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Perrormance Management refers to a variety of mechanisms aimed at alIgning the operation of 
:tn organlzmion or agenc)llOwurds the attainment of some desired results. The intent is to en:).bJe 
'the agency to rise abow, at leasl to some extent eXlilnt forces of turf. incrthl. and instillltional 
bias in order to focus on achieving ~oals identified as desirable, Although {he :vlissloli. Goals 
and Objectives ilrc oncn identified as the raison d'etre oran agency, historical forces and 
political intemsts have often resulted in agencies focusing more on protectin~ the stulus quo and 
institutional turf than 011 achieving the proclaimed goals. Perfommnce Management seeks to rc~ 
focus the ageJ'tcy by substituting some degree ofpoJ)cy*rationality. defined as purposive behavior 
to achieve slated policy goals. for political interest, 

Public sector managers have become increasingly inte:-ested in Perfonnance Management as 
vnr!ous government initiatives have refocused them on results rather than on process and outputs. 
The Government Perfonnance and Results Act (GPRA), the Chief Finandal Officers' Act. the 
Government Mamlgement Refonn Act. and the National Partnership for Reinventing: 
Government are all recent manifestations of the move towards greater accounmbility. The 
GPRA has underscored the emphasis on perrornwnce"bascd management by requiring managers 
to identify outcomes or desired end states. describe how they plan to uchieve them, and evaluate 
progress to c,aEbrate their plans, all this within the context of stakeholder consultation. Clearly 
managers must learn how to manage for resulls, 

In a previous paper. "A Systems Approach to Perfonnance·Based Management: The Xationul 
Drug Control Strategy," Simeone, Carnevale. and Millar identify, wirhin a systems irnmework, 
certain tensions between policy-rutionaiity und political reality that surface as Ihe Federal 
govemmcl1t deliherately embarks on a multi·year program of improved management.! Unless 
these tensions are consciously addressed. it is nO[ likely that the full scope of Performance 
Management can be realized. The authors identify four tomponcnts of pubhc governance
Community, Strategy, Budget. and Eva!uation- that must be linked in order to enable the agency 
to achieve its goals. 

This paper addresses these issues within the context of the national drug control area, We 
exanJine the efforts of the Office of National Dnlg Control Policy (ONDep) and its drug control 
partners as an example of how to link the four Components, using analytical tOols SUJ;;h as Logic 
Models, Action Plans. and Perfonnance PaJ'tnerships. We do not claim to have accomplished 
this ambitious goal: a good start has been made and a conceptual design developed. This c:tse 
study outlines this design; describes what has been completed. and what remains to be done. h 
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describes the four e,)mponems as they pertain to the drug comro! mission urea and proceeds to 
describe our efforts to link the four througb PerfonmlOce Measurement and Management 

Framework: Four Components of Governance 

Most of [he efforts to improve management and accountahility seek, in one way or another. to 
focus the organization or agency on the desired results and harness its resources accordingly, 
The GPRA, for instance, requires Fedcrul agencies to chart oui a mll!ti~ycar Srf,ltegic Plan in 
consultalion with its stakeholders. It is !hen requIred to operationalize this plan Gvery year ill the 
form ofa Performance Plan that outlines what it p!an~; to accomplish for the resources reques~ed 
lhat year. F'in<l.!Iy) it is reqL:.ired to assess dllnual progress and calibrate the Strategy accordingly. 

These quintesicntiuJ clements of accountability !'cike! key clements orwhat ugcncics must do to 
focus its collective \',1111 on what it set out to do - its mission as defined by its vision and'its 
raison d'etrc. These key elements - plan:ling. budgeting, and assessment of progress - fonn an 
iterative feedback loop operating within a political and sociJJ environment In system temlS, 
these four elements may be caHed Strategy, Budget. Evaluation, and Community. AII' four must 

, act in an integrated manner for acohesive, integrated effort. 

To link Ihese fouf components is a daunting prospect in the sma1lest of ;lgencies. it assumes 
gargantuan proportions when one factors in fifty Federal drug controi agencies and their state 
and local partners. Add to that. the panoply of private sector organizations and interest groups 
and you have a challenge of Herculean magnitude. 

The four components of govemam:e, as discussed by Simeone. Carnevale, and Millar using the 
systems approach. are as follows: 	 ' 

• 	 Slnlleg}' - the nlet::hanism that allo:Ns goals 10 be pUl'suetL This. in GPRA parlance. 
translates into a staterncnt of mission with goals and objectives :.lccompan:ed by" statement 
ofhnw to achieve these (that is, policy il'..tent), 

• 	 COIII/muw." - the constituent elements that ar::: I,;llgugcd in or inlcres:ed in this pursuit. GPRA. 
specifically requires consultation with stakeholders, 

• 	 Evailwlia,1- the mechanism that guides this pursuit. This feedback loop is llccornplished 
through perfonnance measurement that includes monitoring progress regularly (perfonnance 
monitoring) and assessing the reasons for accomplishments (program evaluation), and 

• 	 Budget - the mechanism that allows resourc'es 10 be used for this pursuit. GPRA links the 

firsl three components to the budget 


In the area of drug control. each of these Components operates \Vilhin an environment in which 
analytics is often at odds, or competes with. politicul realities, And yet, these \;Qmponents must 
work together for ONDep IQ accomplish its statutory mission to reduce drug use and its 
consequences, ONDep is required to accomplish its nussion by leading and motivating the drug 
control community: this includes over fifty Federal agencies, their slate and local partners, a 
variety ofprivare seelor agencies, and foreign countries. To manage for results, we haye to link 
the four Components to focus on accomplishing the stated mission, 
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Wt.: cxumine first each component as it rdates to drug control beton:: we discus:> the pmcesses l)( 
linki.ng them. 

StrUlt!!{J' 

Generally spenking, Strategy is the conceptual designlhat allows some desired set of ends to be 
pursued. This component is designed by the Community and receives from Budge! the resources 
necessary for implementation. The success of this endeavor is measured by Evaluntion.· The 
Strategy should include Goals, Objectives. Programs m)o the linbgcs between them. The 
underlying assumptions shouid also be clear. ii We now examine the drug control strategy. 

O:-':DCP, loeatee in tb:: Executive Office of the PresidelH, was crcatcd by the 1988 Anti-Dn;g 
Abuse Act ii to dcvt:lop a natio!1ai drug control strategy (Srr(ltcg)'J and ;'1 Fcth:ral budget to 
Implement it. The Strafegy is required to include long-term go;.ds ,md shorHcrm measurable 
objectives focusing on three principal outcomes: a reduction in drug use (demand), availability 
(supply) and resultant consequences:. 

"The Strategy is a len year~plan to guide the drug control community - Federal. state, local. 
international, and the privale sector. It is stnH::tured around five Goals and 31 Objectives 
tmended to accomplish the mission. The Goals focus on prevenlion and education to protect 
children from drug use (Goal 1); la\v enforcemenl targeting traffickers (Goal 2); treatment to 
reduce health and olhcr sodal costs (Goal 3); interdiction to reduce the amount of drugs 
available {Goal 4); and abatement efforts targeting domestic and international production, 
cultivation, ~nd trnffi<:king {Goal 5). Exhibit I diagrams this Smuegy and the underlying 
linkages and assumptions" 

CommUltity 
, 

In general terms, Community is the collection of stakeholders with variolls degrees of interest 
and il~volvel11etlt in a strategy_ Community has often been separated into "exlemaJ" stakeholders 
SllCh as Congress, OMB, interest groups., ond the public that arc deeply interested in the'Strategy 
but are not directly involved in imp:ememing it. "Internal" stakeholders are described as those 
directly involved in carrying out the activities required by the Sirategy: these include agencies 
with programs and activities that contribute to the Strategy, This distinction is less clear as we 
:Jdrlress miSSIon areas that cut across agencies and levels of government 

The drug control Strategy relies, for its implemem:ltion, on a whole host of rederal, state, local. 
and 'private sector agencies not to mention foreign governments, As the White House policy 
agency, ONDCP is tasked with coordinating and leading these llgencies in order to meet the 
GoaJs and Objectives or the Strategy. Clearly. the !<15k of obtaining input and continuing 
c0l11,mitment to the Slr(lfcgy is no easy 1ask 

ONDCP is required by law to consult a wldc arr.lY of experts and officials, including the heads of 
drug conlrol program agencies. the Congress, state und members of the private sector as the 
.)·!I'me~..,'), is being d~veloped_ This extensive process of consultation is described in various 
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Strategy d,ocuments, \' At the end of this process, the Strategy is fomll1!:.ttcd ..an initial step in 
linking the Component of Community with the COlllpm:clH "fStrategy. Obtaining commitment 
and getting agencies to align their activities accordingly, is another matter altogether, This is 
where Performance Managemem comes into the picture bm before we discllss Oul' CirOnE; in this 
direction. we need to complete the discllssion of the {our Components. 

/:.'l'tlluutiofl 

In generuL Evaluation provides information on the effectiveness of Strategy to Community ::md 
Budget Evnlu(Jtion allows Strategy to be refined and Budget to allocate resources wisely, 
Through performance monitoring, the community cali calibrate the implel1)enwtion or tile 
st!"ategy. Through in~depth program evaluation, the community can "lSSCSS why success happens 
and why it doesn't, Bm prior to anthis, the ~omnnll1i\y has to agree on what defines "success' 
or lack of iL..in other words, on the perfonnance measures and targets that form inC backbone of 
any performance measurement system. 

Authorizing legislatiun required ONDer to lllol1i:or the implementation of the Straleb,,)f thn.1ugh 
program evaluations often conducted m collaboration wilh Federal agencies. Over ONDep's 
history. this measurement has not been consistent. to the frustration of Congress and the pUblic. 
Only recently in 1997 did ONDCP develop a systcms~based approach to measure progress 
towards the Strategy's Goals and Objectives, 

Working closely with its Federal drug control partners. ONDep designed the Perfonnance 
Measures of Effectiveness (PME) System to assess the progress of the national drug control 
community. Interagency teams idemified performance targets anti measures for the years 2002 
(five years from the development of this Administration's Strategy) and 2007 (ten years oot) for 
each oflhe five Goals und 31 Objectives of the Strategy. 

The PME System includes twelve Impact Targets that reflect the ultimate end outcomes desired 
by the drug control community. These represemlong-!enn "suctess" in achieving: the Goals of 
the Slrmegy ~~ see Exhibit 2. In addition, the PME System identifies 84 performance targeu; 
associated with each of the 31 Objectives of the SfrflWgy. Each perfonnance target has one or 
more measures by which progress tawards the target is to be measured. 

The process of developing the PME System constituted a second exercise in linking the 
Component of Community with that of Evaluation - this process is described later in this paper 
(under the section "Performance Measurement"') 

.Budger 

Defined in general tenns, this Component involves processes related to the appropriation and 
allocation of resources. It accepts cost parameters from the Community and receives infonnation 
on the perfonTIrtllcc of the Strategy from Evaluation. Budget provides gl:idancc to the 
Community as well ns the reSOi,lfCeS necessary to implement Strategy. 
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ReS?l:nxs tor the dnlg contro: comr:llinity come thml F~Jeral. state, !ocal, and private suurces, 
ONDep docs'not control the Federal $: 7 billion budget but it has statutory authority to assess 
each Federal drug control .1gency's annual blldget before it is submitted to the Oftlce of 
Management and Budget. The assessment is to ensore that each agency's budget is sufficient to 
meet the requirement (for that year) of the Smuegy. !rthe submission is deemed !llSlIllkicm. 
ONDCP has the authority to "decenify" the submission. This process IS not wnholl! a politkal 
pr~cc: nonetbeless. it represents a lonna1 dfan to link the Component of Budget tl) tbut of 
Strategy. 

From Performance Measurement to Performance [\"1anagemenl- Unking the four 
Components of Governa~ce 

ONDep's mandate is not merely to guide the national drug control community's efforts to 
achieve the Strategy Goals and Objectives, Its mission is to "reduce" drug use, availability. and 
its consequences. In ract. the 1998 Reauthorization Act w~ile endorsing the PME System as the 
vehicle by which to ussess the effectiveness of tile Strategy, also h:gis[u\cd outcomes 1'01' the drug 
control community", Obviously, measlIr:lig perfor.rmllcc and reponi:1g i1 will not suffice, 
ONDep must Hnd ways to par!3Y its limited stautory authority into enticing its partners into 
foclIsing on the results 10 be achieved and the best way !O get there, 

The p:-occss of linking the four Components becomes considerably morc di fficlIlt wlit.:1i 
JiUr'llCrOUS agencies and seciors of government are involved - Perfonmmce Measurement must 
address issues ofjoint accountability and Perfonn~nce Management must address results· focused 
alignment and integration within the framework of Federal ism and states' rights. We now 
exumine lhe processes we uscd to progress from Performance Measurement to Performance 
Management, using tools like Logic Models. Action P:ans, and Perfonnance Partnerships, 
Exhibit J'is agraphic summary of this effort -past and futurc, We will follow this chart as we 
describe the processcs and tools used as well as future steps piunn.:d. 

Performance Measuremen' 

The development of the Strategy through cXlensivc consultation with both external and internal 
sta~cholders has been described earlier. This process entails the input solicitation, draft reviews. 
comments and modifications familiar to agencies developing Strategic Plans: we need not focus 
on ~his process here, (should I say more here?) Suffice it to say that through this process, the 
Strategy \vas developed, including statements of MiSSion. Goals, and Objectives, 

TIle next step was to develop, tbrough an interagency lnC'chllnism.lhe indicalors or··success"
the performance targ:ets and meilsures. To do [his. we invited "experts" in the diverse areas of 
prevention, treatment. law enforcement, mtcrdiction .•md source COUnlty efforts to idcnlify what 
the, community \vOtt!d consider to be "success" in the years 2002 and 2007. To do this 
systematically, we 0stablished working groups consisting of experts from abollt fifty Federal 
agencies such as DOJ. HHS, DOD, D.Eo., elc. as well as constituent units like SA~illHSA, NIDA, 
OJJDP. BJS. We grouped the 31 Objectives by them.: uno asked the interagency groups LO 
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identify \(.mgw tl;rTI1 targets, measures for trac':<ing progress, and dutu sources (in svme CUSeS, to b<: 
developed,) Exhibit 4 ref1ecls this process. 

Foclising on long-tenn targets removed to some degree the stranglehold orine ;:u1I1ual budgel 
upon the creativity of these experts: p:lrticipants could focus .on what needed to be done rather 
than what OMB's budget ceilings would permit them to do.

q 
The problem with starting with 

hudget projeclions is that they tend to favor the status quo and discouwgc innovative solutions. 
Undoubtedly, the issue of resources wi;! re·cn:Cr tl~e pict'Jrc but we found it liberating not 10 start 
with budget issues and focus initially on policy questions. This process also enabled the 
identification or"siretch targets" reqUIring more-than-romine effort in order to improve upon 
past trends. Ambitious no doubt. bUI it is worth noting here Ih;n ONDCP's mission is to 
"reduce" drug lise und availability, not :nere1y to reduce the rate of incre~lse, Note also that Ih<:sc 
stretch targets, albeit amb:tLous. were based on U!1<tlysis of histoncal trends" 

Working Groups identi fied a range of outputs. intemlcdiate outcomes. and cnd outcomes. 
Several iterations were needed to develOp outcorne·oriented measures and acceptable target 
numbers, ONDCP pushed for outcomes whenever possib!e, occasionally taking the lead in order 
to enable this, For inst<tnce, h was extremely di rfiCUIt to convince some agencies that a measure 
of amountS seized, although valuable as a workload indicator. did not suffice as: a measure of 
effectiveness in keeping drugs out of the U$, The 3.!"gumem was that no one knew the amounts 
of va no uS drugs (cocaine, heroin, methamphetamine, and marijuana) being smuggled in and 
therefore, it was not possible to colculate interdiction rutes at various zones rrom source 
countries to (he U.S. market ONDCP has. since then, convened an inleragency group in order to 

·chart an acc.eptable flow model that would yield drug flow estimates for these stages, Although 
the first mode! (for cocaine) is a first clll with limitations, it enables an estim<lle of the succes~ of 
interdiction in source countries, in transit and arriva! zones, domestic iav,rcnforcoment's 
effectiveness in keeping drugs away from the public, etc. No doubt this model will undergo 
several iterations as this group seeks to reconcile differences and refine estimmes. 

The point here is that with ONDep leadership and the expertise of various agenc1es, major 
'strides have been made to monitor.progrc5s towards key targets relating to the supply of illegal 
drugs. What is even more important is that the P~'1E System was developed by the community of 
Federal drug control agencies under ONDep leadership ~ Ill1king the Componellt ofCommllnily 
with that of Evaluation, 

In order to resolve some of the technical issues regarding outputs and outcomes, we engaged the 
chairs ofeuch working group in charttng the path between their objective (and targets) o.nd the 
end outcome (one of the twelve Impact Targets) they were working towards. By requiring them 
to explicate underlying assumptions linking various objectives, targets. and goals, it became 
clearer to each group what each target contributed towards the end outcomes for demand, supply, 
and consequences. Putting together !hese mini-logic models resulted in our developing a 
strategic-level logic model that displayed graphically the connections, actual and presumed. 
between variolls elements of the Slfarcgy. We found this grJphic (Exhibit 5} ot'thc analytic 
rramework underlying the Srralcgy useful at first [0 develop understanding and ;;onsensus <.JlltOllg 
the interagency working groups. Later, we found the graphic useful in explaining the Strategy 
and its PME System to external stakeholders such as Congress. Instead of complaining about 



"mere" Olltput measures, stakeholders saw ;nore clearly the linkages betZvccn outp,Jts such as lhe 
publ;cation of resea:-ch documents and cvcntw.!l cha!1~es in vontll drug l:SC - sec E,\hibit (; 0111he 

~" ,~ 

Logi,c Modd tor Goal 1 on drug use prevention. The development vfthis strategic lr:vel logic 
model became a process for gaining \:onscnsu~ illlhe community. 

