with particular emphasis on the southwest border, Puerto Rice, and the U.S.
Virgin Islands.

ORIECTIVE J; Ezn;;;ove bilateral and regional cooperation with Mexico as well as other
cocaine and heroin transit zone countries in order to reduce the flow of illegal drugs into
the United States. '

-

OBJECTIVE 4: Support and highlight research and technology, including the
development of scientific information and data, to detect, disrupt, deter, and seize illegal
drugs in transit to the United States and at the U.S, borders.

GOAL 5: BREAK FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC DRUG SOURCES OF SUPPLY

OBJECTIVE I: Produce a net reduction in the worldwide cultivation of coca, opium, and
_martjuana and in the production of other iliegal drugs, especially methamphetamine.

OBJECTIVE 2: Disrupt and dismantle major intemational drug trafficking organizations
and arrest their leaders.

OBJECTIVE 3: Support and complement source céuntry drug control efforts and
strengthen source country political will and drug control capabilities.

OBJECTIVE 4: Develop and support bilateral, regional, and multilateral initiatives, and
mobilize international organizational efforts against all aspects of illegal drug production,
trafficking, and abuse.

OBJECTIVE 5: Promote international policies and laws that deter money laundering and
facilitate anti-moncey laundering investigations and the seizurs of associated illicit assets.

OBJECTIVE 6: Support and highlight research and technology, including the
development of scientific data to reduce the worldwide supply of illegal drugs,
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Office of National Drug Control Policy:
FY 1997 - 2002 Strategic Plan

PREFACE

This Strategic Plan sets the course for the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) for
the period 1997-2002. It provides the agency's long-range goals, strategies, and most
importantly, the performance measures by which Congress and the Ameriean people will hold it
accountable and measure its success. The Government Performanee and Results Act (Results
Acty and other legisiation require this plan which is based on considerable input from
stakeholders.

This Plan is divided into 6 Sections. The first, Comprchensive Mission Statement, describes
ONDCP’s charge. Section 2, Goals and Objectives, hists the long-term Goals and Objeetives --
the framework for all national drug control efforts. Section 3, Achieving Goals and Objectives,
discusses the five main activities ONDCP contributes o national efforts. Section 4, Relation of
Anmual Targets to Goals and Objectives, describes how annual performance targets will relate to
goals and abyectives in aceordance with the Hive-year budget and ten-year strategy. Section Five,
Keyv External Factors, deseribes, in detail, how success can be affected by external factors
bevond ageney conwrol. Lastly, Section Six, Program Evaluations Used to Develop Goals and
Objectives: Schedule of Future Evaluations, delineates the process to be used by ONDCP o
evaluate processes as necded.

Section I, COMPREHENSIVE MISSION STATEMENT

The Anti-Dirug Abuse Act of 1988 {P.L. 100-690, as amended) cstablished the ONDCP
and charged i with creating a drug-free America. The Crime Control Act of 1994 (P.L. 143-322)
amended this mission by.dropping the “drug-free” requirement and extended it to include
reducing the itlicit drug trade’s consequences. The Office accomplishes {15 mission by setting
national drug control pricrities and objectives, which it reports annually in the National Drug
Contred Strategy (NDCE). | also prepares a consolidated federal drug control budget and
coordinates ¥DUS implementation by federal drug control agencies. In aceordance with the
1994 Act, ONDCP also provides budget gudance to federal drug control ngencics and evaluates
the effectiveness of federal drug control efforts,



Section I1. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

By law, each ¥DCS must identify long-term Goals and (wo-year measurable Objectives,
The 1997 NDCS eontains five Goals and thinty-two Objectives as a framework for all national
drug control effonts. These Goals and Objectives provide guidance 1o all public and private
sector agencics and organizations commitied to reducing drug use and its consequences, The 32
supporting Objectives allow for measurable progress and may be madified as counterdrug cllorts
succeed or new challenges emerge. To ensure long-term stability, the Goals must stay constant,

The five Goals cover the three elements of ONDCPs mission: reducing demand,
availability, and consequences. Gouls One and Three address demand, Goals Four and Five deal
with availability, and Goals Two and Three focus on conscquenees. Five major aclivily areas,
deseribed in Section I, constitute the means by which the agency sceks io accomplish ¥DCS
Goals and Objectives,

NDCS Goals, approved by the President, transmitied to Congress, and presenied to the
American people in February 1997, follow:

Goal 1, Educate and cnable America’s youth to reject illegal drugs, as well as
alcohol and tobaceo.

Goal 2. Inerease the safety of America's citizens by substantially reducing drug-
related erime and violence.

Goal 3. Reduce health and social costs of illegal drug use.

Goal 4, Shield America’s air, land, and sea frontiers {rom the drug threat,

Goal 5. Break foreign and domestic drug sources of supply.

Appendix A lists supporting Objectives by Goal,
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Section 11I. ACHIEVING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

In order 1w achieve the Goals and Objectives, ONDCP undertakes five main activities:
+ develops the NDCS, refining it annually to reflect new threats and challenges;

= gversces drug control programs in aceordance with ¥DCS Gaoals and Objectives through
leadership, policy direction, and consensus-building;

*  assesses progress towards achieving the Goals and Objectives;

» reviews drug control agency budgets and annually develops a consolidated foderal drug
control budget; and

» dircets four major programs: High Intensity Drug Trafficking Arcas (HIDTAs), the
Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center (CTAC), the Media Campaign (an FY 1998
appropriation request), and the Drug-Free Communities Support Program,

A discusston of each activity follows:
A. National Drug Control Strategy (VDCS)

Since passage of the 1988 Anti-Drug Abuse Act, the American people have come o
realize that success in anti-drug efforts requires a blend of initiatives to reduce drug use and
availahility, as well as efforts to reduce its consequences, The 1997 Strategy idemifies a blend of
such initiatives and provides guidance on how to successiully accomplish them. The most recent
NDCS (Appendix B} deseribes ONDCP’s vision of a coherent, rational, teneyear counterdrug
cffort. It provides guidance Lo publie and private counterdrug organizations while identifying
speeifie initiatives such as the HIDTA program,