The neXI step was to set up an infoffilation system to collect the requisite data on each measure 
in order ~o :nunitor progress towards each target The legal!y-mandatcd lmcrugency Data ~ 

Subcommittee iook on the laSK of identifying gaps where no data existed (stich as the lack of 
nation-wide information on waiting time to :-ecclve drug treatment services or the effectiveness 
of treatment services re<:elved). The subcommittee prioritized these needs and linked them Wilh 
agency hudget submissions. For instance, with encollragemem from this subcomminee, HHS 
includt!d an initiative on a national treatment outcome monitoring system in its FY 2001 budget 
sl.bOlissioll. The subcommittee continues to sc!.:k ways 10 dose stlch L1ala gaps. 

Meanwhile, ONDCP set t.:p an Inform.ttiou Mana},:!cment System:o coliect available data in 
order to comluet perfonnancc monitoring. A protocol has been established to obtain infonnation 
routinely from the agencies that maintain databases and report on them at various times in the 
year. There is more to do to slreamline tbis collec!\on effort. This process invoives a dIfferent 
set of interagency participants th,1ll those in the Working Groups - the COlmer ure !argely 
responsible lor dara systems in the agenCles. involved. This constitutes a rl,rther linking of the 
Component of Community to that of Evaluation. 

Finally, the results of su-ch monitoring must be reponed to the larger community. The 
Perfornumce Measures of Effectiveness. 2000. the first Report to report on actuul progress 
compared to expected progress, shows the extent to which progress towards euch target (for 
which we lmve data) is "on~lrack." In the absence of simulation models, we projected linear 
paths from the 1996 base year to the 2002 and 2007 targets, 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 strategic-leve1logic model to display progress, with green boxes for targets 
where progress is on tnlck, red boxes where it is noL und gray boxes where data are not yet 
available (Exhibit 7.) Cleariy it is useful ~o note rhat although most of the targets under Goal I 
(Prevention) are green. the impact targets for that goal are red, This would seem to imply ih:)! 
the targets: in the gray boxes (of which there is a si%eable number) would show as "red" were \\'e 
to have the data. An alternative explanation would call into question the logic underlying 
Goall's Objectives and Programs. This example illustrates the utility of this stratcgic~level 
graphic in displaying progress. 

As performance monitoring becomes routine and reports generated annually. program 
evaluations will be triggered in future 3S targets are missed over a period of time, These 
interagency efforts will identify patterns of success - whm works in which situations, in short. 
"Lessons Learned" - for the' comm~!Jlity, We expec·t these to be shared through the Internet 
We also expect these findings to ietluencc agency budgets. BUI these are futllrc directions - ~!5 
shown by dotted lines io Exhibit 3, 
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The performance measurement part of the system is in place alihough improv";ll1ents regarding 
data gaps, data collection. quality oflhc d:ttJ.•md other issues require considerable effort 
Program evaluations have to be undertaken ami their findings used. Usc of these findings by 
c:\ternal stakeholders such as OM B and the Congress is an open >.!uestion. Use by interno) 
stakehulders \vi!; be fl:!1her adoresscU under Pe:,ionn~l!1cl:" Management. 

Performance ManagemelU 

This tcon implies using the resulls ofPerforrnullce ~1easurcment to improve the chances of 
achieving desi:ed results. It me'lnS managing with the primary rocus being thc achievement of 
pre-speci fled targets. But it is mor..; than that GAO suggests agencies align their core processes 
and resources - IT, personnel. budget, e\'Ululltion, ete - to focus on outcomes so that all systems 
wurk together to achieve the common goat· i

: Systems within and outside an agency have to be 
coordinated ifnot aligned - extemal and internal smkeholders, the budget. the design of the 
st:<:tlegy and its implementation. etc In short, t!1c lour Components of iJubJic gowcoancc 
Strategy"Community. Evaluation, and Budget - must be linked in purposive ways, 

Undertaking f'erfonnance Management IS considerably more difficult in situations where lack of 
cOlHrol is a key characteristic. ONDer does not have many statutory authorities with which to 
insist that its guidanee vis-a~vis imegnlling the activities of various agcncles. be followed, It has, 
therefore, to rely on persuasion, participation. and political leverage. We engaged in a variety of 
processes to fi)cus the Federal community on the long-tenn targets, 

As lOdicated in Exhibit 3, we developed Logic Models for each target (or sot of targets). When 
ONDCP insisted on "stretch targets." our Federal partners complained, legitimately. th<.1t they 
had only limiled control over complex· outcomes stich as reducing drug use in Ih~ U.S. Federal 
managers are more able to deliver outputs such ;.is ..the number of cllents served" or "the number 
of arrests" since these are within their control. Nonetheless, our external stakeholders rightly 
expect outcomes SHch as reduction in "the number of hard~core users" and "reduction in Jn~g. 
rdateo crime." In order to address the isslIe of limited control, we fe-convened working groups 
in order to identify analytically, the steps that had to be undertaken in order to accomplish these 
outcomes, 

Considering each target as a ;\.!cpcndent variable." we asked the question: What factors are 
known to influence this target?" Clearly, these factors or "independent variables" had to be 
manipulated in some way in order to accomplish the deSired target result. Working groups were 
then usked to identify, for each factor. tliose activities (or interventions - programs, legislation, 
regulations, ta.x incentives, etc.) that could affect factors in such a way that the target would be 
achieved. We asked them to consider the whole spectrum of tools avuilublt to federal, state. 
locaL and private seciors. The next step was to identify activities already in existence and those 
that did not exist. The fmal step wus to assign responsibility for each aClivity to the Federal 
agenc'y responsible. Activities under the purview of other sectors (e.g., state) were labeled as 
sucb. For deluiis, see Millar,,~il1lcone. and Carncvll:e. "logic Model&:: A Systems Tool for 
PcrfoTInance Management. "Yill Exhibit 8 is an l!luslmltOll ofone such logic model for lhe 
corrections area, It addresses the key issue ofn..'{;idivisl11 for drug-using oiTenders. 
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These logic models arc conceptual tools to idclllICy p:-csl.mtt:d causal links b<:tweenlllh.'I'vcntions 
(govemmental :lnd non-govemmcnl~ll) and :'lllticipaied results, For each linkage, the l,juestion 
that we urged was: Is this linkage based on theory. research, datu. intuition, or trndition? 
Developing logic models proved to be a ,,'atuable \001 in getting participants with differing 
gestalts and ;nslilU!ional loyalties to begin a common target~focused diatogllc. in some cases, the 
logic ;nodel reilected merely the sWtus quo, In others, eew ideas were proposed and 
incorporated. 

~'loving rrom conceptual agreement illlo operntiol1al consensus required translati'ng the Logic 
Models into Interagency Action Plnns. Early drafts often omitted tin:clim:s and sometimes. the 
names of agencies responsible for various actions. Neverthcks5. they constitute tnt first stages 
of interagency collaboration that is target-tocused:' As targets ure missed or as resources 
become scarce. the logic models will become the basis ror devcloping alternative strategies :mJ 
actions. We hope that the analyticalljuestions re the basis of presumed !ink~ges will. at that 
timc, c,lable participaats with v.tried political agendas to forge some CO:lscnsus regarding the 
best actions to meet the targets. Exhlbil 9 ts the Action Plan tor recidivism corresjJonding to the 
Logic Model in Exhibit 8. 

The Action Plans arc considered .as dynamic "works in progress" and therefore, wii! nOi be 
officially "cleared by the agencies. Were they w nlll the gauntlet of clearance by various 
departments. it is likely that they would be reduced to a minimal statement of status tillO. We 
also fell that panicipants could operate more Creely as subject matter experts if they did not have 
to worry about institutional turf. 

These Action Plans soon became the buiiding blocks for linking agency (unnual) budgets to the 
Strategy's implementation. The Action Plans laid out agency actions by agency and year. 
TheSe in tum. provided the link to annual agency budgets and the corresponding GPRA Plans. 
ONDep is required by statute to assess each drug control agency's budget submission in tem1S 
of its adequ.acy to meet the Strategy's needs" To facilitate this aSsessmenl. ONDP sends 
guidhnl:e each Spring to the relevant agencies. In 1999, we asked the working groups to identify 
FY 2001 initiatives, hosed on the Action Plans, that were critical to target achievement One of 
the initiatives was for HHS to iJevelop a nationwide monitoring system to lrJ.ck \reatment 
effectiveness. ThIs recommendation, endorsed by the (earltct~mentioned) Duto!: Subcommittee, 
\VllS supported by ONDep during the formull.ltion of the Pn;sldcnt's Budget. Thus key actions 
tor the year were translated into agency" actions to be accomplished, for which funding would be 
incorporated in agency annual budgets. Allhough a start has been made, this link is quite 
tenuous and needs more effort before it can become routine, 

Logically speaking, the agency actions and corresponding dollar amounts should be identified in ... 
agedcy Gl)RA products, in particular, in agency Performance Plans. This linkage is still to be 
forged, GPRA legislation allows agencies (dep~nments) a fair amount of flexihility in 
aggregating their ~lctivliies and programs. This rneans ONDCP Ca!1nol insist thilt agencies 
brcakolll their drug control actiVities io rei1cc~ a6cncy actions deriving from the "into01ml" 
aCilon plans We hope to collaborate with OMS to bring about consistency ilt agency GPRA 
plans, Translating the Action Plans into Agency Actions funded by Agency Budgets and 
included in Agency GPRA Plans will be a challenge. 
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A key shortcoming ofth15 process is that many ifnOl mOSi of tile aClivities in drug control are 
undertaken by state, local, and pr:vut:.: sector agencies. To ..:ngugc ill target~fo('uscd uctivity 
without including our non-Fcdera: pm1ncrs lS to lim!: seriously. the probabiEly of suc::css. T!li~ 
is particularly true since the targets dcvelupl.!d were designed as "m.ltiOfld: targets" ..:nw.itillg 
Federal as well as non·Federal ~eSOLlrccs ~lIld ilclivitics. (should lmentlon these were the tcnns 
of dea'ranee'?) Clearly, the PM E Sysicm has to be "nationalized" and Perfomumcc Management 
must include Ft:deraJ as "veil as non-Federal agencies and groups. 

/Vmit)ltaliziltf.: the Pit-IE S)wtem 

This process, as shown in Exhibit [0, has JUSt begun, The first step is to develop "small 
communities ofstnkeholders," each focused on a set of targets. These national working groups 
will be responsible for identifying the best courses of action for meeting the targets by 2007" 
Logic Models developed earlier by Federal working groups will be revisited Hnd refined to 
incorporate non· Federal perspectives and rcquircmenls. Fedeml Action Plans will be re·Jone to 
include state, local, and private sector contrihutions and responsibilities, Responsibilities will be 
<.\$signed and Ilmelines mapped. These will constitute "National Action Plans" for each set of 
wrgets. 

This step has been undertaken on n triui basis for one set of turgcts - Goal 1, Objectives 8 and 9. 
targets on the development and dissemination of research-based principles and pl'Ogmms for drug 
abuse prevention. We anticipate developing national Action Plans for a few more targets this 
year. 

One interesting occurrence is the ullwilliug participation of skeptics unwiJl\ng to reconsider their 
current aClivitJ<!s lind plans in [he light of new Action Plans, Some of them are still not 
participHting in the process, others seek to skew the Action Plans to retleer 1he status quo, 'and yet 
others utter reluctantly acknowledging :hem are refonnulating them to reHeet earlier priorities! 
This is to be accepted, We consider the process to be an iterative one with new directions likely 
[0 be"recommended as non-Federal viewpoints are included. Another impetus for change will be 
the non-achievement of rargets. As progress fa lis below the glide path necessary to meet the 
2007 targets, tougher questions arc likely to surface. We will, at that time, raise again questions 
of validity - what are the bases for the links in the logic plans? We expect to facilitate 
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 are completed. Action Plans will need to be fine~ 
tuned annually to reflect changes in tHlticipated budgets, missed (argets, and changes in drug 
problems (emerging new drugs, new sources of supply, etc.) Adjustments in the AcHon Plans 
\vill be recorded in the Information Management System (li\IS) described earlier and reported in 
the PME Reports. 

Each national working group wii! [oml the nucleus of'n;;;:ivity centering uiollnd the t,a~gets< 
,\-lembers ()ftbesc national working groups are to be selected carefully: ide'llly they will he 
sllbject~area experts us well as representativcs of larger constituencies, Selling tbe Action Pbns 
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to the larger constituencies will be part ofthcir rcspons;bility. The Federal communilY will need 
to assig:l responsibility by agc:1cy a:ld link them 10 ttgCtlcy budgets and GPRA Plans - as 
described in the earlier section. Non-Federal contributions wil! need to be incol'porawd into 
state.lo<:ai. and private sector budgets and agendas. Some degree ofcU51omizalion will he 
required since each state and locality has ils own dmg issues and preferred ways oftHckling 
them. These issues will be addressed in the upcoming years as the nationalization efforts 
proceed. 

Dynamic in nature, these Action Plans constitute a tool for focusing the national community of 
stakeholders on what actually needs to be acbieved (that l5. the targets) and for lorging alliances 
so they can be accomplished in time. Forging alliances.? time-consuming and labor-intensive 
activity, will be accomplished through the infomlal agreements that will occur in the nutiomd 
working groups as well as, more formally, through Performance Partne,rships. 

Performance Partnership3 involve one or morc agencies or levels of government collaborating 
on the best ways to achieve mutually agreed-upon Objectives. Most often. this cmuils Federal 
funding .and state and/or local ugcncy programs. Sometimes. it involves private agencies as in 
the EPA Partnerships. Agreements are fonnalizcd Jnd progress monitored and reported on. 

In the dl'ug control area as U) other governmental func~ions, the powers of each level of 
governmem urc constrained tlm::n:gh forma! as well us informal znechtH1isms, Somelimes, this 
pattern of federalism results in Federal funding and Federal accountability to Congress without 
the power to require outcomes fl'0111 non*Federal agencies and governments, Sometimes, Federal 
rcgulatiolls are not accompanied by funds to carry them out. Clearly, a more persuasive 
nlex:hanism 11(!eds to be found ifwe are to wOl'k together to achieve natIonal goals.iS mandated 
by the President's Drug Control Stnuegy. 

ONDCP has initiated, as a demonstration project three Perfonnance Partnerships - with the 
states of Oregon and Maryland an~ the city of Houston,'; FonnaJ Memoranda of Agreement have 
been drawn up and Federal and state/local agem:ies have been drawn infO il11emgcncy* 
inte'1iovernmental wOl'king groups, long~tern targets have been selected, customizing the 
nationa! t,::t'rgels in the PME System to meet the state's requirements. Logic mouets hl.\ve been 
developed anti Action Plans drafted, While these products are in variolls stages of development. 
the dialogue has hegun, States have identified obstacles to target achievement and Federal 
actions that could bell' resolve them, federal agencies have begun examining them to explore 
possibilities fOl' collaboration, The undel'lying premise is that if federal agencies can yield on 
procedural I'equirements (such as certain repotllng requirements) states can more easily promise 
pre-specified perfonnance targets 

This paper will not focus on the details of these Pcrfo:mance Partnerships 3S they constituie one 
of many elements in the process ofmllnaging for results: these will be addressed in a 
forthcoming paper, ONDCP has entered into three partnerships in order to understand bener 
federal~st\lte~locaj dynamics as {l1ey operate in the area of drug controL We also hope to 

encour3ge further such partnerships, forma! and infomwl. that are focused on improved 
perfol'mallce to meet Slate and national wrgcts. 

1 I 
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Next Steps 

MlI~h has been accomplished: much :'cl1!a:ns to i).,; dOlle, Pcrfonmlllcc fvb,,~usur~l11l'nt is l.lrgc:y 1:1 
place; Performance Management is still ~n a:1 incipient SU1.ge, The entire process of nationalizing 
b:'15 to be undertaken for Goals 1, 2. Hud J, The rcmaimng.t\vQ goals. focusing largely on 
nllcr!JulionaJ issues relating to the supply of various drugs (including domestic cultivation of 
marijuana and production of met ham phetaminc.) present slightly dilTcTcnr issues. Cur.-emty the 
drug threat is under re·assessmcEt af:er "ihicb thl.:: FdeI'ul Action Pl,\tls will require modifica:ion 
before mternationat implications Ctlll be addressed, 

The Action Plans wili need streamlining and as reSOurce limitations become more apparent. a 
greater degree of analytical rigor \>"ill be needed 10 cull less-effective policies and uctlvltics. 
Programs and resources comributing to cnell nctivily will need to be listed. Obstacles io wrget 
achievement will need to be iJen:il1cd and piar::; :ncluded for addrcssmg them (COHllicting 
national legislation, for inshUlcc.) Oi'iDCP in tandem witt:. its Federal partners. will need to p:ay,l key fadlitadng role in tackling Fedcrul obstacles. 

Obviously, the task of developing and strengthening the national working groups wi,ll be no easy 
'one. We need to involve representatives from OMB, Congress, and other legislative bodies 
without limiting the freedom of the national working groups to explore new creative approaches 
through budget and partisan restraints_ The logistics of cor.du\:ting these dinlogucs and 
dIsseminating the results witl need to be- J.ddresscd through ~he lISC oCthe Internet and other 
forums, 

, 
Even were these steps taken and nation Action P.lans developed, we would have engaged 
basically in "target~foCllsed" strategic plunning,'H To engage in Perfonnance Management, the 
these Action Plans would need to be linked to budget decisions as well as monitoring and 
evaluation results factored in. ONDCP would need to take the lead in addressing Federal 
obstacles to meeting the targets. Perfonnance Partnerships would need 10 be tbrged at many 
levels for most of the targets and agencies at all levels persuaded to commit resources and 
modify current agendas to meet the targets, 

What incentives are there for Federal non~Fl!tieraj agencies to work cohesively as target~focused 
small communities? Currently. ver'llittle to motivate participants to risk institutional ire and 
finuncialllnd PQlitica~ fallout by otTering new ways of conducting old business. This is nn area 
where we have considerahle work to undertake, Although financial incentives are the most 
attractive, they are generally the hatdest 10 deiiver, especially to such a iarge number of states. 
localities, and private gro'ups. ONDep needs to examine other possibilities such as the use of 
pubhcity, awards, connecting with professional organizations, etc m order to persuade our 
Federal and non-Fe-deral partners to align their activitles towurds the achievement oCthe 
Pres~dent's dmg control targets.x;ii 

Condusions 
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To generalize from the ONDep experience... the upproach described here is one of many tor 
orchestmting change so as to manage for results, Although lhc tools described here - logic 
models. action plans, and performance partnerships - are useful in nmnagill£ Ihe process. il does 
not say much about the style of such ll1ilnagemenL ;vlulluging ror results IS a risky enterprise 
bc<:uuse it takes pla<:c in a dynamic political elwlrollmcnL There is all inherent tension betw{!en 
leadership \11" Hnd consensus-building in this process. Consensus-building is more permanent bur 
lakes much longer as participants adhere to long~held safe positions. Nonetheless. consensus 
ttHly be prefettlble irone's stakeholders are willing to be patient. ONDep did not bave that 
luxury since its stakeholders demanded an immediate measurement system with ambitious 
wrgcts. Its style therefore, tends towards a greater degree of leadership with ali the risks 
entailed. 

The style with which an organization uses the tools described here is always going 10 involve 
some combination of le~dcrshjp and cor.sensus-buiJding. The degree to which one or otnl.O[ trail 
dominates should depenu on several issues. The oasIs for action {e00n.hnn:ion in ihc cast: of 
crosscutting arc.ls} -de jure or de facto amhority - is a key element. For U1swnec, tl~e 
Environmell1ai !? Group, an less formal body of staff representatives of various agencies. relies 
on cOllscnsuswbuilding. and has taken the time necessary to progress from lhe identification of 
output measures to outcome measures. ONDep, on the other hand, has a certain amount of 
statutory authority in Its reauthorization language and as a White House Officc" It is also held 
responsible ror meeting specific targets specified m its Reauthorization, This enables it 10 insist 
on stretch targets and to influence budget outcomes to a -certain degree. 

Another aspc{:t that should iniluence the style is the extent to which the SES in charge orthe 
Performance Management effort as well (IS the head of the agency. are "riskwt~,kers:' Withollt 
the dear backing of the relevant SES and the agency head. it is advisable.lO take the consensus
route. Even the choice of "stretch targets" representing <l"reach" (more than maintaining the 
current rate oj' achievement) reflects a certain amount of risk~taking since there is a lower 
probability of success. 

The third clement to consider is the extent of stakeholder pressure. Agencies (such as OSDCPj 
with stakeholders who take high visibility positions and insist on ambitious results, may need to 
lake a leadership stance, the risks notwithstanding. Thus the style with which ihese Perfom1ance 
Managemc:lt :ools are likely to be used. may vary. This balance of conser~sus and leadership is a 
dynamic one ,- for instance, it will'vwy <lccordi!1g to the ievel of government h:volveu, ONDep, 
for example. has lar less influence over non-federal agel1cies: lience the oc..:d for levcmgc 
through various kinds of incentives. 

Regtlrdlcss of the mix of leadership and consensus-building, Pcrforrn::mce Management demands 
a catalytic role since it requires active intervemion in order to link the four components of 
govel1lancc in order to rocus them on the targets. ONDCP has sought to undertake this role in 
keeping with its legislative mandate to coordinate and lead the nationaj.dl'llg control 
community III order to accomplish desired end states. 

Have.we substituted policy rmionality for political interest? Is it likely or even desirable? The 
National Drug Control Strmegy is influenced by politics even as it is b,lscLi on policy .md 
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science: The Mission, Goals and Objectives further reflect this mix. The Logic Models and 
Action Plans also ref1ect policy and management priorities. Nonetheless, past patterns of 
resource allocation have not ref1ected policy rationality.'\' Program alignment 10 focus on targets 
has been minimal. Program elimination, based on evaluation findings, is unlikely given the 
volatile mix of politics, policy, and fervor. 

Pcrformance Management - harnessing the collective will oflhe nalion to focus on a national 
problem, in the case of crossclltting issues - will not replace partisan 91' institutional or 
ideological politics. Nevertheless, by involving and educating relevant stakeholders, political 
decisions can be l~\ctorcd 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 slates desired ~t1(~ the implications of various preferences on these." By 
ma~ing them public, the dialogue should become a more infol111ed 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 
bCl\yeen politics, policy, and management. Such a system, flexible enough to adapt to clwnging 
politics. budgets. and policies and based on stakeholder involvement, willl~tciJitatc progress 
toward· a results-oriented institutional culture. 

"A Systems Approach to Perfonnance-Based Management: The National Dmg Cuntrol Strategy" Ronald S . 
.simeone, John T. Carnevate, and Annie Millar (unpublished paper under review). 
II Ibid. TIle generalized descriptions of the Components are drawn from this paper 
iii Public Law 100-690 as amended. 
i,· For instance, see Section VI of The Natiollal Drug COli/raJ Strategy. /997. 

Public Law tOO-690 as amended. For details, see Performance Measures of Effectiveness: Imptementation 
a.nd Findings, Appendix"! 
" Note that there is no budget or planning ceiling for the drug control mission, only for individual agencies. 

~lost "drug control" agencies have missions that include other goal areas. Also note the comment in the 
IRS case study of its GPRA process that budget-driven performance targets are not likely to ·'get out of the 
box" (check cite) 

'" 	 "Effectively Implemcnting thc Governmcnt Performancc and Results Act," {General Accounting Office, 

"" 	 "Logic Models: A Systems Tool for Performance Manllgemcnt" Annic :o.1iH:u. Ronliid S. Simeone, and 
John T. Carm:vale (unpubtished paper) 
Coordination attempts abound but they are not always systematic or target-focused. Objective-focused 

coordination sometimes flounders since objectives are often couched in general terms, thus nlOlsking conflicting 
purposes reflecting divergent views among participants. 
, I Efficiency issues should surface during these discussions which hitherto, have !ucllseu·oll effectiveness. 
\I For details, see forthcoming papcr on Pertormnnce Pmlnelships in the Dmg Control Area. 
,ii 	 Acting as catalysts, we would be using. logic models nnt! actiori plnns to "Iucus ~iIIention, stimulate debatc, 

keep track of issues, promote internet ion, and facilitate consensus." Henry Mintzberg Th(' Rise (llId FlIlI of 
Sfl'cllegic Plallning (The Free Press, New York. 1994) 
Pt'I/(JrI/Ulllce ,HeIlSl/res· of i:.JJectiwlless: Im{Jll?lIIl?lIf~tlioll (llId Filldillgs, Chapter I V "Broadening the Base" 
discusst:s these options. 

'" 	 Leadership is detinet! here as taking a firm, possibly unpopular, position and actively seeking a majority. 
Carnevale and Murphy paper 
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12 Key Drug Strategy Impact Targets 
. - - Exhibit2 

25% by = 
50"h by 2007 


15% by = 

30% by 2007 


10% by 2002 

20% by 2007 


:W~ by 2002 

5(1% by 2007 


10% by = 
.20% by 2007 


15% by 2002 

30% by 2007 


Demand 
RedJee avaiIabil;!y of "til drugs ;n the Reduce Ihe demand of iUkil drugs in the 
United Sial., (Goal 21 United Slalf'.5 (Goal 3) 

Reduce the rate of shipnent of inldt dru!j$ 
I,,,,, source zones (Goal 5) 

Reduce the prevalence oj drug use among 
youlh (Goal 1) 

Consequences 
noolJCe the health and social costs 
associated with OlugS (Gool3) 

25% by = 
50% by 2001 


25% by = 
50% bv2007 

12 Months by 2002 

36 MonlllS by 2007 


25% by 2002 

50% by 2007 


25% by 2002 

50% by ?OO7 

-10% by = 

25Dk by 2007 


OPBRE • January 1999 
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FROM MEASUREMENT TO MANAGEMENT 

Exhibit 3 


PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 


STRATEGY 

D~;) 


<"%
~/:

1:>+ 

,'/'/ 

.I'~ 

"If~ 

Q)-~ 
~(~ 

"'<,4;1, 
,;If 

"1''/)04'/, 
/


/
, 

Agency 

, 

,

, 

Aclions 

/ " 

/ 

/
, 


// ,
,, ,, , 
,// 

/

/ 
 .Agency

" oGPRA ~ Annual Plans &
,§

<>; 

NIT Y ONDCP/oPBRE 
August 1999 

,/ 


COMM 




ONDCP Interagency Proc~~s -Exhibit 4 
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Relationships Among_Prevention Targets of the 

National Drug Control Strategy- Exhibit 6 


Goal 1: Prevent Drug Use Among America's Youth 

Consequences 
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Logic Model for Goal II, Obj. 4, Targets 2, 3, and 4 - Exhibit 8 


Enoourage the proIrision of 
suIlstanc& abuse treatment 

inlaNentions 

of awropriate dro9 testing 
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Goal 2, Obj. 4, Targets 2, 3 & 4 

Action Plan- Exhibit 9 


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

-
---Ac/ionl Responsible 

Agency/Organization 
(Existing Programs) 

Time Frame Ii 
Completion 
(Existing Prog 

,r 

rams) 

ACTIVITY A 1 I---~ 
Encourage 
establishment of 
drug testing policies. 
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Encourage provision 
01 substance abuse 
treatmenl 

1interventions. 
ACTIVITY A3 
Require 
establishment of 
drug testing pclicies 
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Agency/Organization 
(New Programs) 

-
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Nationalizing the PME- Exhibit 10 
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LOGIC MODELS: A SYSTEMS TOOL FOR PERFORMANCE .\IANAGEMENT 

by 

Annie MiIluf, Ronald S, Simeone, <lad ,John T, Carnevale .. 

Logic models have been around in one form or ~!tlothcr' for many years l
, Planning 1I 

course or action, SllCh as managing a program or churting a COl.::;":- of poi icy . g\."Hcraty 

implies some sort or logic modeL As efforts 10 improve I1lmlagemcnt have proliferated, 
these Imp!icit structures have increasingly been made explicit for <Iisclission and 
.::haHengc. Gantt charts and Critical Pa!hs have graphically depicted Action Plans based 
on logic models lhat chart progress from start [0 tinish of a project 

For the last twenty years. logic :HoJets have been used lllfge!y in pmgmm evaluations to 
chart oul what should have h'lppened and what did or did no! OcCur as intended, These 
logic models SUl!1 with the inpuls of the progr:.lm being evalu:.Ited :.Illd work their way 
through the processes to end with the desired erid state, whether output or oUlcome, 
'Cbest:' modeli:lg efforts are lIslIaJ:y lIf:ccnaken by evaluation specialists with so:ne input 
from policy/planning staff and program managers,1 

Recent efforts to fe-engineer and re-invcnt programs ami agencies h:.lve rc~'u!ted in 
organizational and program logic moJels being developed in an effort to identify 
"critical" or ··core" proeesses that drive the train These efforts are generally c~trlied OUI 

by headqu~lrters slaff with sonle line manager involvement. 

TI:e nalional and inie:nutlonal ..!rive towards ~lecou!llabi!ity, fueled by the Government 
Perfomiance and Results Act (GPRA) tmd rel(ued inithuives, has intensified this foclis on 
cxammlng the "black box" betwcen Inputs and outcomes as agencies scmmble to justi fy 
their stmtegics for achieving identified end results, 

The im;reased emphasis on governmental accountability requires program managcrs and 
c"ecutives to become more aware of how program activities bring about deSired 
outcomes, After an, tbe legLsla:ive and executive mandates for increased accountability 
are intcnd{:d, not merely to account for govemment c,\penditures, but to enable improved 
pcrfonnmlce. To this end, it becomes imperative for managers 10 ask, not only \vhat Ibe 
desired end Slates or OUtcomes ,are, bl!~ also how "best" 10 get there, To do Ibis, one 
needs logic models. 

Little cxis:s in the literature that tells managcrs how to develop and use logic models for 
managemcn! purposes. The material is abstract or buried in evaluation literature, This 
paper seeks to provide managers with specific guidance on developing and using logic 
models. It is hased largely but not wholly} on tbe experience of the Office of National 

"'Dr. \>tj!klr is Cbi:.:!' oC EV:J\\J(l.tjOl1 ::It ONDCI'~ Dr. Si1)\~'\lJ\I;', pj(~sidcm of Sllllt:O!lt.· ;;lld f\Ssocj~HCji., it> 
cuasuilant 10 ONDCP: :lnd Dr, Carnc\'ale: fOnm:r Dircctor 0('1'1", orrH::t: of ProgrJJl)s, iludgCI, f{1.'sciHch, 
,Hlt! E\'uluJ.tioa, is Pn:sidcl'.! ofCorncl'ah: ,\ssm:i;\lCS. ~.L C 
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Drug Control Policy (ONDep). the WhilC Housc office responsible for eooruinating drug 
cOnlrol agencIes in order to fulfill its mission of reducing drug llse. aVi:lllabiliry. and 
consequences. 

UR(I~fs!andillg Logic .\lodels 

Logic I'vlodcls arc word or pictor:al depictions of real-We Cvcllls/proccsses thm depict 
graphically the underlying assumptions or bases upon whicb the undertaking of onc . 
aClivity is expected to lead to the occurrence of rmolher activity or event. It involves 
"modeling or simulating" real~life in st:ch a \.V<lY thal the fUl1damcmul"Jogic" becomes 
apparent. Logic models show caliS ill r~lationships as they re~atc to one anolher - a 
systems approach to portraying the path towards a desired reality. 

Althollgh various types of logic models exist. we arc interested ii1 those tbat relate to 
govcmmenl programs and their desired end results. We examine logic models from tbc 
perspective of government managers seeking to imervenc in rcal~Jife 10 bring about 
desired cvents such as full employment or prcvent undcsirable evcnts sucb as dmg use. 
In othcr wortls. W(: discuss lh~sc n:ooels wilhin lhe context of social engineering as 
tnanifesled by gov~rnment programs, 

From this perspcc'!ivc, logic models consist of causal chains that seek 10 explain the 
occurrence or non~OCCllrrencc of phenomena through a series of controllable aClivities. It 
explains the logic embodied in a program ~ tnat doing activity A, activity B, and so fonn, 
will result in prodtlcts or services [hm will eventunlly ai1ect people or problems in a 
desired n'tanncc 

Using Logic Models 

Logic Models arc useful to any person trying to plan. manage. account tor. audit 
evaluate. or explain the connections between whot a program (or ngency or set of 
agencies) requests in terms of resources and what i1 seeks to accomplish, For instance, a 
program may lise its funds ano resources in terms of personnel and dollars (inputs:) to 
provide services that seek to reduce highway accidents. What the progn:un does 
(activities/processes) may be 10 lobby with states to pass se;;'ll.belt laws, monitor 
automobile manufacturers' tests. etc '.Vhm it produces (outputs} may be laws, 
educ;;'Ilional brochures, public service announcemenls:elc. What it seeks to ;;'Iccomplish 
(oulcomes) is reduction in highway accidents as defined by fatalities. costs of injuries and 
other olltcOme measures. The logic model seeks TO identify the intcrvening steps between 
\Jsing the resources. achieving the outpms. <lnd accomplishing the desireJ ends. Logic 
models generally depict the logical series of events from program intervention 10 program 
olllcomes. 

Exhibir I,: "Example Logic Models for Four Programs of Southside Children's Agency" 
2 



outputs [0 o01::.:on;C5 that aHows a fuller understanding or agency pCr!0I11wnce. For 
instance. logic models c;.;plllin wh')' OUlPOlS 'lre likely to be the only possible result 
for some time beforc lntemlediJte outcomes and e\,cllIuaUy. end outcomes. can be 
achieved. 

• 	 .\1051 ill1portamly. they (;lluble a critical examination or progntm llnd policy 10gLC. 
D deliberate discussion Of"OlIH)f-lIic-box" ideas hcyom.l the SWillS qllO. 

• 	 Logic models are a vila! tool in facilitating communication between programs 1.\11(1 
stakeholders with respcct to identifying targcts. perfommncl: meaSun:s. and 
strategies. 

• 	 For the authors, logic moJcls proved Invaluable in focusing disparme participants 
on a common perfomHlllcc target lor \-,,!lieh (hey \Vcre joil)Hy accollntahle. an 
una!yticallOol with whieh to forge SOllle degrce ofpolitll.:~l and org;l;liz;;;ional 
consensus. This [001 c\'c;uuu!ly bec<lllic a v<:hicle for Jc"c!oping tl commur~i{y of 
stakeholders foclised on the desired end-result - a key link in tying budget 
community. :md ev'lll.la[ion Ihrough a strategic pianning-commullity building 
process. 

Developing Logic Models 

An cndcmk problem in perfonnance rncasurcmcl:t is the issue of the limited control thai 
managers or agency executives have over eOlllpfex outcomes that urc embodied in mUllY 
perfonnance turgelK Managers generally can control the outputs of their programs. 
defined as services or products generalCd by Ihe program(s). Accomplishing eomplex 
outcomes sueh as decreaSing drug~related violence is mueh more difficult, in part because 
managers c f <l program or agency have limi:ed control over inlluences :h<1t a~Te't the 
target. For instance, programs aimed at sending media messages 10 youth about the 
dangers of tlrog use Jo not control other critical innuences. such as faith communities, 
over youth decisions regarding drugs. 

Lugic models en<lble one to identify concepLually the issues t~)at need to he adtlressed 
when one seeks such changes. They <llso facililate the !denlif'tl'UllOn of par tilers so 111m 
Performance Partnerships can be undertaken, To do this we have to reverse lhe usual 
manller in \vhich logic models arc de\'eloped. 