ONDCs stratcgies for achieving the Goals and Objectives are based on breaking the
five-stage grower-te-user chain linking drug producers both at honie and abroad with American
consumers: cultivation, processing, transit and importation, wholesale distribution, and retail
sales on the street. Supply reduction activities target the first four links in this chain: cultivation,
processing, iransit, and wholesale distribution. Demand reduction activities, which scek to break
the last link in the chain, retal] sales, emphasize anti-drug messages o youth, Research by’
Columbia University’s National Center on Addiction and Substance Ahuse {CASA} provides
strong evidence that youth who grow to maturity without using iitegal drugs arc fikely to remain
drug-free for the rest of their fives; therefore, ONDUP's youih-related efforts are geared wowards
avoiding a new generation of users. Finally, the agency secks 1o mitigate the health and social
costs of drug dependence as well as drug-related crime and violenee associated with the last two
links in the cham,

Technigues to remove or reduce the resources by which traffickers ply their trade include
climinating drug related mongy laundering, seizing drug wrafficker assets, interdiction, and
controlling precursor chemicals and cssential apparatus for the production of illicit drugs.



No national strategy 16 combat illicit drug use can succeed without recognition of the
crucial role plaved by Congress, slate and local governments, communities, and private sector
erganizations. In order to develop a thorough, balanced ten-year plan that recognizes the
diversity of drug control issues across the country, the Office consulted a wide array of experts
and officials in both the public and privaie sectors. ‘

Within the executive branch of the federal goverament, every Cabinet officer and all
relevant departments and agencies helped to develop goalg, objeetives, drug conlrol budgets,
~ initiatives, and programs. ONDCP also solicited suggestions from every member of Congress
and their staifs, as well as from every state governor {including Ameriean Sumoa, Puerto Rico,
and the U.S. Virgin Islands) and mayors from every ity with maore than 100,000 people. The
Director accompanied many Menbers of Congress 1o their states and districts in order 10 learn
more about the diversity of drug prohlems and control sirategies seross the country, In addition,
ONDCP requested the views of public officials who oversee federal, state, and local prevention,
cdueation, treatment, law enforcement, correetional, and inigrdiction activilies.  The adached
Strategy provides more details on the consuliation process {Appendix 13, Chapter Vi)

Finally, the Office received input from represematives of more than 4,300 communily
anti-drug coalitions, chambers of commerce, editonal boards, noregovernmental organizations,
profcssional organizations, religious institutions, and private atizens, including chronic drog
uscrs, inmales, parents, police officers, prevention specialists, recovered addicts, students,
teachers, reatment providers, and victims of drug-related erimes.

B. Coordination of NDCY Implementation

ONDCP's ereation was a timely response to the fragmentation and overlap of the federnsl
government's drug conirol programs and budgets. ONDCP's “value-added” rests in its
coordination of numerous drug control programs in order to make them function together in an
integrated manner 1o achieve ithe Strategy's goals, Withoud a "lead” agency in the drug control
arcna, cach agency and department involved tn drug control woukd have different goalg,
objectives, largets, and measures. While each ageney would know whether it is suecessful, there
would be no ageney responsible for determining drug eontrol poliey’s effects on the nation as a
wholc, measured aceording 10 one sel of criteria determined by common goals and objectives.

ONDCP's oversight responsibilities involve more than 530 federal agencies and Cabinet
departments as well as their state and loeal partner agencies. Coordinating and overseeing such a
vast array of federal anti-drug policies and programs involves providing policy guidance 0 focus
the varied activities of these agencies. Such coordination is integral 10 achieving the NDCS
CGoals and Objecctives {Appendix A).



The three Congressionally-mandated divisions of the Office and the eoordination they
provide in NDCS implementation are as follows:

Demand Reduction Coordination: The Ofliee of Demand Reduction (ODR) develops and
coordinates policics and programs to reducc the use of illicit drugs. ODR coordinates the
programs of Federal agencies engaged in efforts to implement Goals One through Thrce of the
National Drug Control Strategy. In addition, ODR works closely with a hroad range of non-
IFederal entitics, inciuding state and local governments, national associations representing
demand reduction groups and organizations, anti-drug parent groups, civic organizations, and
other groups Lo encourage their support for the goals of the Strategy. A variety of coordination
mechanisms are used, including inlcragency meetings, conferences, and ad hoc assembilies.

Supply Reduction Coordination: The Office of Supply Reduction (OSR) develops and
coordinates policies and programs to reduce the supply of drugs and coordinates international
drug control strategies for cocaine, heroin, and other drugs. OSR provides agency oversight for
implementation of NDCS Goals Four and Five through drug control community interagency
working groups. OSR gives drug control agencies classified tasks via the NDCS Classificd
Annex and provides policy input lo resource allocation issues for international and interdiction
programs. Through the United States Interdiction Coordinator {USIC)}, OSR and interdiction
agencies ensure that interdiction asscls are optimally coordinated. USIC also provides non-
operational oversight for interdiction programs.

Inicrpovernmental Coordination: The Bureau of State and Local Affairs (BSLA) coordinates
agency relationships and outreach efforts to state and local government agencics, as well as rural
areas and public interest groups, to promotc the NDCS. The Bureau gathers input for the NDCS
from state and local drug-related government agencies, administers the HIDTA program,
promotes coordination among federal, state, and local counternarcotics programs, evaluates these
programs, and cstablishes partnerships with state and local governments.

C. Measurement

ONDCP has designed a Performance Mcasurement System in order to monitor progress
towards achieving NDCS Goals and Objectives, This system will use trend data to identify arcas
that arc nol performing well and undertake in-depth program evaluations to identify factors that
nced modification. The products of this system will support budgel, program, and policy
decisions.