LogtG models ~tn: onen developed by aSking a scncs of"wliy"' ljilcslions [hal identify the 
links bClwcell one event and its successor, stalling wilh the inplHs. This series of 
questions rnay start with asking why ihe program writes a nlle (process), the Ujls\'"-'cr 
being ... so that a nile is enacteJ ~OtJtpUl). The nexl 41;leslion might be why the ruling is 
cnacted ... so that industry takes actions LO comply (imerolcdhnc outcome) ...so that water 
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qua1i:y improves (in:cnncdia:c outcome) .. ,so that fish and hun.HIt) disc;lSCS arc reduced 
(end outcomc).!· This type uflogic inodcl is mas! usefui in undertaking progra:n 
l:\'al1.laI1011S and 111 mtik ing budget jos(i fie at ions, 

Logic models that start with the inputs and work their wny 10 Ihe desired outcomes 
sometimes fetlect a oatunll tcndency to limit' olle' S thinking Lo ex isting :Jeti vities, 
pJ'ogrmns, and research qllestions. We found lh~tt starting wilh :he inputs lcnderl to foster 
a defense ofttle status quo. Olle is less !ib:ly to challenge the status quo when one starts 
with 1he status quo, To engage tn fC-Invention and ol!l·or~the-box thinking, we tl1USt 
revcrse the order for developing the logie mode!, thereby focusing it on the end·result to 

be aehicved. By st,1rting wi!l1lhe desiret! end state or larget. we were able to :lsk "whm 
needs 10 be donc'?" rather than "what is being Jone?" 

We now examine, as an illustration, how logic models were developed amI useu in the 

dnlg control are". 

TilE DRUG CONTROL EXAMPLE 

We found logic models to be critically useful for pcrfonmmce management within the 
framework of joint accountability. that is. in coordinating stakeholders from various 
Federal drug contra! agencies to focus on joint outcomes. A few words 10 put this in 
context .... The Offlee of Nationa! Dmg Control Policy (ONDep) develops the national 
Strategy ("The National Drug Control Strategy") in consultation with Federal. state, 
local. IIml private sector agencies and st.tkcholders. This Strategy is the blueprint for the 
nation on reducing drug use, availability, and its consequences. As mandureJ by 
Congress, ONDCP developed in 1998, a systein for aJdressing joint accountability - the 
Performance Measures of Effecliveness (PME) System. This system focuses on 12 
Impi.lct targets and 85 supporting Perfomnmce targels. The Impact Targets address end 
outCOlUes for the five Strategic Goals (outcomes such as youth drug use, humber of 
chronic drug users, tile ava,i!ability of v,lrious drugs, the health .and socia~ costs of Jrug 
use, etc.) Supporting performance mrgels reflect the 31 Objectives and runge from 
OUtpulS (such as the numb;:r of TV viewing hours) 10 intermediate outcomes (such as the 
attitudes of yomh cowards drugs.) The process of developing this system is described in 
the forthcoming NAPA case study on the drug cOlUrol area. 1 

Federal agencies voiced legitimate COllccms over being. accountnb!e for major societal 
changes over whieh they had only partial controL To complicate matters further, many of 
the programs and services are provided by Slate, local. and private agencies with funding 
from a variety of sources. The question was: ho\\' were we 10 focus these ,Igencies on 
each targct The nexi que:;tion was: how were' we 10 persuaJe all the players to align th~ir 
programs sO.as to achieve the nationalla·rgets. Note that these questions were genel1illy 
(;Iiscd wltbin an ,HlnOsplll.:re of heatcd dissension as each organization and prolessional 
discipline (e.g, treatmel1l ~peciJhs\s. law enforcement experts) argued fervcntly for ilS 
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The Logic Models developed hy tlie 11 interagency working groups (over 200 perSons 
from ,Feueral drqg eontrol agencies) rel10cted a spectrum hetween {he often-found all~ 
inclusive "wish-list" and <I more select package, \Ve found that the greater the agreement 
on the conceptual infrastructure. the greater the ul1nlytical rigor ~ipplicd. Where :here \V~IS 
lillIe COllS":-GSUS on the hest tcchnl.{tK's for effecting the Chtillgc, the logic model and the 
rcslllwnt Hcllon pl<:ln renec(cd an "all-bul-the-kitchen-SlIlk" approach. Thus. we found 
more agree!J1elll and therefore, rigor, in the lreaunent area lhan ill the prcvetHion area and 
n:ore agreement on how hest to interdict drugs tban how to SlOp them in thc source 
cOlllHries. 

Presumably, iflarge!S are no! met a critical ilsscssmell! of the implied linkages will 
follow. Of coursc, program evaluation will be necessary to prove/disprove the validity of 
:he linkages in Ihcse logic moue!s, 

Exhibit 2 is a graphical represenHllioll ofche process we followed in developing logic 
l110dels for the targets in tbe PME System. 

Actioll PltHl Process 

These logie Models led to Action Plans that lnlllsiated the cognitive exercise of 
developing logic models into a more pragmatic application ~ organizing the ~lc1ivities 
aecording to the schedule required to meet largets hy the specifH:d time. TIie Action 
PliUlS assigned responsibilicy for the activities identified in the Logic Models, 

In order to cull the most important of the activitIes in the Ac!:oll Plan, we nsked 
participams. to consider: 

• 	 What existing programs arc eriliea; to ach~e\'ing the wrge!? 
• 	 What modifications need 10 be made to existing progmlTIs? How long will it take? 

• 	 What new intervenliol1s Jre critical to meel the target? Who will be responsible? 
How long will it take? 

This process is Jepicted in Exhibit}, 

The process of translating the "wishes" of tile logic models 10 the "musl¥Jlaves" of the 
Action Plans re-introduced key political and organizational cOllsidernlions of 1l1slimtion, 
tur( and resources, In some cases, Action Plans reflected cUr:-ent realities since 
p:'lrticipants did not want to rock the institutionnl boaL Pa11icipatlts were often unwilling 
10 accept program responsibility lor their agencies without the JSSunlOCe or !\mds, In the 
drug control mea. funds have to be requested by the agencies invoh'cd, ONDep's role 
being limitcd to persutlsioll, leverage, ,md u not~inslgndicam amount of influence io 
shaping the federal drug control bl1dgel.~ It is 1101 surprising therefore. thm some action 
plans do nol as yet spedfy the <:lgency responsible or the timelinc, This generally 
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reHected participants' inability or utl\\'I!lingness to accept responsibility 011 behalf oflhcir 
agencies for actions Ihey did no! feel confident would be funded. 

We expeet these Plans:o be refined as the process continm:s, Such relir:cmelll should 
inclllde idcntificalion or programs lbt contribuiC to each activity and also. pcrlormance 
wrgels t:lat inJic,lloJ when an aClivlty is complc:cd or jl>'!l'fonmng successfully - this may 
wke ! ime smce assessing the pcrlomumcc of programs is within the purview of individual 
drug control o.gencies. 

Using Logic Moth:ls tIIltl Actioll Plam;/or Munllgillg Per/ormam:e 

Logie Models and Action Plans can be. at the vcry k.lst. excellent planning tools that 
faeilitate {he development of a S~ra;cgic Plan. Criticisms of Fedenll agency Strlllegic 
Plans have foeused on the hICk of Hnkuges between tIll;: operlltion;.d outpllts or prognuns 
and the outcomes they a:-e suppos\'":d :0 :1econ:plish. Must ilger;cies apparently listed 
programs acconhng to Guals ami Objectives hut without sllCkient clarity about the logic 
tnvolvet.l't Logic Models can gl'~lphically indicatc the steps involved and the assumptions 
implied. They can also be useful in charting out various alternative strategies (Aetion 
Plans) for at:ilieving the goals. 

The full extent of their utility for Perforrn:mcc Management depends on how they are 
used. We used logie models tor tWO different am! related exercises. described in detail in 
the NAPA drug control case- study. . . 

The first W~lS 10 develop the underpinnings of the Stri.l.:cgy. The impetus for this step was 
:he anxiety of some working groups that could not identify "outcomes" sinee their 
"objectives" were outpulMoriented in wording. By dl!veloping logtc models, OlllpUts such 
us the number ofresettrch publications or the Dumber of communities wilh :lOtiwdrug 
coalitions coulJ be linketl to inlennediare outcomes that finally led to cnd outcomes such 
DS the extent of chronic tlrug use. By engaging in this conceptual exercise \.\'jlh 
interttgency working groups. we developed D strategy-level logic motlel that depicted 
graphically the analylic underpinnings oflhe (\!;1tloIlUI Drug Control Strategy. 

We found this "slralegic~lcvel" model to bi; cxtrcm~ly help fl;l in discussions with our 
swkcholder5, especially ·on the Hill. Objections \0 "1:1en:" output :llt:..tsures JissipJleJ 
when the linbges between these and the resu!iull\ m!cnnedi:ne outcomes ar:d tbe 
eventual end outcomes (the J2 [mpacts) became cleur through the logic model. 
Discussions thereafte~ tended to focus on refining the logic, mode!: smkeholders largely 
approved the general framework. This acceptance by and participation of stakeholders 
h'J{\ been' much harder lO obtain in previous such auemprs wlthoUi the logic model. This 
logic model will olso be helpful In future for calibrating the national siraregy as 
perf(.mnanc'? results are factored ~n. \Ve <ltso ~Ised this stnllcgie~level logic model to 
display progress to\\'ards the 2007 targc(s~ grecn boxes for targets for which progrcss is 
011 tr~J.ek, rcd boxes where it is nOI, and gray boxes wl1ere daHl ure no! yel availahle.;ll 
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The most {!rihcal use oflogic models is. none!heless, in managing for perfomtancc. As 
we movco from measuring perform;,mcc to managing performance, Ihal is, tOV,!,JfOS 
coordinating flfty~plus Fedcral agencies 10 foclis 0:1 :mo \vark cohesively towards results. 
the logic models and action plans proved 10 be critical building blocks. The interagcncy 
Action Plans hecame a WDy 10 tloc:mlcllt uach agency's cOlllributi01~$ tow,lrds CHcll 
IJO:l1lTIOIl oll;come. l ! 

The "policy-lever logic modei (cae!: one locuslng on a national-Icvcllargct) und '\he 
rcsuJtmH action plan. ex.iUllp!cs ofwi1ich nwy be (ouno in Exhibits 4 and 5 proved to be 
the key (0 connecting the four scctors of go\'cmance - Stratcgy, Community, Buogel. and 
Evaluation - in a purposive way, Simeone. Camev;:J!e, and Millar uiscuss this syslcms w 

oriented approach to Performance Mun.!gement in their pnper. J2 

To illustrate this we look more elosdy at lhc logic model on reducing recidivism in the 
eorrectional area. shown.in Exhibit 4. This logic model is paniCtlla:'ly ~!seru[ as it focuses 
on hoth slale and fctleral contrihutions to meeting the common targ..:ts. Conlrih~!tjons 

from variolls points in tile corrections sptctrum are shown (arrest 10 posl-incJrccmtion.) 
The ac:iviti~s in the ovals rellecllhe intcrventions necessary to cJTcct the desired \arg~ts. . 
The verh "require" and "encourage'; rcficcllhe di.ffcrences in statutory aUthority' for, 
various functions llnoertaken by Federal and state agencies. Note thai Exhibit 4, being nn 
imeragency logic mode!, the activities are somewhat general. As the Action PI311S fife 
refined. these activities will need greater speciflcity;\s ageney responsibilities ami til1\e 
lines fire identified. The level of detai I shoulo increase as these activities are included"in 
relevant agency GPRA Plans. 

The resultant Action Plan (Exhibit 5) assigns activities to V(lriOUS Hgcncies with a 
proposed limeline. Actllal assignments ,1fC 1:01 shown since tbese nL:lion plans are viewed 
as "works ;:1 progress" to ~c munitored and calibra!l:o In response to changes in funding 
kve)s, performance, and stakeholder responses. Running the "clearance g3l:!ltlel" woulo 
SUbject them to being wutered down in nnJer to make them acceptable to institutional 
imerests. 

The power of tbese Logic Models and Action Pluns lies in the process they generate - the 
builoing of large I-focused communities collaborating to find tbe best way ofmeeting 
joint targets, Note that logic models should focus on the targets to be nehieved: the 
specificity of largels forces a more analytic consideration of nhematives. focusing on 
ohjcctives, often worded in more general terms, oHen results in vaguely-worded 3c(ion 
plans that mask critienl dilTerenc0s in (mfant! ideology. 

We used the Ac~iol1 Plans to gencrme input leta the FY 2000 bLJdgct process by asking 
the inlerag,mcy working groups to identify initiatives that wcre "erhie,,! ,. for the timely 
achievement of targets (see NAPA Case Swoy 011 ONDep for oc:ails}, These initiatives 
were in<;:luded in ONDep's hudge! guidance to Federolagcncics as recommel!oalions for 
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[heir budget gl:ill;:mce, ONDer then rccommcmled lhem io OMB and thc White House 
as key initiatives, Thu$, 1-11-15' nalionallrcatn1cnl outcome Inonitoring system W<lS 

included 1n the President's FY lOOt Budget This process of obtaining budget inpm from 
:he community lb:Ollgh these Action P~ans linked the community of Federal stakeholders, 
111;; Slrategy, ami the budget. 

Next Steps 

As we continue [0 monitor progress towards the'targets and eOlHJuCt I)rogmm evaluations, 
these Action Plans will need to he calibruled, which step \.villlillk Evaluation to the 
planning efforts of the (rneragency commtlllity. Simllarly, blldge! decisions will affect 
the limetnbles antI responsibilities, There is much work to be done 10 strengthen these 
linkages, 

Another critical task is 10 widen (he "community" to st~tc; locul. und privute sector 
agencies and interest groups. The process oftransfonning the Action Plans from Federal 
products to national producls has begun. albeit on a S1111111 scule At let!st olle Action Plan 
has heen modil1cd to reflect Iloo-Fcdewl parlicipution and Input. The [mc:1t is to develop 
n<ltionul Action Plans that allow responsibilities to be assigned to various sectors, This 
process will allows each stutellocality to customize the Plans to suit their jurisdiction's 
needs, 

The dmg control Logie Models wilt need further work since the elTort 10 strenmlinc the 
concepl to make it useable for over 200 pcople resulted in some' simplificntions, For 
instance, no linkages were identified between various factors and between various 
activities. We bope thal the search for eff!cic:lcies will enable a clearer identi f'iea!ion of 
possibilities for integration a.nd collaborative problem-solving between Federal agencies 
alld between various oon~Federallevels. Tu dcvelop a "critical path" interconnections 
hctween nU:lors and aetivlties wiJi be necessary. 

We also hope to iue!ltify programs anu otber interventions that contribute 10 each activity. 
This will be necessary in order tu :ink the <lelivit:es and rehlled buugets o(each agency 10 
the Action Plans, individual agencies should lhereafter determine program perlom1anee 
J~ve1s Ihat ,",,'it! enable the achievement of national w.rgets: this will bave [0 be an iterative 
elTor1 Ihac is guided by experience. 

We also hope to increase tbe extent of analytical assessment of rhe link1.lges, This 
hccome more likely as the community is widcned to non-Fe:Jeml pm1icipants and 
resources issues hecome more problemmic. Assessments of the assumptions upon which 
the linkages arc posited are also more likely 10 happen when targets arc not met ovcr a 
period of time. The moJels and the analytic questions {hey raise become the basis lor i!:~ 
depth program evuluations, 



ConcJusion 

Logic Mouels have proved invaluable largely lor developing eonSenSuS bel\veen 
participants wilh divergent interests. By enabling a structured analysis of how jo!m 
targets can he mel. these models also showed how 10 address lbe Issue of "factors outside 
one's col11roL" They t:lciliwted the developmem oft3rget~focllsed action plans that were' 
not pre~detemljned by budget expectations or program realities, in fact. they model a 
reality that is SIr,;ucgy-drivcn rather lhan Program- 01' Budgel-driven_ 

As the community is widened to nationalize this process. more critieal questions wlll be 
r~lised, These logic models will then provide a framework for assessing alternative WilyS 
of achieving targe:s. Through national action plans. small communities ofstakeholders 
will be developed that WIll be responsible for monitoring progress, calibr:uing the Plans, 
and ;:oflll11unici.lting with variolls grotlps of stakeholders and funding authorities, 

Logic Models do not presently identify "external factors." :hat can:1O! he !1wnipui<ttcd for 
one reason or anolher. For inslance, HUD has outcomes tbcm;lllg Oli poverty for which a 
key external factor is the state of the ecollomy. While local governments can arguably 
affect Ihe local econoniY to a greii: extent, they cannot eontrolthe national economy, 
Silnilarly. there are situations where the extemal fJc~or C:.ln be influenced but is subject to 
constraints based on higher prioritics. For instance. the certification or drug-prmh1cing 
countries is influenced nol only by urug supply targets but also by other policy issues 
such us intemalional eCOI101UICS, Nonetheless, in most CJ5es. external factors arc subject 
to some degree of "influenee ir not control" if one C:.ln identity the catalYSIS and partner 
with them to meet common l"rgcts. 

While logic models do not eliminate legitimate dirfer.enees ofopinIon regarding policies 
and programs :.lny more than program evaluation or performance monitoring does away 
with politiCS, they do suggest a way to sh.cd some light - rargetw/OcusecJ logic - on the 
heal of politics and Iurf Time consuming an~ iterative, the process of developing logic 
"models and aClion plans help focus a community to att eoheslvely on iong-tenn shared 
goals. 'They also serve as a key building block for linking the community, the strategy, 
(he evaluation process. and the budget in order [0 manage for results. 

II 
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£1'IJ!lt(lliOll: Plomi.11! wid Pt.'1ji.mlUlIln.'. Joseph S. Whuley l Tht' Urban Insli\U\~', 1 979}: £l'(JittfllitJlJ 
IIlII! f;Ui.:ctil'l! Publit: M(IfI{lgf!Jtl(,JIf. (Little-Drown. !98)): also Chapter 2 of Homfwok ofPmc/ient 
P,vgwfIl F.1''fdUaliOll, Ed. Joseph $, Wholey, H:my P. I latry, and Kathryn E. :;';C\H.:omt:'f (Jossey. 
Uuss, 1994) 
Im{Jtll'l Alii/lysisfor Progmm £m/uillifm, La'WrclH.:c Il Mohr (Chic<'lgo. -nlC Dorsey Press.) 

distWiSCS ;'II lenglh lhe lise of log:c lUodel, ill the c\ alumiun pruce,SS. 

One 01' tlu: amhOf!> was invnh'd in developillg logic moc.c!s for Ille Slate OepaJ tmenlus pan uf 

thell' lcinvcmiuH efforts . 

ML'II.llwing Pmgram OulcOIII('< A p(ltclicui Approoc/1. Hurry H:llry, Thcrese va:1 H0u!en, e! .il. 

(UIlIf1/d Way if America, : 9%) 

PCI/bnmlllce M{~I1,\lIr{'mi:lI1. l-lJ:"ry Hnl! y {The U:'b'lI1 Inslttt:!c, 1999J. Ch>lpte:s 5 ad t.. 
"Measuring Prog: ess uf Estuary Programs: A 1\1;Hlll;Jl." !ian y I). Hairy, [lIain¢: Liner. and SheW 

ROSSlfIJn, EPA, Oflice uf Walee 842·il.(lfJI), Novenlbel 1994. 
forllt..:omiog NAPA paper "PerfMmance-ilased MUll,ay.emenl.tlld Publk Putiey: National Dmg 
Control as a Case Study:' Annie Miliar. John T. Carm:vaie, and Roo S. Simwoe. 
ONDCP has SIUtulor}' authorilY to cernfy Of deceHily agency budge! requem !O OM 0 Jc;::ording 
10 whelher they are adequate to meet (he Suategy's requirements lor the year. However. such a 
high.Yisibllity decision would flO! be without a polili;::al pri;::e . 
,'vbnnging for Results: Agencies' Annual Pel(ormancc /Jlans Can Help Address Strategic Planning 
Challenges. GGD·98-44; MJnagill,!\ for Results - An Agenda To Impro\'e the Usefulness of 
A~en<.:ies' Annual Performance Pluns. GGD!AJ;VID.9g~22S: :VlaJt<lging for Resul!~: Opportunities 
for Continoed Improvements in t\gendes' Pt'l'fonrulilce PI<lns, GAOfGGD/AIMD-99·21S. 
The PafVl'lrlllIlC(; MC(lJ.j/re~· o/£Jjecln"t"I/t!.\".I' R('!wrr 20{)O, Office of ~<llioflal Drug Control Policy. 

Appendix R 
'fltese coordination issues are <lIse germane wilhin ag.em;ies where various of)&aniz:monaJ nnils 
h:lve ;0 be- coord'illaled (aligned) to achieve joint OUlC~.lmeS, Individual progr:lms can use these 
lechl;'ques to ir.crease the degree or {,Oillrollhey have over complex oUlcomes and 10 p<lr!ner wlIh 
uther <.:uialyslS, . 
Ron 3, S.menne, JO!ln T Carnev<lle, a:ld Aoaie Mill:lr, "A Systems Appmach 10 Pc! rormaw.:e· 
nnse-n Mallagenwflt' The Nalional Dnly Conllu! Strategy," (nr,publisheu paper under reviewJ 
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Exhibit 1 
E~ample of Lo!!ic Models for Four Pro~ams or Southside Children's A~ency 

~j!m; Toon ~;)jher Pllrertjrl!l EduC!l!tlp'l 
. 

8ab es 3c'":i€',e ap:;;:op:iale : 2,mcnlh 
milestcnas :cr ph:tsica! nOiCt ver:Jal, a1"d 

sccal de-\"e ::;pme~t 

'!?BOS de-iver heatth ~.ab:es.JL 
,/ 

t 
lo;;ow :Jrope,nulrjljo~ and healthU,eens 

guidelines. 

T
r-r;; 

. 

') are knowledgeable of prenatal 

tnlion and health guidel:nes. 


Teel's prcv:de proper care leeding, and 
social inierac~ic;.l1 ~{) their bab:es. 

Teer:s are knowledgeable of proper care, 
feeding, and SOCIal interaction with infaf'1ts. 

L...: 
~ I 
I Pregnant loens attend program. 

Progra'l! prcv;des paren~ng classes on pre~atal 
throt;gh infanl nt;:r1!io~, development, safety, and 

CA~cta.king doliverea :11 i"'ig~ schools !w:ce a 
week for one hour to teen mothers from 3 

months prior to 0"6 year after dt;;iv0::y" 01 ac'":lld. 

t 
, Agency an::: "igh $:;·1001 ~:::e":i~y p,egnant 

loons to part cipate in prcgram. 

t . 

Agency provides MSW progmm 'Tlanager, 
oorHime ~N instructor, ....a!krJ8lly certified 

educ.alicnal rnarua~s, 'I<leos, and olher 
:~aching loah;, 

• MMSUfing Prugmm Oulcuf'l'ie$: APracllcal Appruaeh, Hairy. von Hooten, eta/. 

" 



Exhibit 2 


Using the "Why?" Technique to Move From Activities to Outcomes 


This caus~-effect diagram maps Ollt the linkages between process, outputs, and several 

levels of outcomes by srulting with activities and slIccessively answering the question 

"Why?" 


Program writes rule 

(Process) 


Why? 

I 

I 


So that... 

A rule is enacted 


(Output) 

Industry takes actions to follow rule 


(Intermediate Outcome) 

Why? 


I 

I 


So that... 

Oil spills are reduced 


(Intermediate Outcome) 

Why? 


I 

I 


So that ... 

Water quality improves 


. (Intermediate Outcome) 

Why? 


I 

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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Reduce tho demand of illicit drugs in the 
Ur~led Slalf'~" (Gcala) 

12 Key Drug Strategy Impact Targets 

Exhibit 3 


11II•••lIrJllIIlIIlIIlIlIIlIIlIlIIlIIlIIl!IlIIllIlIIlIllI!lIlI!IIIII!!III'IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII!III!IIIIIIII!!II1II1I1II1II1I1II1I1!I1I1II1II1Il!IilllIIl!IlIIlIIlIIlIl!IlIIlI1l1lllll'llllll!lIi!11I!1I11i111Il11I11I1!I!!!!l!ll':~!!t:!il?',:'~i2(".!t:{~~::?:'~n 

25% try 2002 

50% by 2007 


15% by 2002 

_ by 2001 


10% by 200l? 

20% by 2007 


20% by 2002 

50% by 2007 


10% by 2002 

20% by200/ 


15% by 200:> 

3Cl% by 2001 


Supply Demand 
RedlJte availabirrty of micil drugs in the 25% by 2002 

Uniled Slales (Goal 2) 
 5m~ by 2007 


Reduce ltJe rale or shipmefll of illicit Drugs 25% by 2002 

from source zones (GoalS) 50% ~2007 


12 Mon!ll~ IJy 2002 

36 MomhS by 2007. 


25% tJt 2007 

50" t:t 2001 


25% til 2002 

50% by 2007 


10'';' by 2002 

2" ;;t(> by "'-IN
~7 

Consequences 
Reduce the rale of c(ime associated 'i'ilh drug 
Iraliicl<i<>;l and use (Goal 2) 

OPBRE • January 19<jq 
1 



OEVELOI)ING A LOGIC MODEL ~. Exhibit 4 
......."........,.-~"...
.. 

Existing 
Activity A1 Interventions• 

I-  ·FederalGoal Factor A 
.... Activity A2 'State 

'LocalObjective 
, 

Activity B1 

Activity B2 

·Private.... 
'ForeignI- Target Factor B 

Whal programs CtJITefI\ly exist? 
Wh,) is CUfffifltly responsible to! Ihese prograrns? 
wtIJ Sh<lu!d be respons·lble? 

-.{- y 
Gap AnalysisActivity C1 

'FederalIs each linkage based ()(1 ) Factor C r-
theorj, reseafCh, trala, 'State')--- .rau,,'on, <J< "'Wition?) 

. 

Activity C2 
V'ihal faClOl'S influence the desired , 'Local 
eotklale (target)?~_J- 'Private 

'Foreign 
Vlhat activities can inllllCflCe ItJe$e 
laclocs'?{e.g., plogmms, tegistatloo, 
tax changes, regulaoon) 

'G~ byCob1eICaJlE~.USAF whlIo! ()'\0rt.aiI1o 
ONOCI' 

¥/here are lhe gaps? 

'Nhal new programs Of actions are 

needed ill lilllhese gaps? 

Who should be reSj'J()nsi~e lor lJ;ese 


new programs or actions? 

o~OCP/QpaRE 
May 2000 



DEVEI~OPING AN ACTION PLAN - Exhibit 5 

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


. 
j Revise l09ic model ACIlQll PlAN 

1. Whal exi.<;!:ing programs are crillcal to 
START WffH LOGIC MODEL adl1eving lhe large!? 

Does the kxjc lnode! identify !OCIOfS, I' "I 
activities, and existing/new programs NO What existing progJarns need to be 

5ufficienllQ meet the targel? modfied in order 10 actuelle the..I target?"
Which pr~m.ms support What modifica1ioos need to be made . 
these crilfcaJ activities? to these programs?.I' "\ 

YES 
Haw IoNJ willll take to modify them? 

...I" What (lOW prQ<;!fams or a;:;tiol"lS are 
required 10 meet the target? 

Ale eKisting programs or actions r Who should be responsible tor eachWhich activltk:s are critical
sufficient Lo ensure the targel will be YES new program 0( aclion?to ensure the large! is mel?'" 

i 
mel? 

" ./ How kmg; win it take 10 im~enl 
each new program {If actioo? 

I' 
NO '" 

" T 
./ 

. 

Which additional aclivities are 
critical to ensure the ta:gel is 

What spcciIJc progrAms ()f 
aclioos fJe€1j 10 OCCUI to tm WOO should be responsilie lor 

each new program Of aCiioo? 

HO'lI long wil! il tm:o to 
implement eact'! new program Or 

action?mel' cri~gaps'l 

• GJ~S by{;ob"~ej Ca~ Evl.'l, USAF '/J'h:de CIfI delalllO 
ONOCP ONDCPIOPBRI:"""., 
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Logic Model for Goal 2, Obj. 4, Targets 2, 3 & 4 • Exhibit 7. 


the estliliishmerd 

Aequira tile eslatjlshmeot 
oj appropriate drug testiJl;j 

pciicies lor adulls 

EsroJrage I.tle pn:Nisioo 01 
substance abuse 1reatmef1! 

irUet\lCf1Hoos 

Encouft'lge the esfabUshment 1 

of appropriate drug testing 
ies for adullS and juveniles) Eorourage the provision 01' 

subStance abuse treatment 
~ ~ <::: ....,.,./~ Irnef\let'!tions 

~I- 7"-~ 

'::i%.iO!~~.J~i Require the estahIistvnent Fm:mrl 1M number of
~p;.:;;,~;t.:I'. .~.... d

1:', I~",.'I;; ~ rugtestiog 
·~r: .... , ...,,.- polities 1m I< 'Il 

T,ea!ment (ASA1] P,og<lll1lS 
pruvided 10 slate 
C(lrr~ facllJlies 

NOTE: Arrows reRect queslions in Exhibll3ooO€veloping a l~ Modet 
TgI2.· By 2007, iooeaseproportia, 01 plison & iaft inmales piU'lldedirealmel1t by 25%. 
Tgl 3.' By 2007, leduce tile pr~oo of inmates..ro test posilive l1j 5(1%. 

Tgt 4.. By 2007 reduce by 2~% proportion 01 dIU~lU~ otieOO€fS rearrested W/n1 year release. 
ONDCPKiPBRE 

"'y",", 



Goal 2~ Obj 4~ Targets 2~ 3 & 4 

Action Plan - Exhibit 8 


_" W' 'w# n"w -eo,*"H.p_ a FifitSRS;rA'tl:iltBrn ~"T'W4~,;;,a:...r.:l,·~ •.;..., 

TARGETS: 2. Availability oftreatment: 3. Positive responses on drug tests: 4. Recidivism re drug llsing 
offenders. 

.----~~~ Action I~Responsible ' 

ACTIVITY A 
Encourage 
establishment 01 
drug testing policies. 

ACTIVITY At 
Encourage provision 
01 substance abuse 
trealment 
inlerventions, 
ACTIVITY A3 
Require 
establishment of 

Agency/Organization 
(Existing Programs) 

drug testing policies 'l 
for incarcerated 
adults. ~- -------  --- 

lrTime Frame fa 
Comple~on 
(Existing Prog ams) 