‘The key features of this system arc:

» identification of performance targcts and measurcs for each of the NDCS Goals and
Objectives by interagency Working Groups,



» evolution of a logie model linking the Goals and Objeetives Lo the p;erformanee targets
and providing some degree of prima facie validity to causal linkages,

+ development of an information management system (IMS) that collects data reports from
working groups, comprised of rcpresentatives of afleeted drug control agencies, and other
sources and synthesizes them for analysis,

+ analysis of performance and progress towards the targels,

« recoinmendations for major policy and minor programmatie changes (minor changes (o
be made by the Working Groups and major decisions to be determined by thc Director,
ageney heads, and Department Seerctaries), and

« in-depth program evaluations involving ONDCP and Working Groups.

ONDCP, in conecrt with representatives from the agencies and Cabinet departments with
responsibilities under the NDCS, has identified measurable targets for the NDCS Goals and
Objeetives. These are in the process of review and agency clearance, due to Congress February
1998. Most of the draft targets are quantitative, and thosc that arc qualitative allow for
assessment.

The Information Management System (IMS) is a vehicle for data colleetion, data
proeessing, and Strategy monitoring. Data provided by the working groups and other sources
constitute the foundation of the IMS. The IMS, reflecting the underlying causal model linking
NDCS Goals and Objcctives with the targets identified, will provide a set of automaied lools
enabling ONDCP 1o analyze progress towards achieving the targets and conduct program
evaluations with the working groups on an as needed basis.

D. Budget Oversight

During the past year, ONDCP has guided IFederal drug control agencies through a new
comprehensive process for developing annual drug control budgets and forecasting future
requirements. This process begins with the development of the NDCS, which forms the
Administration's long-range plan to address the drug control issues of demand reduction, law
enforcement, interdiction and international support programs. Each agency develops a
long-range plan for ils own mission and responsibilitics to support the National Drug Control
Straicgy. Agency budget plans outline, in broad terms, the types of field operations, grant
programs, and structurc the agency will nced in the out years to fulfill its drug control
responsibilitics.

Using program guidance lor the first five years ol the National Drug Control Strategy, as well as
supplemental program guidance issued by the ONDCP Director, agencics develop five-ycar
budgct plans, which represent formal input to the President’s Budget for the upcoming ycar.
Eacb year, the agencics updatc their five-year forecast prior to submilting the next budget to



OMB. This preeess allows ageney leaders Lo eontinually assess feedback and incorporate
guidance, revise requirement estimates or revise dollar ceilings, and modify annual budget
document and out year forecasts accordingly.

ONDCP a5 autherized by law issues budget and program guidance, by July 1st, te Federal drug
cantrol agencies to use in developing their Suromer and Fall drug control budget submissions.

Each Federal government program manger, agency head, and department head with
responsibilities under the National Drug Conlrol Strategy are required by Jaw to transmit their
drug control budget request to QNDCP for review and certification. ONDCP certifies that each
Federal drug control agency's budget submission is adequate to implement goals and objectives
of the National Drug Control Strategy. This entire process of budget devclopment and
eertification is essential for ONDCP (o meet its legal mandate to develop a consolidated Naitional
Drug Control budget.

E. ONDCP-Directed Programs

13 High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAs) are those regions of the country whose
drug trafficking problems have a critical adverse impact on the rest of the country. In
designating these arcas as HIDTAs, ONDCP seeks {0 promete cffective coordination of local,
state, and federal drug law enforcement. The Executive Committee of each HIDTA| composed
of 16 representatives from locsl, state, and federal agencies, reflects this intent. ‘

These partnerships aseess regional drug threats, design strategies to combat the threats,
and develop indtiatives to implement the strategies. Process-oriented when first designated,
maturing HIDTAg
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institutionslize teamwork through continuous joint planming and biplementation,

»

+ promote balanced partnerships of local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies,

» coordinate rescurces for joint interdiction, intelligence, Investigation, and prosceution
activities, and )

» reduce duplication and increase synergy thraugh collaboration and collocation of
partnership members,

Since January 1990, the Director has designated counties in the following 17 areas as
HIDTAS, each of which faces different threats and employs different strategies: New York/New
Jersey, Los Angceles, Miany, Houoston, the Southwest Border, Baltimore/Washingion, Puerto
Rico/UL8. Virgin Islands, Chicago, Atlanta, Philadelphia/Camden, the Rocky Mountains, the



Gulf Coast, Lake County {IN}, the Midwest, the Pacific Northwest, San Francisco Bay, and
South East Michigan,

2. Counterdrui Technology Assessment Center (CTAC)

Caongress established CTAT within ONDCP in 1990 10 oversee and coordinate federal
eounterdrug enforcement research and development activities. Twenty-one federal law
erdorcement agencies with counterdrug missions participale in the national counterdrug
enforcement research and develepment program. As the ceniral counterdrug enforcement
research and development organization of the federal government, CTAC is responsible for
identifying and defining the shor, medium, and long-term seicntifie and technological needs of
the federal drug enforcement ageneies. The Center's efforts (o Identify needs and oversce
development activities concentraie on ¢liminating duplication of effort and identifying gaps in
capability which may be filled by advancements in technology. CTAC will soon publish a ten-
year counterdrug technology development plan for the drug control community.

In 1993, CTAC's role expanded to include demand reduction activitics. The Center now
works with the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) to examine addiclion and rehabilitation
research and to use teehnology to inerease the effectiveness and availability of drug treatment.
CTAC and NIDA scientists apply advancements in technology to undersiand the underlying
causes of drog abuse and addiction, as well as thetr long-term effects in the human hroin.