-~~~ 

-~~~ 

Responsible Time Frame lor 
Agency/Organization Completion 
(New Programs) (New 

Programs) , 
~ 

! 
~~~~ ~~~~ 

. 

------  ,~~~~~~ 
p. 1~t)NnCpJl)PB}~J: 

May::Ooo 



.... . = Go?!.}; O~l.li.!.~!"[:! 2.: "Adl!!!~flu~ncin.9 Youth':~~~d;!.:~~!>~L~~!.E."..",.,. ,., '" 

Targel Faelor Activities 

Adullllln1lumcing Yout!l 

A IIaIltI "'ot.1lanaIt lind Hllllllh ee. 
00dIY....,. Sf_terns· Prec6cto llInclardi 

• By 2002. increase ~ 2tI pacenllhl 
proportion 01 parmb lind ather -.", 

IDenlals who IIIempt b 1nI!uenc. 
,,,,,III IQ "'lt7' ~g., I:lcohoI, lind 
tobao:co ""'. Ifill base year. By 
2DtJ7, incrusc It-. proportion by' 40 
pacelli ""'er!he ba..,y_. 

S faith CommunIty ·lnIonnalion 

"" 

C Wor\pIooc. pdid.. lind .....". 
...lIll1nce prOgrllllS 

• 
. 

D t..p .aqub......b lind IIabIlIIIN 

• E Cornmt..:llly policing 

f-


f-+ 


f 

.... 


.... 


"-I Support !he Irairing lind develDplMl1l oIlacully ~t ln5~ll,oti~s 
~l1l1ducate heailh Cln prolessi<rlab ID i!'dude 5ubsl.aoce abuse 
pril'¥e\!Ion as • sl3ndard 01 pracDe. lor prnenling diseue and 
prcmollng heailh. 
11-2 Supp!>I1huilh prc~ Df~~51D ~rovide con!itNing aduca~"", ID 
prlCllcin!i hsallh _. proinsiolllds IQ provide l:nawIodge ard skllisl/)at..,<*;j 
prcm"'" ""slilnce awse prevention as a Il3ndard of prxtlce ICI' prn~nling disease 
lind promoting heailh.
"'-3 AdvOCIIle inclu.... of prnenlian oIsub$tlince ab<Je,o, pt/I'Okes 8! • sl3ndard 
widlin heailh _e do!!ivtI'J' s,slel1ls ~ addIng 1'1"' or slrengll>ening emling science-
wed 1rriIIal<:.. 

B-1 AsaembIe an AdYIscay Group to consider '''de Y'iJl'lely oll3ilh ~unities and 
lecaIIIDRI hDw $Ubl1IInce abuse prevention tr.:.wlodge and 1D!SSa!l'!" can bII 

di.~~ end applied ~ 1aIe. I:OIIIm<Initiu as a 1DoI1D help edulls inti_ 
youlh ~ rljecl. ~s, Illcoho1, lind II:Jbacea. 
s.z Charge bo AdwI.-y Qrcup 10 ltudy and recornmllnd eor..tibJ!ionaDy pamissible 

...,.. thaI..cUd bIIlg;eplabl. and dl!S:rilble IQ the Ia:itII ~nitie ~ estabish 
ongoing lnItnnIIIIon 1tnkage1 or rel;ltionsllps lhat would suppat lailh eommunifies 
';II! scienee-besed information as Iheylnfluence parenl5 and CI!her adulls 10 in~~IU 
lIleir chikll"en and olliei' youth 10 reject drugs, alcobo~ and tobacco. 

C·I 1d.:dity"....-tpLan poPcy IIId pr"'ill8m roodeb lor i:>;!uding In drug--freo 
WOIkpIac. provr-na.rdlor employee aublanc:e pr"9'aIIIS!be l<ind 01 inSo""alion, 
Iralnlng, and ...1iYIa..s ....ud molYaie empl",ees as parmls, caregivers, or menlor. 
lind praride 1hem ';111 the knowledge and skills to inayen;e)'OUth to rejllCl drug!, 
*<lid, lind k>b.=, 
C-2 Idelltity" ~ and businesI organization! who lie in position ID cha:rrIpioII 
th' C1 policy and programll'lCldels lind identify fasibie IncenliY.es to .tillllllal~ 
wl~ lndlIsIon of such models as a ccrnponent 01 a ccrnprel1o!n.oiW drug.{fee 
WOIItpIac. program or empI"," asoistanc. prvgram. 

0-1 Idemily, incr_ p!II>Iic _en.u. ,.-.I \net,sse erdorCGnenlof aisling laws 

wfjch piece resporulibiUty" on parents and oth~ responsJbie adulb lor illegal ~ use 


~d:IIId..... 

0-2 Id8fllify ..d incruu public nllrSle!ls ot potential ciriI Uability" 01 parents and 

oilier responsible adults as a .esun 01 BIegaI drug use by Iheii children or other )'OU1h. 


E·1 AJaambie an advisor-, group !rem law .....torCerrB1tor<;anlla~ons and ~enciu 
1IIo;P'IItd in or plannin~ So «Ic;t~'!" in OOIIlIIalnil.,. !JOIicing to reeemmend trainin9 
BpplQllCtws and cunicula that would enable c~ty"poIjo;e to play ~ grealer role in 
motvallng parenti a.-.l oIhe: adulb 10 ina",,"ce Ihei! mildren or oilier youlll to lejret 
~gs, Blcohal, and tobacco. 

E·2 Through contract ot coope:!lIlift ~r=nent with III cr!rllliz3lion or agency that 

hal credlbillty".;th the 1;1101 enlo;o-cement ~"'ty", develop 8 cUlricllia and 

trppropriate training materials which could i..,lude audio. visual or inlerlClive CO 
ROil, 10 provide ccmmUlllty" pallee willi tha knO'll'ledge, skills, and moUvalion 10 enlist 
_._,. §M n'..... Multo. 'n mil" ........ In ..._.,;.. ,,, .1~..Iv.I •...! ......._n 

(E 
May 2000 
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Goal 1 , Obj 1, Target 2: Adults Influencing Youth 

Action PI an - Exhibit 10 


- CC,. 	 e,d' • __ a-"=_!a;-•.ilIIII>o.L_...:..r..... .,,.:-T.!~ '..!:. 

By 2002, increase by 20% the proportion of parents and other adult mentors who attempt to ilfluence 

youth to reject drugs, alcohol, and tobacco and by 2007, increase the proportion by 40% over the 1998 base year. 


Action Responsible Time Frame for Responsible Time Frame for 
Agen~1 Completion Agency/Organization Completion 
Organization (Existing Programs) (New Programs) (New Programs) 
Existinn Prnnrams' 

FACTOR A 
Health Professionals and Health Care DerIVery Systems-
Practice starrlardro 

ACTIVITY AI 
SupPO" the training and development oIlaculty at 2001 

institutions which educate health care profe~ionaJs 10 

inclwe substance abuse prevention as a standard of


I	~~ctice for nreventioo disease and oromotino health. 
ACTIVITY A2 
SupPO" health professions organizations to prOYide 20012000 
continuing educa\bn \0 practicing heanh care proIesslxlals 

to provide knowledge and skiUs thai would promote 

sl.bstanCe abuse prevention 8S a standard 01 practice for 

nreventinn disease and . health. 

ACTIVITY A3 

Advocate IlcIusion 01 prevention 01 SltIstaree abuse 
 """",practices as 8 standard within heanh care delivery systems 

by adding ne..... or strengthening existing slaroards for 

credentiaHng (e.g., NCQA or HEDIS) based on an essay of 


p. 1 -ONDCP/OPIl[~E 
May 2000 
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EXECIJTIVE OfFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OffICE 01" :\',\1'101\',\1. OI{U(; "':01\TROL POI.KY 

ACTlQN 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL MCC~ii!'1jli. 

THROUGH: CHIEF OF 

FROM: JOHN CARN,tV 

SUBJECT: ONDCP Anm1\! 

\\;i~hillJ.!I')o. 1),(, ZlJ5nJ 

February 25, 1997 

To obtain approval to send attached ONDCP Annual Performance Plan to OMB for cle..""ce, 

The Goverrunent 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. [n essence, this plan 
contains the annual performance targets ONDCP will use to assess its progress. ' 

DiscUSSl9U; 

Tne draft has been reviewed twice by Senior Staff. All changes have been incorporated into the 
document. The next step in the process is to obtain OMB approval to transmit this report to 
Congress, 

Recommendation; 

ThaI the Director approve the release oftne ONDCP Annual Performance Plan to OMB for 
clearance, 

Approve'"AF_ Disapprove ___ 



An.chment 
ONDCP Annual Performance Plan 

cc: 	 Dep Dir • Dr. Adger 
OGC • Blanchard 
OLA· Dubee 
Intel· Marsden 
ODR • Schecter 
BSLA • Gr.enhous. 

COS· Holton 
PA· Grizzle 
Strategy· McDonough 
OSR· Brown 
CTAC . Brandenstein 

ONDCP febnlary 2$, 1998 



Office of National Drug Control Policy: 

FY 1999 Annual Performance Plan 


PREFACE 

In accQrdance with GPRA requirements, this Annual Performance Plan will accompany the 
Office ofN.tional Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) budget request for FY 1999. This plan makes 
the connection between the long~terrn goals outlined in the ONDCP Strategic plan and its day-to
day activities. The Performance Plan states what ONDCP will accomplish during FY 1999 with 
the funds requested. 

Section I. 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 (Pol. 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 
mission by setting national drug con~1 priorities and objectives, which it reports annuaHy in the 
National Drug Control Strategy (NDCS) submitted to Congres~ It also prepares a consolidated 
federal drug control budget and coordilllltes NDCS implementation by all federal agencies . 
responsible for drug control programs. In accordance with the 1994 Crime Control Act, ONDep 
also provides budget guidance to federal drug control agencies and evaluates the effectiveness of 
their efforts. 

Section II. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

By law, each NDCS must identitY long-term Goals and measurable Objecti.es. The 1997 NOCS 
and 1998 NOCS contain five Goals and thirty-two Objectives as a framework for all national 
drug control efforts. These Goals and Objectives provide guidance to all public and private 
sector agencies and organizations cominitted to reducing drug use and its consequences. The 32 
supporting Objectives allow for measurable progress and may be modified as eounterdrug efforts 
succeed or new c~lenges emerge. To ensure long.term stabili ty, the Goals must stay constant. 
The timely production and dissemination of the NDCS will be a key Perfomtance Goal for 
ONDCP. 

The five Goals cover the three elements ofONDCP'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 TIlree (in part) focus on consequences. Five major activity areas, 
described in Section III, constitute the means by which the agency seeks to accomplish NDeS· 
Goals and Objecti yes. 

http:Objecti.es


. 
NDCS Goals. opproved by the President. transmitted to Congress. and presented to the 
American people in February 1997, follow: 

Goal J. Educate and enable America's youth to reject illegal drugs, as \vell as alcohol and 
tobacco. 
Goal 2. Increase the safety of America's citizens by subStantially reducing drug related 
crime and violence. 
Gool3, Reduce health and social costs of illegal drug use. 

Gool4. Shield America's air. land, and sea frontiers from the drug threat 

Goal S. 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 intematiofl;al 
programs. lne NDCS is a long.range plan that can respond to the ever changing 
parameters of the drug threat. The reiationship between the NDes's five goals and 32 
Objectives and ONDCP's four major programs is detailed in Section E. 

Appendix A lists supporting Objectives by Goal. 

Section III. MEANS FOR ACHIEVING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

In order to ac:hieve the Goals and Objectives. ONDCP undertakes five main activities: 

• develops the NDCS, refining it annually to reflect new threats and challenges;. . 
•

• oversees drug control programs in accordance with NDCS Goals and Objectives through 
leadership. policy direction, and eonsensus·building;· 

N assesses progress towards achieving the Goals and Objectives; 

• reviews drug eontrol agency budgets and annually develops a consolidated federal drug 
control budget; and 

• directs four major programs: High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HlDTAs). the 
Counlerdrul! Technology Assessment Center (CTAC), the Media Campaign, and the 
Drug·Free Communities Support Program. 

These activities are described in detail in ONDCP's FY 1997·2002 Strategic Plan. Each 
will be addressed in the following pages 10 inelude the performance targets for FY 1999, 
the operational processes to be undertaken. and the means for verification and validation of 
target achievement. 
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Section IV. PERFORMANCE TARGETS, RESOURCES, ACTIVITIES, 
& VERIFICATION OF RESULTS 

The key measure ofONDCP', effectiveness in FY 1999 is the extent to which NDCS Goals 
and Objectives are achieved. ONDCP released a report on performance measures for the 
Strategy; the: Performance l\1easures ofEffectiveness: A S ..'vslemjor Assessing the 
Performance 0/the National Drug Control Strategy (PME) with the 1998 ND,CS. This . 
PME system is designed to (I) assess the effectiveness of the NDCS; (2) provide the entire 
drug control commWlity, including State and local governments,'the private sector, and 
foreign governments with critical information on what n'eeds to be done to refine policy 
and prognurunafic direction; and (3) assis, with drug prognun budget management at aU 
levels. The nucleus of the PME system consists of 12 Impact Targets that define desired 
outcomes or end states for the NDeS, The remaining 82 performance targets are proposed' 
to calibrate progress toward the Strategy's 32 Objectives, which are supported by a system 
ofdrug control program efforts. ONDCP will, when practide, develOp annual targets in 
coordination with drug eontrol agencies and representatives of the anti-drug community, 

Perfonnance targets and measures for each NDCS Goal and Objective have been developed 
by ONDCP and working groups comprised ofrepresentatives from the Department of 
Defense, the Department of Education, the Department of Justice, the Department ofSt.te, 
Department of Health nnd Human Services and the Department ofTreasury, as well as the 

,other Departments and Agencies responsible for drug eontrol efforts. 

The annual targets will include one Or more performance larget for every NDCS objective 
plus twelve impact targets showing the "end result" of national drug control activities o,n 
the five NDCS Goals. Although the latter may not chnnge 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. 

tn 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-Drug Abuse Act, seven formal versions ofth. NDCShave 
been drafted, all ofwhich defined the reduction in demand for illegal drugs as a main focus 
ofdrug control efforts. In arlditio~ the documents indicated the prevention of drug l 

alcohol, and tobacco use among youth as the most important goal. The various strategies 
'conftrmed that no singie approach could rescue the nation from the cycle ofdrug abuse: A 
consensus was reached that drug prevention. education, and treatment must be 
complemented by drug supply red'uction abroad, on our borders, and within the U.S: Each 
strategy also shared the commitment to maintain and enforce anti-drug laws. These 
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strategies tied policy to an increasingly scientific, research-based body of knowledge, 

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

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

B. Coordination ofNDCS Implementation 

The creation of ONDCP was a timely response to the fragmentation and overlap ofthe 
federal governments drug conlrol programs and budgets. ONDCP's "value-added" rests in 
its coordination ofnumerous drug control programs in order to make them function 
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 anti4ru.g polieies and programs involves providing policy 
guidance to focus the varied activities of these agencies. Such coordination is integral to 
achieving the NDCS Goals and Objectives (Appendix A). 

ONDCP plans to undertake coordination through a variety ofavenues including, but not 
limited to. the following: 

- ODR Interagency Working Group «(WG) meetings" U.S.lMexico Bilateral Demand 
Reduction Conference 

~ The President's Crime Prevention Council 
, . The Coordinating Couru::iI for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
- The Interagency Narcotic Treatment Poliey Review Board 
- The Annual National Meeting on Coordination of OlTender Substance Abuse Treatment 

Services 
- Prevention Through Service Summit 
"~ Interagency working group on media initiatives 
• The U.S.lMexico High Level Contact Group on Drug Control. created in March 1996 for 

drug policy coordination at the highest levels, has produced a threat assessment and 
drafted a drug policy alliance between the two countries to reduee the impact of drug 
trafficking in each COlll1tty. This includes a U.S. Mexico Drug Slralegy in FY 1998 
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followed by measures ofeffectiveness to assess the success of the alliance, These will fit 
into the NDeS as defined in FY 1998 and FY 1999, 

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

~ IWG Coo'rdination Group meeting approximately 10 times per year 
- Supply Reduction Working Group (SRWG) meeting weekly 
- Caribbean Interdiction Working Group (CIWG) meeting approximately 10 times per yeur 
- 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 
- Mu!tilateml Hemispheric Drug Control Conference (one meeling scheduled, more likely 

to follow) 
- HlDTA conferences 

Reports 

- National Action Plan Against Heroin 
• Semi-annual Pulse Checks, 

C. Measurement 

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

The Information Management System (lMS) will be implemented in FY 1998 with 
refinements 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 constitute the 
foundation of the (MS, The IMS, reflecting the underlying causal model linking NDCS 
Guals and Objectives with the targets identified, will provide a set ofautomated tools 
enabling ONDCP to 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 survey. 
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 10 ONDeP, A 
minimum of one Federal Agency, two when there is a shared responsibility. is responsible 
for reporting on each measure, Additionally, "Supporting Federal Agencies'; are listed 
after the "Reporting Agency" because. they assist with data collection and assessment. or 
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, 
have programs that contribute to achieving the given target. 

The first Annual Progress Report on the effectiveness of national drug control efforts wHl 
be published in FY 1999. This report will reflect assessments based on the data entered in 
FY 1998. As additional da.ta is entered, the reports will become more comprehensive and 
cover more NDCS Objectives. A survey will be included 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 ccnity tha.t each budget 
submission in 1999 (for FY 2001) is adequate to implemen! the NDCS Goals and 
Objectives. 'This certification process. based on comprehensive. coordinated budget 
guidance issued earlier in the year, "ill be sufficiently detailed to allow agency and OMB 
officials to be aware ofONDCP funding priorities over the 5-year budget planning period. 
The publication of a consolidated National Drug Control Budget. issued concurrently with 
the FY 1999 Strategy will be the key output. 

E. ONDCP-Directed Programs 

I. HIDIA 

HIDTAs are those regions ufthe country whose drug trafficking problems have a critical 
adverse impact on the rest of the country. When considering designating an area as a 
HIDTA the Director of ONDep shall consider••long with other criteria the director may 
deem appropriate: 

- the extent to which an area is a 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 detennination 
to respond aggressively to the problem; 

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

.. the extent to which a signiJicant increase in a1location of Federal resources is necessary to 
respond adequately to drug-related activities in the area, 

In designating these areas as HIDTAs, ONDCP seeks to promote effective coordination of 
local. state, and federal drug law enforcement. The Executive Committee of each HlDT A, 
composed of 16 representatives from local, state, and federal agencies, reflects this intent. 
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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 
YorklNew Jersey, Los Angeles. Miami, Houston. the Southwest Border, 
Baltimore/Washington, Puerto Rico/u.S. Virgin Islands, Chicago, Atlanta, 
Philadelphia/Camden, the Rocky Mountains, the Gulf Coast, Lake County (r.-l), the 
Midwest, the Pacific Northwest, San Francisco Bay, and South East Michigll1l. Of the 17 
HIDTA's,7 were designated in 1997. Historically it takes one to one ll1ld a half years for a 
new HIDTA to collect regional data, In addition, counties in three areas are awai[ing 
designation in FY 1998; Central Florida; KenruckylWest VirginialTennessee; and 
Milwaukee 

Performance wets: 

The national out year targets for 2002 and 2007 are available in the PME report to be 
released shortlY, The ~ targets are consistent with the out year targets described 
above. --r:.V"--1 f' 'i ~il:> . 
• Each HlDTA will meet at least one additional step of the HIDTA Developmental 
Standards in at least one category 

• Each HIDTA will disrup~ dismantle, or render ineffective 5 percent of the targeted drug 
trafficking organizations identified in its threat assessment 

~ Each HIDTA will disrupt, dismantle, or render ineffective S percent of targeted money 
laundering organizations 

- Each HIDTA will achieve a S percent reduction in specified crimes (homieides> robberies. 
assaults, and crimes against property as reported by FBI UCR) 

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

ResQurces and Processes: 

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

~ institutionalize teamwork through eontinuous joint planning and implementation, 
promote balanced partnership; of local, slate, and federal law enforcement agencies, 

~ eoordinate resources for joint interdiction. intelligence, investigation. prosecution 
activities. and 

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

verificatjQnfYalidation: 
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- On-site reviews of each RIDT A's compliance with program guidance, fiscal 
accountability, progress toward achieving perfonnance targets. 

- Annual reports detailing accomplishments oftargelS, and 
~ EXlemal evaluations 

In contrast to the perfonnance targets listed for the activities described eartier.where 
occurrencelt'Jon~occurrence ofthe target event {e.g., publication of a Strategy) is sufficient 
verification. these targets necessitate explicit verification and validalion efforts to be 
undertaken by the HIDTA program. 

2. ClAC 

Congress established the CTAC within ONDCP in 1990 to oversee and coordinate federal 
cOlU'lterdrug enforcement research and development activities. Twenty-one federal taw 
enforcement agencies with counterdrug missions participate in the national counterdrug 
enforcement research and development program. As the central cotmterdrug enforcement 
research and development organization of the federal government, 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 ofeffort 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 (NIDAl to examine addiction and 
rehabilitation research and to use technology to increase the effectiveness and availability 
of drug treatment" CTAC and NIDA scientistS apply advancements in technology to 
understand the underlying causes ofdrug abuse and addiction, as well as their long-term 
effects in the human brain, 

Performance Tariets; . ./ 

~ Conduct three regional workshops and one major technology symposium. . \J-oy 
• Coordinate and support 85 counterdrug research programs with Customs, DEA, DoD\"~' 
Coast Guard, PBI, Agriculture, and NIDA, , 