3. Media Campaign

Following a 13-year decline in youth substance abusc ending in approximately 1996,
youth are ahusing drugs at an increasing rale. At the samce time, anti-drug news and public
service messages have declined markedly since 1989 while messages normalizing and
glamorizing illicit drug use have proliferated in music, elovision, the Internet, and other media
ONDCP hopes to implement two major programs, entailing exiensive resources, reflecting s
responstbility to turn these tresds around ~ a media campaign (described here) and a communtty
coalition grant program {described in the next section},

The recent upsurge in pro-drug media messages requires anti-drug retalistion in kind,
Children must be made aware of the dangers of drug use. As the University of Michigan’s
Monttoring the Fraure Study maokes clear, there is g strong association between declining youth
disapproval of illicit drug use ond increasing youth drug use. Hence, the White House preposed,
in the fiseal year 1998 budyet, an anti-drug use media campaign to counter media
messages/images portraying drug use as ncceplable and to increase youth awareness of the high
risks associated with Hlicit drug use.

Recause children spend more time walching television than they spend in sehool,
ONDCP will focus on o paid media compaign, inchuding prime-time television ads to convey the
consequences of illielt drug use 1o youth and their parents. Unlike Public Scrvice



Announcements (PSAs), whieh do not appear in prime-1ime slots, these paid spots will more
cficetively communicate the message, just as firms sell their products, by atring while kids and
their parents are watching. While the message addresscs kids, it also reaches baby-boomer
parcnits who may be ambivalent about sending strong anti-drug messages to their kids,

As ONDCP negotiates media time slots, it hopes to s¢e a commensuraie level of pablic
serviee contributions from the media and corporate partners, While the paid campatgn wili be
limited to messages about 1licit drugs, the public service component may include a varicty of
drug-related issues, including mentoring and underage aicohol and tobaceo use,

4, Drug-Free Communities

Community coalitions have been a1 the forefront of efforts to curb this decade’s
disturbing reversal of youth drug use tremds, successfully developing and implementing
comprehensive, long-term strategies 1o reduce youlh substance abuse via prevention and
treatment. Therefore, in order to reduce substance abuse among today’s youth, tomorrow's
adulis, ONDCP will administer matching granis 1o community coalitions.

Granteces must demonstrate the ability o bring fogether representatives from many
segments of their commuritics In a long-term commitment to reduce substance abuse among
youth. These coalitions must invelve vouth, parents, businesses, media, schools, organizations
serving youth, law enforcement professionals, religious or fraternal organizations, civic and
volunteer groups, health care professionals, government officials with expertise in the field of
substance abuse, and if feasible, clected officials. The program will ensure the long-term nature
ol communitics' commitments by granting funds only to those coalitions that are sustainable
withoul fcderal assistance,

F. Human Resources

The FY 1998 federal drug control request is $16 billion, of which $351.2 million is for ONDCP's
Salarics and Expenses Accounl (S&E), High Intensity Druy Traflicking Area Account (HIDTA)
and Special Forfeure Fund Account (SFI).

ONDCP's FY 1998 request for S&E is $36 million, which iclude 518 million Tor operations,
$17 millign for CTAC, and $1 miltion for policy rescarch, With 124 stafl and 30 detatlees,
ONDCP underiakes the five major arcas discussed in this seetion. CTACT has been described
carlicr. ONDCP's policy rescarch emphasizes issues related w0 knowledge development, drug use
trends, emerging drugs, drug availability, and program evaluation.

ONDCPs FY 1998 request i3 $140.2 mitlion for HIDTA and $175 million (SFF) for the national
media campaign, Both programs have been described carlier along with the Community Grants
program for which 310 mullion was provided.



Section IV. RELATION OF ANNUAL TARGETS TO GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES

The key measure of ONDCP's effectiveness is the exient to which the NOCE Goals and
Objectives {Appendix A} are achieved. The schicvement of Goals and Objectives i3 indicated by
realizing the nanonal targets and measures {or 2002 and 2007 corresponding (o o five-year
budpet and ten-vear Strafegy as oullined in the Administration’s bill ta reauthorize ONDCP.
These draft targets and measurcs, developed collaboratively with iteragency working groups,
are in the process of review and clearance, ONDCP will submil the draft targets and measines to
Congress in February 1998,

The key performance measures that refleet the impaet of druy eonirol activities on the
NDUS goals are as follows: ‘

- Reduce the demand for illicit drugs in the United States

- Rescarch the prevalence of drug use among youth

- Increasce the a'vcrugc age of new users \

- Reduce the prevalenee of drug usc in the workplace

- Reduce the number of chronic drug users

- Reduce the health and social costs associated with drugs

- Reduce availability of illieit drugs in the United States

- Reduee shipment of illicit drugs from source countries

- Reduce the entry of illicit drugs into the 1.8,

- Reduce domestic cultivation and production of illicit drugs
- Reduce availability of drugs in the U.S. High Intensity Drug Trafficking Arcas

- Reduce the mate of erime associated with drug rafficking and use

The draft performance targets for these measures alony with targets for the 32 objectives
have been developed by ONDCP and working groups consisting of representatives from the
Department of Defense, the Department of Education, the Department of Justice (BIA, BIS,
DEA, FBI, INS, NDIC, OLIDP, USBP), the Depurtment of Riate, Health and Human Services
(CDC, N1AAA, NIDA, NI, SAMHSA) and the Department of Treasury, as well as other
Departments and Agencies. Those targets are currently being reviewed by the agencies and will
be presented o Congress m February 1998,

The next step will be to develop annnal targeis Tor the national drog control effort -

ONDCP’s annual Performance Plans will contain detailed annual furgets that indicate progress
towards achieving the 2002 and 2007 targeis.
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In some cases, the annual Performance Targets will be the same as the 2007 Performance
Guoals except that the target number or percentage will be different. For instance, the 2007 target
for Goal One will be “reduction of youth use of illieit drugs by X percent” (different pereentages
for each drug); the annual Performance Targe! may be maintenance of current use levels fora
fow vears with a decline thereafter (the rate of decline will vary by drug).

In other cases, the annual target will be a eritical milestone leading o the target identified
for 2007, For instance, the 2007 target for Goal Two will be the reduction of drug-related crime
by Y percent; the annual target Goal may be a reduction of erime rales in a key area. Another
annual target may be a pre-determined recidivism rate, a progran outcome likely to affect the
goal-oriented {arget of reducing crime. In both cases, there is a direct link between the annual
targets and the Goals and Objectives; the former provide a means of annually assessing progress
towards achieving the latter,

In addition to the cutcome-onented targels currently being reviewed by drug control
agencies, secondary output and process-orienied targets for cach of the five activity arcas
described carlier have been identified or deseribed in the following section:

A. Strateg}:’

The timely production and dissemination of a national strategy is the key Performance
Goal for this activily arep. The strategy provides policy guidance and sets priorities in
accordance with the legislation and the mission. In seccordance with the Crime Control Act of
1994, ONDCP has annually included i the Sirategy an assessment of the quality of current drug
use measurement instruments and techniques to measure demand reduction and supply reduction,
an assessment of the adequacy of such instruments to measure the casual drug user population,
and a discussion of actions needed 1o correct identified deficiencics. It also includes a discussion
of specific factors that restrict the avatlabilily of treatment to those who scek it as well as
proposed remedies,

B. Coordination of NDCS Implementation

In order 1o encourage private and public scetor initiatives at federul, state, and local
levels, ONDCP consulis with public officials and the privale sector and keeps Congress and the
public informed of dovelopments. Asnnual targets would list some of the major initiatives in this
area and annual Progress reports would list key meetings and conferences. Examples include
meetings with state governors, briefings o nows media, conferences on methamphetamine, the
role of the entertainment industry, and internaticnal forums hosted by the United Nations Drug
Control Pragrams, the Assaciation of Southeast Asian Nations, cle.



ONDCP conduets research to support the policy development process, assesses changing
trends in demand and supply, monitors trends in drug use, and dentifies emerging drug
problems, Performance measures include publication of the Puise Check, reports on the retail
value of drugs, the drug market, chronic users, and illicst drug prices, as well as other policy
studies that the agency undertakes and commissions [or use by the drug control community.,

. Measarement

Annual targets for ONDCP measurement activities will be milestones that indicalc
progress toward completion of the performance measurement sysiem. For instance, by February
1998, ONDCP anticipates submitting the draft 2002 and 2007 performanee targets and measurcs
to Congress. That submission represents the first critical milestone in the development of the
system, Afler the system is established, the agency will have 1o make refinements for several
years becnuse there is a lack of consistent definitions across state and local facilitics (e.p. zero
tolerance policies), data protocels (¢.g. treaiment capacity), and intergovernmental agreements on
optimum ways of addressing common issues (¢.g. definition of “mentoring”). The need 10 gather
outcome-related data pertaining to source or transit country issues (e.g, corruption) will also
provide a challenge. The development ef this system will probably take three to five years, bt
the agency anticipates preliminary measurement data as early as 1998.

D. Budget Oversight

ONDCP's budget oversight authority influences the shape of the budpeis that ageneies send 1o
the Prestdent for consideration in preparing the Admuinistration's budget caeh fiscal year
ONDCP, by faw, 15 to certify that each Federal drug control agency's budpel subnsission is
adeguate o implement the goals and objeetives of the Natienal Drug Control Strategy. The
Budget process begins early in the Spring when ONDCP issues budget guidance for the budget
year andd the [our planning vears. This initial budger guidance provides the framework for
Federal drug control agencies to use in constructing their Summer and Fall submissions.

Bv Julv Ist of cach vear, ONDCP is required to develop specific program guidance that ¢aeh
Federal drug control agency uses 1o develop their drug control budget submissions. Specific
program guidance forms the basis for Summer and Fall budget certifications.

The budget oversight ‘;}mccs& results in the development of a consolidated National Drug Control

Budget for presentation to the President and the Congress. Also, ONDCP supports drug control
agencies’ drug budget submissions during the Congressional revicw process.
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ONDCP will determine the suceess of its budget oversight function using the following
measurement criferia

« comprchensive and coordinated budget guidance issued by July 15t of cach fiscal vear;

+ timely and comprehensive Summer and Fall budget centifications, which provide
sufficient detail and structure to allow agency and OMB budget officials 1o both be aware
of, and carefully consider, ONDCP's funding priorities over the 5-vear budget planning
period

= publication of a consolidated National Drug Control Budget 1o be issued coneurrent with
the Natienal Drug Control Strategy

E. ONDCP-Directed Programs
1. HIDTA

All HIDTAS are required to cstablish systems to measure their perfornrance towards -
achicving agreed-upon performance targels. Beeause the HIDTA mission is (o reduce
drug trafficking in the most critical arcas of the country (Goal 2, Objeetive 2), disrupting,
dismantling, or rendering ineffective a proportion (as specified in Annual Performance
Plans) of targeted drug trafficking organizations (and traffickers) is a key performance
target. Another important target is disrupting, dismantling, and rendering ineffective
drug-related moncy laundering organizations.  The most important target is the reduction
of drug-related crimes in HIDTAs by pre-specified pereentages: this reflects the extent to
which Goal 2 on Public Safety has been met in the HIDTAS, These represent key
cffcctiveness targets for the HIDTA program.

Interim targets include progressive adoption of the Natonal HIDTA Developmental
Standards that improve efficiency. For instance, identification of erimingl
organizations/persons should be coordinated o facilitate cross-case analysis, prevent
duplication, and ensurc that HIDTA Executive Commitices have sufficient information to
csiablish priorifics. The number of HIDTAs mecting various stundards would be
documenied,

Funding priority will be determined, in part, by the extent of perforoumce target
achievement. Funds will be made available pramanly for thase intiatives that most
dircetly fead © the accomplishment of prajected sulcomes.

2. CTAC

CTAC's activitics are subsumed under the research Objectives for cach of the NDCS
Geoals. (The fast Objeetive for each Goal addresses research and technology concerns.).
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Its effectiveness will, as a resull, be assessed as part of ONDCP’s performance
measurement system.