• Develop and field five technology prototypes to address cOWlterdrug law enforcement 
· and drug treatment requirements. These prototypes will support improvementS to \ . 

inspection capabilities for trucks and rail cars (2), low cost, efficient communications ! l,.-;. 
interoperability (I), surveillance"tools (I), and a means to evaluate and monitor I 
substance abuse treatment programs in real time (I). 

-increase by 200/n, the rate at which neW systems are acquired by federal, state and local 
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agencies. 

Resources and Proce.sses: 

$16 million is requested for the following processes: 
~ Non-intrusive inspections 
, T .ctical technologies 
~ Demand reduction, 

~ Teehnology lest, evaluation, and support, and 

$15 million IS requested for the following process: 
- Transition of technology. 

Vetili~ationlYalidation; 

- 'Through assessments of existing 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 effoN. Technical assessments 

performed on existing systems and emerging technology prototypes will provide 

infonnation to assist agency decision-makers on which systems can contribute best to 

operational effectiveness. The workshops and conferences win be used to disseminate 
technical information on ad,,'ancements 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 

. perfonnance. 

3. MEDIA CAMPAIGN 

Follo....ing a 13-year dedine in youth substance abuse ending in approximately 1992, youth 
are abusing drugs at an increasing rate. Between 1980 and 1992, drug use declined 63 
percent but has increased 71 pereent since 1992. At the same 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, televisi~ the Internet) and 
othet media. 

The recent upsurge in pro...<frug media messages requires anti-drug retaliation in kind. 
Children must be made aware of the clangers ofdrug USe. As the University of Michigans 
Monitoring the Future Study (MTF) makes cleart there is a strong association between 
declining youth disapproval of illicit drug use and increasing youth drug usc. Hence, the 
White House proposed in the FY 199& budget. an anti·drug use media campaign to counter 
media messages/images portraying drug use as acceptable and to increase yo~th awareness 
of the high ri,ks associated with illicit drug usc. 
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8ecause children spend more time watching television than they spend in school, O!'lI)CP 
will focus on a paid media campaign, including prime~time television ads (0 convey the 

consequences of illicit drug use to youth and their parents. Unlike Public Service 


. AMouncements~ which do not appear in prime-time slots, these paid spots will more 
effectively communicate the message j 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 10 their kids, The media campaign 
will also include other media related non-advertising components such as 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 hopes to see a 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, including mentonng and underage alcohol and tohacco use. 

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

campaign strategy is being developed by a contractor and is due to ONDC? in January 

1998. Implementation of a nationwide media campaign is expected to begin in April or 
May 1998, 

FY 1999'. request for S195 million represents the Ii!;t full year ofimplementation. 
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 to obtain baseline data using measures such as awareness, 
attitudinal and eventually, behavioral, changes, This haseline (pre-program data) will be 

available in FY 1999. ONDCP "m also propose an independent evaluation to produce 

comparable data in FY 1999 for the initial pMion of the campaign, 


£erformance Thrllets: 
- Ensure target audience exposure to anti-drug advertisements averages four times per 


week reaching 90 percent of the target audience 


.Resources arid Processes: 
- $195 million budget is required for FY 1999 and subsequent years, This is the estimated 

frequency needed to change attitudes and influence behavior, 

VerificationIValidatiou; . 

- FY 1999's request for $195 million represents the Ii!;t 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, ONDC? will use existing surveys such as MTF and the Narional 
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Household Survey on Drug Abuse to obtajn 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. 

4. DRUG-FREE COMc)1UNlTIES 

Community coalitions have been at the forefront of efforts to curb this decade's disturbing 
reversal ofyouth drug use trends, successfully developing and implementing 
comprehensive, long~tenn strategies to reduce youth substance abuse via prevention and 
treatment. Therefore, in order to reduce substance abuse among today's youth. tomorrow's 
adults, ONDep will administer matching grants to community coalitions in accordance 
with the Dnlg Free Communities Act of 1997 (P.L. 105.20).. 

Grantees must demonstrate the ability to bring together representatives from many 
segments of their corrununities in a Iong-tenn commitment to reduce substance abuse 
among youth. These coalitions must involve youth. parents. businesses, media.. schools, 
organizations serving youth. law enforcement professio~ religious or fraternal 
organizations, civic 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 lorig-term nature of communities' commitments by granting funds 
only to those coalitions that are sustainable without federal assistance. 

Perfonnance Tar¥cts: 

• 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 

NOT'S.; Since this process is new, oruy process measures will be available. 

ResQurces and processes: 

w Develop criteria to detennine focus of the progtam~ make recorrunendations regardins 
scope ofprograms, and sets fonh guidelines for operation 

- Distribute $20 million in FY 1999 to community coalitions who have demonstratea an 
ability to deve!op long tenn 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 

YerificationlValidillion: 
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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 
suppnrt for drug pnlicy development and program oversight. The office advises the 
President on national and internationa1 drug control policies and strategies, and works to 
ensure the effective coordination of drug programs within the federal agencies and 
depnrtments. 

For FY 1999 ONDCP is requesting budget authority 0[$449.4 million. The FY 1999 
request includes three program areas: the Salaries and Expenses program, Special 
Forfeiture Fund and the HIDTA program. 

The budget request 0[$36.4 million for Salaries and Expenses includes 519.4 million for 
operetional expenses; $16 million for CTAC; and $1 million for ONDCP's Policy 
Research. The operational request includes resources to suppnrt 154 pnsitions (124 FTE 
and 30 detail..s) in order to pennit ONDCP to fully implement its statutory 
respnnsibilities. This level of staff will enable ONDCP to effectively assess and respond to 
the drug threat facing the nation. ONDCP will be able to monitor agency implementation 
of the NDeS programs, and improve interagency coordination. Additionally, ONDCP will 
be able to ClllT)' out the Congressional mandate to evaluate and identifY programs that 
work. 

The $16 million request for CTAC includes Research and Development (R&D) activities. 
CTAC organized the national counterdrug R&D program according to four technology 
thrusts related to the objectives and goals of the StIlnegy: nonintrusive inspection, tactical 
technologies, wide area surveillance, and demand reduction. The nationa1laboratories, 
private industry, and academia are the sources for the expertise needed for technology : 
development efforts and have perfonned the research within the R&D program. Standard 
and centralized test and evaluation activities performed under CTAC sponsorship are used 
to validate 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 
(he U.S.; Drug Market AQalysis; Chronic User Survey; HIicit Drug Prices; Policy 
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StudiesIBriefs; and, luvenile Drug and Violent Crime Study, 

The Special Forfeiture Fund budget request of S251 million includes $195 million for the 
National Media Campaign; $20 million for the Drug-Free Communities.Program; 510 
miliion 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 ror 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 its consequences, Targeted, high impact, paid 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 disapprovaJ of 
drugs, 

ONDCP'. ""luest for the Drug-Free Communities Program is $20 million. This program 
would match grants to drug-free communities, with six percent of the amoW1t requested to 
pay fot administrative costs. as authorized in the Drug-Free Conununities 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 v.rjth much 
needed funds to carry out their important missions. 

ONDCP's request fur the Chronic User Study is $10 million, Statistically, chronic drug 
use is a rare event, which poses serious problems for standard sampling techniques_ 
ONDCP conducted a special study to develop a new methodology 00 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 
methodotog)'. This initiative win support a two-year study to include more areas of the 
United State:!, 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 StIategy's Performance Measurement System, 

The HIDTAs budget l<"luest of$162,0 million is for continued support of existing 
HIDTAs and the three awaitin.g designation The H1DTAs have developed unique strategy- . 
driven teamwork. Local. state~ and Federa11aw 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 ajoint threat assessment,. a strategy which addresses the threat. initiatives which 
implement the sttategy, and annual reports which reflect the impact on the threat. 

APPENDlXA: 

1997 NOeS GOALSAND OBJECTIVES 



GOAL I: EDlJCATE AND ENABLE AMERICA'S YOUTH TO REJECT ILLEGAL 
DRUGS AS WELL AS THE USE OF ALCOHOL AND TOBACCO ' 

OBJECTIVE t: Educate parents or other care givers, teachers, coaches, clergy, health 
professionals. and business and community leaders to help youth reject illegal drugs and 
underage alcoho! 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 illegal drugs, 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 people, 

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 partnership with the media. entertainment industry, and 
professional sports organizations to avoid the glamorization of illegal 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. 

. OBJECTIVE 10: Support and highlight research, incloding the development of scientific 
information to infonn drug, alCOhO(1 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 I: Strengthen law enfotcement--including federal, slate, and local drug task 
forces to combat drug·related VIolence. disrupt criminal organizations; and arrest the 
leaders of illegal drug syudicates, 
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OBJECTIVE 2: Improve the ability of High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) to 
counter drug trafficking.' , 

OBJECTIVE 3: Help law enfortement to disrupt money laundering and seize criminal 
assets. 

OBJECTIVE 4: DevelOp, refine, and implement effective rehabilitative programs-
including graduated sanctions, supervised release) and treatment for dJ1.lg~using offenders 
and accused persons~~at all stages within the criminal justice system. 

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

OBJECTIVE 6: Support and highlight research. including the development ofscientific 
infonnation and data.. to inform law enforcement. prosecution. incarceration, and treatment 
of offenders involved in illegal drugs. 


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

. DRUG USE 

OBJECTIVE I: Support and promote effoctive. efficient, and accessible drug treatment. 
insuring the development of a system that is responsive to emerging trends in drug abuse. 

OBJECTIVE 2: Reduce drug.related health problems, "'ith an emphasis on infectious 
diseases. 

OBJECTIVE 3: Promote national adoption ordrug.free worl<place programs that 
emphasize drug testing as a key component of a comprehensive program that includes 
education. prevention, and intervention. 

OBJECTIVE 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 treaunent 
protocols to prevent or reduce drug dependence and abuse. 

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 3: Improve bilateral and regional cooperation with Mexico as well as other 
cocaine and heroin transit zone cOUfltries in order to reduce the flow of illegal drugs into 
the United States, 

OBJECTIVE 4: Support and highlight research and technology, including the 
developmen1 of scientific information and data. to detect, disrupt, deter. and seize illegal 
drugs in tran,it 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 ofcoca, opium, and 
marijuana and in the production of other illegal drugs, especially methamphetamine, 

OBJECTIVE 2: Disrupt and dismantle major international drug trafficking organizations 
and arrest their leaders, 

OBJECTIVE 3: Support and complement source country drug control efforts and 
strengthen sOurCe COWltry 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-money laundering investigations and the seizure of associated illicit assets. 

OBJECTIVE 6: Support and highlight research and technology, incloding the 
development of scientific data to reduce the worldwide supply of illegal drugs. 
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Office of National Drug Control Policy: 

lFY 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. j( provides the agency's long-range goals, strategies, and most 
importantly, th€: performance measures by which Congress and the American people will hold it 
accountable and measure its success. The Government Performance and Results Act (Results 
Act) and other legislation require this plan whkh is based on considerable input from 
stakeholders< 

This Plan is divided into 6 Sections. The first, Comprehensive Mission Statemenl, describes 
ONDCP's charge. Section 2, Goals and Objectives, lists lhe long~1erm Goals and Objectives-
the framework for all nalional dntg control efforts. Section 3, AchIeving Goals and Objeclives, 
discusses the five main activities ONDep contributes to national elTorts. Section 4. Relation of 
Annual Targets to Goals and Objectives, describes how annual performance targets will relate 10 

goals and objectives in accordance with the live-year budget and ten~year strategy. Section Five. 
Key External Factors, describes, in detail, how success can be afleeted by external factors 
beyond agency conlrol. Lastly, Section Six, Program Evalualions Used to Develop Goals and 
Objectives: Schedule of Futurc Evaluations, delineates the process to be used by ONDCP to 

cvalualC processes as needed. 

Section I. COMPREHENSIVE MISSION STATEMENT 

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 WL 100-690, as amended) established the ONDep 
and ebarged it with creating a drug-fn;e America. The Crime Control Act of 1994 (P.L 103~322) 
amended this mission by.dropping the "drug-free" requirement and extended it to include 
reducing the iHicit drug tradc's conscquenCl..--s. The Office accomplishcs its mission by setting 
national drug control priorities and objectives. which it reports annually in the NaliO/wl Drug 
Control Strategy (NOC'S). It also prepares a consolidated federal drug control budget and 
coordinates NDeS implementation by federal drug control agencies. In accordance with the 
1994 Act, ONDep also provides budget guidance to federal drug contro! ngcneies and evalmlles 
the effectiveness of federal drug control efforts. 



Section II. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

By law, each NDCS must identify long-term Goals and two-year measurable Objectives. 
The 1997 NDC') contains rive Goals and thirty-two Objectives as a framework for all nalional 
drug control efforts. These Goals and Objectives provide guidance to all public and private 
sector agencies and organizations committed to reducing drug use ~md its consequences, The 32 
supporting Objectives allow for measurable progress and may be modified as countcrdrug cfr0l1s 
succeed or new challenges emerge. To ensure long~tcnn stabilily. the Goals must stay conslant. 

The five Goals cover the three elements orONDep's mission: reducing demand, 
availabHhy, and consequences. Gouls One and Three address dcmand. Gou1s Four und Five deul 
with availahility. and Goals Two and Three focus on consequcnces. Five major activity areas, 
described in Section m, constitute the means by which the agency seeks to accomplish NDCS 
Goals and Objectives. 

;VDC'S Goals, approved by the Presidenl, transmitted to Congrc.o;;s, and presented to the 
Aml';':rican people in February 1997, rollow: 

Goal L Educate and enable America's youth to reject illegal drugs, as weI! as 
alcohol and tobacco. 

Goul2, Increase the safety ofAmerica's citizens by substantially reducing drug
related crime and violence. 

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

Goul4. Shield America's air, land, and sea frontiers from the drug threat 

GoalS. Break foreign and domestic drug sources of supply_ 

Appendix A lists supporting Objectives by GoaJ, 
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Section III. ACHIEVING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

In order 10 achieve the Goals and Objectives, ONDCP undertakes rive main activities: 

• 	 develops the NDCS, refining it annually to reflect new threats and challenges; 

• 	 oversees drug control programs in accordance with NDCS Goals and Objectives through 
leadership, policy direction, and con:scnsus~building; 

• 	 assesses progress towards achieving the Goals and Obj,,--ctiYcs; 

• 	 reviews drug control agency budgets and annually develops a consolidated federal drug 
control budget; and 

• 	 directs four major programs: High Intensity Drug Trafficking Arcus (H1DTAs), the 
Coulltcrdmg Technology Assessment Center (CTAC), the Media Campaign (an FY 1998 
appropriation request), and the Drug-Free Communities Support Program.. 

A discussion of each activity follows: 

A. National [)rug Control Strategy (NDCS) 

Since passage of the 1988 Anti-Drug Abuse Act, the American people have come to 
realize that success in anti~drug efforts requires a blend of initiatives to reduce drug use and 
ilvailnhility, ilS well as efforts to reduce its consequences, The 1997 Strategy idenTifies a blend of 
such initiatives and provides guidance on how to successfully accomplish them. The most recent 
NDeS (Appendix B) describes QNDCP's vision of a coherent. rUlional 1 ten·year counlerdrug 
ctTort. It provides guidance to public and private counterdrug organizations while identifying 
speeific initiatives such as the HIDTA program, 

ONDe["s strategies for achieving the Goals and Objectives arc bi.lscJ on breaking the 
five-stage growcr-to-user chain linking drug producers both at home and abroad with American 
consumers: cultivation, processing, transit and importation, wholesale distribution, and retail 
sales on the stn:::et Supply reduction activities targellhe first four links in this chain: cultivation, 
processing, Iransit, and wholesale distribution, Demand reduction activities. which seek to break 
the last link in Ihc chain. retail sales, emphasize anti-drug messages to youth, Research by' 
Columbia University's National Center .on Addiction and Substance Ahuse (CASA) provides 
strong evidence that youlh who grow to maturity without using illegal drug!\ arc likely to renuitn 
drug-free for the rest of their lives; therefore, ONDep's youth-relawd efforts ilre geared towurds 
avoiding a new generation of users, Finally, the agency seeks to mitigate the hcallh and social 
costs ofdrug dependence as well as drug-related crime and violence associated with the last two 
links in Lhe chain. 

Techniques to remove or reduce the resources by which tmllickcrs ply their trade include 
,eliminating drug related money laundering, seizing drug lr..lmcker assets, interdiction) and 
controlling precursor chemicals and essential apparatus for the production of illicit drugs. 
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No national strategy 10 ~ombal illicit drug use can succeed wilhout recognition or the 
crucial role played by Congress, statc and local governments, communities, und private sector 
organizations. In ordcr to develop a thorough, balanced ten~year plan that recognizes the 
diversity of drug control issues across the country, the Offiee consulted a wide array of expcl1S 
and officials in both the public and private sectors. 

Within the executive branch of the federal government, evcry Cabinet officer and all 
relevant departments and agencies helped to develop goals, objectives, drug control budgets. 
initiatives, and programs. ONDep also solicited suggestions from every member of Congress 
and iheir staffs, as well as from every state governor {including American Sumoa, Pucrto R ieo, 
and the U,S. Virgin Islands) and mayors from every city with morc than 100,000 people. The 
Director accompanied many Members of Congress to their states and districts in order to learn 
more about {he diversity ofdrug prohlems and control strategies across the country. In nddition. 
ONDep requested the views of public officials who oversee federal, state. and local prevention, 
education, treatment. law enforcement, correctional. and interdiction activities, The auaehed 
Strl1legy provides more details on the consultation process (Appendix 13, Chapler VI), 

Finally, the Office received input from representatives of more than 4,300 community 
anti-drug coalitions, chambers of commerce, editorial boards, non~governmeJHal organizations, 
professional organizations, religious institutions, and private citizens, including chronic drug 
users, inmalcs, parents, police officers, prevention specialists. rccovercd addicts, students, 
leachers, treatment providers) and victims of drug~related crimes, 

B. Coordination of NDCS Implementation 

ONDer's creation was a timely response 10 the fragmentation and overlap or tile federal 
government's drug control programs and budgets, ONDCP's "vnlue-added" rests in its 