The effectiveness of any research and technology program is determined by the extent to
which it increases the agency's impact upon the probiems it sets out to reselve. CTAC's
cventual effectiveness is determined, therefore, by the extent to which drug use, drug
availability, and its consequences are reduced, as shown by the impact on the five NDCS
Goals. The difficulty, ol course, is to ascertain which part ol the "success” is attributable
to CTAC. This would require an expensive program evaluation, including the
development of a logic-model identifying CTAC’s role along with that of other agency
programs participating in the achievement of tbe relevant targets. For instance, one
would have to assess what part of the reduction in the availability of cocaine (Goal 5
target) would be attributable to CTAC.

The ONDCP Performance Mcasurement System proposes to underiake this kind of
evaluation primarily in situations where the NDCS targets are not being met and it is
determined applications of advanced technologies could provide a solution. In view of
the cost incurred in such in-depth program evaluations, ONDCP proposes to track
intermediate outcomes in accordance with its two prineipal roles of oversight and
coordination.

CTAC’s performance measures depend on the time frames into which user
agencies fall. Agencies within the 0-3 time frame would be least likely (o adapt to
changing requirements. The relevant output measure would be the number of CTAC
assessments of existing teehnologies in terms of their contribution to the effectiveness
and efficiency of user agencics within the framework of the national goals and objectives
as described in the Strategy. Agencics within the 4-6 year time {frame might be
influenced by technology requirements. The output measure would, thercfore, be the
number of advanced technology prototypes cvaluated by CTAC to assess the conditions
under wlhich they could be made opcrational. Emerging technology development efforts
focus ¢n the 7-10 year time horizon, for which CTAC will use the intermediate outcome
measure of the number of CTAC-funded or assessed technologies that arc fielded or
deployed by the user community. This would provide an assessment of the utility of
CTAC efforts.

These and other such targets would assess the extent to which CTAC-funded or
devcloped advanced systems were deployed: they would be complemented with case-
specific information on their cffect on efficiency and effectiveness. An cxample might be
the Antibody Tield Test kit used by the FBI to detcel cocaine residue on a cell phone of a
carle! money dealer: a $7 million cash seizure resulted. Effects on the number of arrcsts,
amount of drugs detected in various kinds ol shipping eontainers and vehicles, and lower
cosls might be documented. Other examples of CTAC response to user-identified need,
such as the Data Locator System, might be identified and the resultant increase in the
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number of (interjurisdictional) drug criminals apprchended, documented. In addition, the
number ol duplicative cfforts among ageney counterdrug R&D programs may be
doecumented.

In the short-term, CTAC would track output measures such as the numbcer of
regional workshops and conferences sponsored, number of counterdrug research
programs coordinated and supported, and the nuinber of deployed systems that were
CTAC- funded or developed. Evaluations of competing lechnologies, for instance, ones
that electronically but non-intrusively search sealed trucks, containers, and railroad cars
for hidden drugs, would be counted. These output measures would reflect the activity-
level of CTAC.

Qualitative assessments, conducted on as-needed basis, might focus on CTAC
support for improving law enforcement operations against drug traflickers and its
exploitation of information processing technology to target and disrupt drug traffickers --
examples include pilot projects such as WCFN (West Florida Counterdrug Invesligative
Network) and Borderline.

Mecdia Campaign

Since the goal of the media campaign is to reducce illegal drug usc among those
who receive anti-drug messages (and indircetly, those they influcnec), the ultimate
oulcomes or impact targets arc the cffect they have on youth drug usc as indicated by the
percent of youth who use drugs and age of first ttime use. Program outcomes also includc
changes in attitude such as the percent of youth perceiving risk, the percentage of youth
disapproving of drug use, and increased awarcncss of the campaign. In addition, outputs
mcasures such as the number of tclevision hours devoted to anti-drug programming and
number of youth viewing the messages, may be documented.

"This may be donc through a pre-post monitoring and assessment ol these
performance measures through a random sample of communitics. Of course, isolating the
cfleet of the national campaign would require considerable modeling to factor out other
interventions that may affect drug use behavior (such as non-ONDCP Public Service
Announcements, school prevention programs, ete.). This initiative is included in,
ONDCP's Performance Measurement System, as part of the objcclive on mass
communication {(Goal 1, Objective 2).

Drug-Free Communilics

The Community Anti-Drug Act of 1997 was signed into law by the President on Junc 27.
Although the status of FY 1998 appropriations in support of the Act is still unclear,
ONDCI* has begun developing plans for evaluaung the program. The organizational
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identity of the evaluator has not yet been decided but some combination of Federal and
local efforts, through a performance partncrship, is likely.

The effectiveness of the program would be rellected by the percentage of communitics
recceiving grants that manifest documented evidence of reductions in substance use.
Candidate indicators might be reduced youth usc, decreased emcrgency room and
hospitahization rates, reduced infectious discasc rates, and reduced crime. Intermediate
outcomes might be the percent of granice communities closing/eliminating drug dens and
crack houscs, closing venues for drug sales, and increasing avenucs for redueing youth
risk factors. An additional indicator might be the percentage of grantce communitics with
comprchensive anti-drug coalitions. This initiative is addressed as part of Goal 1's
prevention efforts (Objective 6).

Shortcr-term outputs might include the number of participating organizations, the number
of neighborhood watches organized, the number of community-based efforts to inform
people on the dangers of drug, alcohol, and tobacco use in cach grantcc community.
Program outputs could include number of communities involved, number of people
voluntcering, number of grants distribuled, funds disbursed, areas targeted, cte. As
always, the determination of causality would rcquire considcrably more cffort in
modeling causal links and testing them statistically, or alternatively, a randomized
program design which might be politically difficult.
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Section V. KEY EXTERNAL FACTORS

Migsion success may be aflected by a number of key external foetors:

. FFactors that cannot be predicted long-term:

-

Changes in demographic factors could alter the mature of the drug problem. For
instance, demographic events like changes in birth rate could affect eritical targets
related to drug demand, ONDOP will attempt modeling 1o anticipate such events:
however, targets developed in the interim will probably require modification,
Economic downturns can affect the use and availabthity of drugs: these are
cifficult to anticipate and ean affect key torgets for alf five Goals.

Health-related targets assume that no new drug-related infectious discase will
cmerge in the next five years.

Achievement of drug supply-refated targets depends on political, economic, and
social stability in source amd transit countries, 1 these countries lack suffictent
siability, it is undikely they will be able to focus resources on their drug prablerns,
thus making muliilateral anti-drug agrecments and other international anti-drug
efforts much more diftieult 1o implement.

. Intergovernmental issucs relating (o state and local operation of [ederally funded drug-
controt program

-

Schools are responsible for drug-conirol programs but education is a state/local
function. ONDCP cannot require schools to adopt evaluated-and-tested
prevention programs or implement zero lolerance policies to reduce the incidence
of youth drug use. Achicvement of contain prevention-related targets could be
difficult due to the fack of legislative mandate for reguiring performancc-related

. accountability from state and local partners.

State operation of treatment facilities is not uniform in its protocels or data
collection techniques. Stoles are not required by law 1o adopl consistent
definitionsg, such a8 “lreatment capocily” or “timc spent on walting list,” nceessary
for notional aggregation. Difficully in casuring state pasticipation in these federal
efforts to improve the effectivencss ol drug treatment can affect NDCS targets
Legislation providing grants 1o local law enforcoment task forces does not require
agreed-upon performance targets in return. Lack of cooperation from
intergovernmental and interjurisdictional law enforcement task forces could affeqt
related targets.

Prevention-related targets depend considerably on stale cooperation regarding
drinking nge Jegislation. States that lower drinking age requirements send
messages undermining NDCS efforts to communicate the dangers of youth
aleohol use.
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"Without modifications to current legislation that would require performance agreements
in conjunction with federal grants to state and local agencies. sccuring state and local
cooperalion may be problematic enough to affect NDCS targets.

Private seetor actions can affect NDCS targets in several arcas.

-- The growth of managed carc systems may adversely affeet NDCS (argets by
decreasing coverage of substance abuse treatment services. If fewer people who
require treatment can afford it, drug treatment accessibility will not increasc
unless taxpayers shoulder a higher Medicaid burden.

-- Private-scctor encouragement of propositions legalizing the use of marijuana or
other illicit drugs can undermine achicvement of NDCS targets.

-- In order to form partnerships with the media, entertainment industry, and
professional sports organizalions, these groups must be willing partners. If onc or
more of these groups is unwilling to form partnerships with the Office, then
achicving media-related targets could prove difficult.

- lack of information on rogue pharmaceuticals manufacturing methamphetamine
precursors can affect target achicvement.

International issues can affect Goal Four and Goal Five targets.

-- The U.S. government must devote necessary attention to a diverse plan of action
to facilitate drug control efforts in all major illicit drug sourcc and transit
countries. This plan of action includes diplomatic, law enforccment, and
intelligence gathering activities.

-- Major sourcc and transit countries with which the U.S. has diplomatic rclations
musl zcalously oppose trafficker violations and exploitation of thcir territories. If
these countries fail o aggressively pursue domestic and international anti-drug
cfforts, then supply reduction opcrations will face persistent obstacles.

Congressional support is, of coursc, critical to achicving the national drug control targets
particularly because ONDCP neither controls the $16 billion drug control budget nor
operatcs anti-drug programs (except for its $351 million and the four programs it directs).
Using coordination powers, the agency develops policies to mobilize the drug control
communily to achieve mutually-developed targets. In part, success will depend on the
extent to which federal, stale, local, and private agencies and in fact, the public as a
whole, perceive that Congress and the White House support ONDCP in a variety of
areas -- legislative modifications as needed and assistance in resolving external factors
that impede performance.
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Section VI. PROGRAM EVALUATIONS UISED TO DEVELOP
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES; SCHEDULE OF -
FUTURE EVALUATIONS

In accordance with ONDCP's mission to coordinae and direet the drug control effons of
federal agencies, the N3OS Goals and Objectives were developed through a collaborative
eiTort with these ageneies. Working groups established along the lines of the five Goals
{prevention, law enforcement, (reatment, interdiction, and source country supply)
tormuleaied the 32 Objectives contained in the NDUS, Members of the working groups
formulated the Objectives based upon extensive research and evaluation that indieated
that {17 the issues addressed in the ohjectives were pertinent (o achieving the particular
goals.and could be measured, and {2} agency programs supporiive of the Objectives
existed or could be developed, and would contribute to achieving the Goals within the
specified time frame. For example, Goal Three of the NDUS is “Reduce heaith and social
costs to the public of Hegal drug use,” Objuective Two of this Goal is dircetly supportive
of that goal: it states: "Reduce drugerelated health problems, with an emphasts on
infectious diseases,” Ressarch has doeumented that drug-related infectious discases, such
as tuberculosis, hepatitis, HIV/AIDS, and other sexually transmitted diseases exact a
tresnendous toll on society in the form of increased mortality and morbidity, increased
burden on the health care and criminal justice system, and lost produetivity in the
workplace. Several agencies, Including NIDA, SAMHSA, and CDC have programs to
address the reduction of drug-related infectious diseases, the continuing evaluation of
which will provide measures of suecess in achieving this objective,

The IMS 1o be developed as part of the Performance Measurement System will track dais
on various measures that show (he extent to which targets have been achieved for each
NDCS Goal and Objective. ONDCP, in collaboration with 1s interagency working
groups, will conduet future program evatuations when trend data indicate that an
Objective is not being achieved or that a geographical area is not performing well. This
approach conserves scarce resources 10 focus on the most préblematic areas that affect the
suceess of the NOCS. The setant schedule will, thercfore, he determined by the trend
data on the key effectivensss indieators,

in addition 1o this national evaluative effor, ONDCP conrdinates a variety of evaluative
efforts, particularly in the prevention and treatment area. Examples include funding to
state drug abuse ageneies through Bock grants to conduct needs assessments (o estimate
ihe need for alcoholfdrug-related serviees in these siates,
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CONCLUSION

The efforts deseribed in the preceding pages reflect ONDCP's dedication as well ag

. substantial feedback from agencies and stakeholders, particularly in developing the Goals
and Obicetives, the Strafegy, and the performance targets and measures. The coordinated
efforts of 50 Federal Agencies and Departments directed hy ONDCP can result in the
vision of a drug {rec America. The programs outlincd in this plan are an integral part of
the NDCE, and make it possible to reach the overarching goal of reducing itlegal drug use
and its consequences. This plan offers significant assistance in building an all-
encompassing, balanced approach to reduce hoth demand and supply resuliing in
diminished conscquences for our nation. 1t will not be casy, nor will it be cheap but the
alternatives are dire. As required by law, this Plan offers a measurable, sustainable
aption in the quest Lo rid America of this problem.



APPENDIX A. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Goal 1. IZducate and enable America's vouth Lo reject illegal drugs, as well as

alcohol and tobacco.

Objective I.  Educalte parents or other care givers, teachers, coaches, clergy, health
professionals, and bustness and coinmunity leaders to help youth reject
illegal drugs and undcrage alcohol and tobacco use.

Objective 2. Pursue a vigorous advertising and public communications program dealing with
the dangers of drug, alcohol, and tobacco use by youth.,

Objective 3. » Promolc zcro toleranee policics for youth regarding the usc of illegal drugs,
alcohol, and tobacco within the family, school, workplace, and

. community.

Objective 4. Provide students in grades K-12 with aleohol, tobaceo, and drug prevention
programs and policies that have been evaluated and tested and are based
on sound practices and procedures.

Objective 5. Suppont parcnts and adult mentors in encouraging youth o engage in positive,
healthy lifestyles and modceling behavior to be emulated by young people.

Objective 6. Encourage and assist the development of community coalitions and programs in
preventing drug abuse and underage alcohol and tobacco usc.

Objective 7. Creatc a partnership with the media, entertainment industry, and profcssional
sports organizations (o avoid the glamorization of illegal drugs and the use
of alcohol and tobacco by youth.

Objective 8. Support and disseminate scientific rescarch and data on the conscquences of
legalizing drugs.

Objective 9. Develop and implement a sct-of principles upon which prevention programming
can be based.

Objective 10. Support and highlight rescarch, including the development of scientific
information, to inform drug, alcohol, and tobacco prevention programs
largeting young Americans.

Goal 2. Increase the safety of America's citizens by substantially reducing drug-
rclated erime and violence.

Objective I.  Strengthen law enforcement - including federal, state, and local drug task forces -
to combat drug-related violence, disrupt criminal organizations, and arrest
the leaders of 1llcgal drug syndicates.

Objective 2. Improve the ability of High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAS) to
counter drug trafficking.

Objective 3. Help law enforecement to disrupt moncy laundering and seize criminal assets.

Objective 4. Develop, refine, and implement cffective rehabilitative programs - including
graduated sanctions, supervised release, and treatment for drug- abusing
offenders and accused persons - at all stages within the criminal justice
systcm,
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Objective 5.
Objective 6.

" Goal 3.
Objective 1.

Objective 2.
Objective 3.

Objective 4.
Objective 5.

Objective 6.

Goal 4.
Objective 1.
Objective 2.

Objective 3.

Objective 4.

Goal 5.
Objective 1.

Objective 2.
Objective 3.

Objective 4.

Break the cycle of drug ahusc and crime.

Support and highlight rescarch, including the development of scientifie
information and data, 1o inform law enforcement, proseeution,
incarceration, and treatment of offenders involved with illegal drugs.

Reduce health and social costs to the public of illegal drug use.

Support and promotc effective, effieient, and accessible drug treatment, ensuring
the development of a system that is responsive to emerging trends in drug -
abuse.

Reduce drug-related health problems, with an emphasis on infeetious discases.

I’romote national adoption of drug-free workplace programs that emphasize drug
testing as a key component of a comprehensive program that includes
cducation, prevention, and intervention.

Support and promote the education, training, and credentialing of professionals
who work with substanec abusers,

Support research into the development of medications and (reatiment protocols Lo
prevent or reduce drug dependence and abuse.

Support and highlight research and technology, including the acquisition and
analysis of scientific data, to reduce the health and social costs of illegal
drug usec.

Shield Amcrica's air, land, and sca (rontiers from the drug threat

Conduct flexible operations to deteet, disrupt, deter, and scize illegal drugs in
transit {o the U.S. and at U.S. borders.

Improve the coordination and cffectiveness of U.S. drug law cnforeement
programs with particular cmphasis on the southwcst border, Puerto Rico,
and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

Improve hilateral and regional cooperation with Mexico as well as other
cocaine and heroin transit zone countries in order to reduce the flow of
illegal drugs into the U.S.

Support and highlight rescarch and technology - including the development of .
scicntific information and data - to detect, disrupt, deter, and seizc illegal
drugs in transit to the U.S. and at U.S. borders. '

Break forcign and domestie drug sources of supply.

Produce a net reduction in the worldwide cultivation of coca, opium, and
marijuana and in the production of other illegal drugs, especially
mcthamphetamine.

Disrupt and dismantle major international drug trafficking organizations
and arrest, prosccutce, and incarcerate their leaders.

Support and complement source country drug control efforts and strengthen
sourcc country political witl and drug control capabilities.

Develop and support bilatcral, regionatl, and multilateral initiatives, and mobilize
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international organizational efforts against all aspects of illegal drug
production, trafficking, and abuse.

Objective 5.  Promote international policies and laws that deter money laundering and
facilitate anti-money laundcring investigations as well as seizurc of
associated assets.

Objective 6. Support and highlight research and technology, including the development of
scientific data, to reduce the worldwide supply ofillqgal drugs.
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