coordination of numerous drog control programs in order to make them functIon together in an 
integrated manner to achieve the Slrategy's goals. Without a "lead" ag{."Ocy in the drug control 
arena, each agency and depm1mcnt involved in drug control would have different goals, 
objectives, targets, and measures, While eaeh ageney wo·uld know whether it is sueeessfui. there 
would be no ageney responsible for determining drog eontrol policy's effects on the nation as a 
whole, measured according to one sel of criteria determlncd by cOInmon goals and objectives. 

ONDCP's oversight responsibilities involve more than 50 federal agencies and Cabinet 
departments as well as lhejr state and loeal partner agencies. CoordiIlating and overseeing such a 
vast array of federal an1i~drug policies and programs involve:.; prOViding policy guidance to focus 
the varied activities oflhese agencies. Such coordinalion is integrallo aChieving the NDeS 
Ooals and Objectives (Appendix A). 
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The three Congressionally-mandated divisions of the Office and the coordination they 
provide in NDCS implementation are as follows: 

Demand Reduction Coordination: The OfJiee of Demand Reduction (ODR) develops and 
coordinates policies and programs to reducc the usc 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 or non
Federal entities, including state and local governments, national associations representing 
demand reduction groups and organi7.ations, anti-drug parent groups, civic organizations, and 
other groups to encourage their support for thc goals of the Siralegy. A variety of coordination 
mechanisms are used, including interagency meetings, conferences, and ad hoc assemblies. 

Supply Reduction Coordination: The Office of Supply Reduction (OSR) develops and 
coordinates policies and programs to reduce the supply of drugs and coordinatcs international 
drug control strategies for cocaine, heroin, and other drugs. OSR provides agency oversight for 
implemcntation ofNDCS Goals Four and Five through drug control community interagency 
working groups. OSR givcs drug control agencies classified tasks via the NDCS Classificd 
Annex and provides policy input 10 resource allocation issues for international and interdiction 
programs. Through the United States Interdiction Coordinator (USIC), OSR and interdiction 
agencies ensure that interdiction assets arc optimally coordinatcd. USIC also provides non-' 
operational oversight for interdiction programs. 

Intergovernmental Coordination: The Bureau of State and Local Affairs (BSLA) coordinates 
agency relationships and outreach efforts to state and local government agcneies, as well as rural 
areas and public interest groups, to promotc the NDCS. The Bureau gathers input for the NDCS 
from stale 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 designcd a Performance Measurement System in order to monitor progress 
towards achieving NDCS Goals and Objectives. This system will usc trend data to identify areas 
that arc nOl perfonning well and undertakc in-depth program evaluations to identify factors that 
nccd modification. The products of this system will support budget, 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, 
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• 	 evolution ofa logie model linking the Goals and Objeetives to the performanee targets 
and providing some degree of prima faeie validity to causal linkages, 

• 	 development of an information management system (lMS) that collects data reports rrom 
working groups, comprised or representatives or aITeeted drug control agencies, and other 
sources and synthesizes them for analysis, 

• 	 analysis of performance and progress towards the targets, 

• 	 recommendations for major policy and minor programmatie changes (minor changes to 
be made by the Working Groups and major decisions to be determined by the Director, 
agency heads, and Department Secretaries), and 

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

ONDCP, in concert with representatives from the agencies and Cabinet departments with 
responsibilities under the NDCS, has identified measurable targets ror the NDCS Goals and 
Objectives. Tlu:se are in the process of review and agency clearance, due to Congress February 
1998. Most or the drart targets are quantitative, and thosc tbat arc qualitative allow for 
assessment. 

The Inronnation Management System (IMS) is <t vehicle ror data colleetion, data 
proeessing, and Strategy monitoring. Data provided by the working groups and other sources 
constitute the roundation orthe IMS. The IMS, reflecting the underlying causal model linking 
NDC\' Goals and Objcctivcs with the targcts idcntified, will provide a set or automated tools 
enabling ONDer to analyze progress towards achieving the targets and conduct program 
evaluations with the working groups on an as needed basis. 

D. Budget Q"ersight 

During the past year, ONDCP has guided Federal drug control agencies through a new 
comprehensive process ror developing annual drug control budgets and forecasting ruture 
requirements. This process begins with the development of the NDCS, which fonns the 
Administration'!) long-range plan to address thc dnlg control issues of dcmand reduction, law 
enrorcement, interdiction and international support programs. Each agency develops a 
long-range phin ror its own mission and responsibilitics to support the National Drug Control 
Stratcgy. Agency budget plans outline, in broad terms, the types or field operations, grant 
programs, and structurc the agency will nccd in thc out years to rulfill its drug control 
responsi bilities. 

Using program guidancc rorthe first five years orthe National Drug Control Strategy, ns well ns 
supplemental program guidance issued by the ONDCP Director, agencics develop fivc-ycar 
budgct plans, which represent formal input to the President's Budget for the upcoming ycar. 
Eacb year, the agencics updatc their fivc-year /()recast prior to submiuing the ncxt budget to 
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Q:\1B. This prceess nllO\\'5 agency leaders to continually assess feedback and incorporate 
guidance, revist! requirement eslimales or'revise dollar ceilings, and modify annual budget 
document and out year lorecasts accordingly. 

ONDep as a.uthorized by law issues budget and program guidance, by July 1st, to Federal drug 
control agencies to use in developing their Summer ~nd Fall drug control budget submissions. 

Each Federal government program manger, agency head, and department head with 
rcsponsibilitiys under the National Drug Conlroi Strategy arc reqUired by Jaw to transmit their 
drug control budget request to ONDep for review and certification. ONDep 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 development and 
certification is essential for ONDCP to meet its legal mandate to develop a consolidated ~ational 
Drug Control budget. 

E. ONDCP-Directed Programs 

1, High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDT A) prof.,.'Tam 

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAs) are those regions of thc country whose 
drug trafficking problems have a critical adverse impact on the rest ofthe country .. In 
designating then: areas as HTDTAs. ONDCP seeks to promote cffective coordination of local, 
state, and federd drug law enforcement. The Executive Conunittee of each HIDTA, composed 
of 16 representatives from local, state> and federal agencies. reflects this _intent. ' 

These partnerships assess regional drug threats, design strategies to combat the threats, 
and develop lniliativcs to implement the strategies. Process-oriented when first designated, 
maturing HiDTA.s 

.. 	 lflstitutionnhze teamwork through continuous joint planning and im·plementation, 

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

• 	 coordinate resources for joint interdiction. intelligence) investigation, and prosecution 
activities, and 

• 	 reduce duplication and increase synergy through collaboration and collocation of 
partnership members. 

Since January 1990, the Director has designated counties in the following l7 areas as 
HIDTAs:, each of which faces different threats and employs ditTerent strategies; ~ew YorklNcw 
Jersey, Los Angeles. Miami, Houston, the Southwest Border, Baltimore!Washington, Puerto 
Rico/U.S. Virgin Islands; Chicago; Atlanta. Philadelphia/Camden, the Rocky Mountains, the 
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GulfCoast, Lake County (IN). the Midwest, the Pacific Northwest, San Francisco Bay, and 
South East Michigan, 

2, Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center (CTAC) 

Congress cst(lbli~hed CT AC within ONDCP in 199010 oversee amI coordinate rcdcral 
eounterdnlg enlbreemcnt research and development activities. Twcnty~one federal law 
enforcement agencies with counterdrug missions partjcipal~ in the national counterdrug 
enforcement research and development program. As the central counterdrug enforcemcnt 
research and development organi711tion of the lederal government, CT AC is rcsponsible for 
identifying and defining the short, medium, and long~tcrm scicntific and teehnologicalllccds of 
the federal drug enforcement ogeneies. Thc Centcr's efforts to identify needs and oversee 
development activities conccntrate on eliminoting duplication of effort and idcntifying gops in 
capability which may be Hlled by advonecmcnls in technology. CTAC will soon puhlish a Icn~ 
year eounterdrug 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 Nalionnllns1i1ute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) to examine addiction and rehahililation 
rcsearch and 10 \Ise technology to increase the cJTcctivcness and availability oJ'drug trcalmcnt. 
CTAC and NIDA scientists apply advancements in tcchnology to understand the underlying 
causes of drug abuse and addiction, as well as their long-term effects in the human hruin. 

Media Campaign 

Following a t 3~ycnr decline in youth substancc abuse ending in approximalely 1990, 
youth arc ahusing drugs at an increasing rate, At the same lime, anti-drug news and public 
service messagcs have declined markedly since 1989 while messages normalizing and 
glamorizing illkil drug usc have proliferated in music, television, the Internet, and other media. 
ONDCP hopcs 10 imp!emenl two major programs, entailing extensive resources, reflecting its 
responsibility 10 turn these trends around - a media campaign (described herc) and a community 
coalition grant program (described in the next section), 

The recent upsurge in pro~drug media mcssages requires anti-drug retaliation in kind. 
Children must be mnde aware of the dangers ofdrug usc. As the University of Michigan'S 
MonifOring Ihe Future Study mukes clear, there is a strong association between declining youth 
disapproval of illicit drug usc nnd increasing youth drug usc. Hence, thc White House proposed, 
in the fiscal year 1998 budget, nn nnti~drug usc media campnign to counter media 
messageslinmges portraying drug usc as acceptable and to increase youth awareness of the high 
risks associated with illicit drug usc. 

Because children spend marc time watching television than they spend in school .. 
ONDCP will focus on a paid media campaign, including prime-time television ads to convey Ihe 
consequences of illieit drug use to youth lind their parents. Unlike Public Service 
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Announcements (PSAs), which do nof appear in prime~ljme slots. these paid spots will more 
effectively communicate t11e message,just as finns sell their products, by airing while kids and 
their parents arc watching. While the message addresses kids, it also reaches baby-boomcr 
parents who may be ambivalent about sending sLrong antj~drug messages to their kids. 

As ONDCP negotiates media time slots, it hopes to Sec a 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 varicty of 
drug-related issues, ineluding mentoring and underage nlc<)hol and tobacco use, 

4, Drug-Free Communities 

Community coalitions have been al the forefront of efforts 10 curb this decade's 
disturbing reversal of youth drog use trends. successfully developing and implementing 
comprehensive, long-term strategies to reduce youth substance abuse via prevention and 
treatment Therefore. in order to reduce ,substance abuse among today's youth. tomorrow's 
adults, ONDCP win administer matching grants to community coalitions. 

Grantees must demonstrate the ability to bring together representatives from many 
segments of their communities in a long-tenn commitment to reduce substance abuse among 
youth. These coalitions must involve youth, parent'), businesses, media, schools, organizations 
serving youth. law enforcement professionals, religious or fraternal organizations, civic and 
voluntL"Cr groups, health care professionals, government officials wilh expertise in the tield of 
suhstance abuse, and if feasible. eJected officials. The program will ensure the long-ternl nature 
or communities' eommitmcnts by granting runds only to those coalitions that are sustainable 
without fcdcrul assistance. 

F, Human I~c~ources 

The FY 1998 federal drug control request is $16 billion, of which $3512 million is for aNDel". 
Salaries and Expenses Account (S&E), High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Account (HiDTA) 
and Special Forldturc Fund Account (SFF). 

ONDeP's FY 1998 request for S&E is $36 million, which include SIB million for operations, 
$17 million for CTAC, and $1 million for policy rcsearch. With 124 staff and 30 dctailees. 
ONDCI' undertakes the five major arcus discusscd in this section. CTAC has been described 
earlier. O~DCP's policy research emphasizes issues rclated lO knowledge development, drug usc 
trends, emerging drugs. drog availabiHty, Ilnd program evaluation, 

ONDel", FY 1998 request is S140.2 million \{)f 1·IlDTA and $175 million (SFF) for the national 
media campaign. 30th programs have been dC:4cribcd carlier along with {he Community Grants 
program for which $10 million was providcd. 
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Section IV. 	RELATION OF ANNUAL TARGETS TO GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES 

The key measure of ONDCP's effeetiveness is the extent to which the NIX'S Goals and 
Objectives (Appendix A) are uchicved. The achievement ofGaa!s and Objectives is indicated by 
realizing the national targets and f!1easurcs lor 2002 and 2007 corresponding [0 !.l fi ve-year 
hudget and ten-year Srrafc&'Tl! as outlined in the AdminisLrution's hill to reauthorize ONDep. 
These drafi targets and measurcs, developed collahoratively with interagency working groups, 
are in the process of review and clearance. ONDe? will submillhe draft lorgcts and measures to 
Congress in February 1998. 

The key performance measures that rdleet the impact or drug eon1rol activities on ihe 
NDeS goals arc as follows: 

• Reduce the demand for iUicit drugs in the United States 

- Research the prevalence of drug lise among youth 

-Increase the average ~lge of new users 

- Reduce the prevalence of drug usc in the workplace 

- Reduce the number of chronic dr\lg users 

- Reduce the health .1l1d social costs associated with drugs 

- Reduce availability of illieit drugs in the United SUHCS 

- Reduce shipmcnt ofillieit drugs from source countries 

- Reduce the entry of illicit drugs into the U.S. 

- Reduce domestic cuhivation and production of illicit drugs 

- Reduce availability or drugs in thc U,S, High Intensity Drug Trafficking Arcas 

- Reduce the rate of erimc associated with drug lratlkking and use 

The draft perfonmmce targets: for thesc measures along with targets for the 32 Objectives 
have been developed by ONDep and working groups consisting of representatives from the 
Department of Defensc, the Dcpartment oJ'Education. the Department of Justice (BJA. BJS, 
DEA, FBI, INS, NDIC, OJJI)P, USBr), the Department ofSlale, Health and i'ioman Services 
(CDC, NIAAA, NJDA, NIH, SAMHSAj and Ihe Depanmcnt of Trea,ury, as well as other 
Depanmcnts and Agencies. These targets: are currently being reviewed hy the agencies and will 
be prescnted to Congress in February 1998. 

The next step wilt be to develop annual targets ror tbc nntional drug control effort ~~ 
ONDep's unnual Pcrfonnance Plans will contain detailed annmd targets thHt indicate progress 
towards achieving the 2002 and 2007 targets. 
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In some cases, the annual I)erform,:tncc Targets will he the same as the 2007 Performance 
Goals except that the target number or percentage will be different. For instance. the 2007 target

• for' Goal One will be "reduction of youth use orillicit drugs by X percent" (different percentages 
for each drug); the annual Performance Target may be maintenance of CUrrent use levels for a 
few years with a decline thereafter (the fatc of decline will vary by drug), 

In other cases, the annual target will be a critical milestone leading to the target identified 
for 2007. for instance, the 2007 target for Goal Two will be the reduction of drug-related crime 
by Y percenl; the annual target Goal mny be II reduction of crime rales in a key area. Another 
annual target may he a prc-detcnnined recidivism rate, a program outcome likely to affect (he 
goal-oriented target of reducing crime, In both cases) there is a dircc.llink between the annuul 
targets and the Go.tls and Objectives; the former provide a means of annuHlIy assessing progress 
towards achieving thc latter. 

In addition to the outcome~oncnted lnrgets cum::ntly being reviewed by drug control 
agencies, secondary output and process-oriented targets for each of the five activity areas 
described earlier have been idemHied or dcscribed in the following section: 

A. StratelD: 

The limely production and dissemination of a national strategy is the key Performance 
Goal for this activity area. The strategy provides policy guidance and sets priorities in 
accordance with the legislation and the mission. In accordance with the Crime Control Act of 
1994, ONDCP has annuaHy included in the Siralegy an assessment of the quality of current drug 
use measurement instruments and techniques 10 measure demand reduction and supply reduction. 
an assessment or the adequacy of such instruments to measure the casual drug user population. 
and a discussion of actions needed to eorrect identified dellciencies, It ulso includes a discussion 
of specific factors that restrict the availahility of treatment to those who seck it as well os 
proposed remedies, 

B. Coordination or NDes Implcmelltllfion 

In order to encourage private and public sector initiatives a1 fedcmt, stale, and local 
levels. ONDep con:mlls with puhlic officials and the private sector nod keeps Congress and the 
puhlie informed ofdcvclopmcnts. Annual targets would list some orthe major initiatives in this 
area and annual Progress reports would list key meetings and conferences, Examples include 
meetings with state governors, briefings to liewS media, conferences on methamphetamine, the 
role of the entcrtninmcnt industry. and international forums hosted by the United Nations Drug 
Control Programs, the Associaiion ofSoutheasl Asian NUlions, ctc. 
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ONDel) conducts research to support the policy development process, assesses ehanging 
trcnds in demand and supply, monitors trends in drug use, and identifies emerging drug 
problems, Performance measures include publication of the Pulse Chec:k, reports on the retail 
value of drugs, the drug market, chronic users, and illicit drug prices. as well as other policy 
studies that [he agency undertakes and commissions f'or use by ~e drug control community. 

C. Mcasuremcnt 

Annual targets for ONDCP measurement activities will be milestones that indicate 
progress toward completion of tbe performance measurement system. For instance, by February 
!998, ONDCP anticipates submitting the dmft 2002 and 2007 performance targets and rllcasures 
to Congres,S. That submission represents the first critical milestone in the development of the 
~ystem, Aller the system is e!iLublished, the agency will have to make rdincments for several 
years because there is a lack of consistent definitions across state and local facilities (e,g. zero 
tolerance policics). data protocols (e.g. treatment capacity), and intergovernmenlal agreements on 
optimum ways of addressing common issues (e.g, definition of "menloring"). The need to gather 
outcome·relnted data pertaining to source or transit country issues (e.g. corruption) will also 
provide a challenge. The development of this system will probably take three to five years, but 
the agency antkipates preliminary measurement data as early as 1998. 

D. Budget Oversight 

ONDCP's budget oversight authority influence~ the shape of the budgets that agencies send 10 

the President Ibr consideration in preparing the Administration's budget eaeh fiscal year, 
ONDCP. by law, is to certify that each federal drug control agency's budget submission is 
adequate to implement the goals and objectives of the National Drug Control Strategy. The 
Budget process begins early in lhe Spring when O~-DCP issues budget guidance for the budget 
year and the four planning years. This initial budget guidance provides the framev.'Ork for 
Fedcmi drug control agencies to usc in constructing their Summer and Fall submissions. 

By July 1 st ofcach year, ONDCJl is required to dcvelop specific program guidance that eaeh 
Federal dmg control agency uses to develop their drug wnlro! budget submissions. Specific 
program guidance forms the basis lor Summer and FaIl budget certifications. 

The budget oversight process resuhs in the development of a consolidated National Dmg Control 
Budgel for presentation to the President and the Congress. Also, ONDel' supports drug control
ngenciesl dmg budget submissions during the Congressional review process. 
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ONDer will dc/ermine the success of its budget oversight function using 1he following 
measurement critcria: 

• 	 comprehensive and coordinated hudget guidance issued hy July 15t of each fiseal year; 

• 	 timely and comprehensive Summer and Fall budget certifications, which provide 
sufficient detail and structure to allow agency and OMB budget omera!s to both be aware 
of, and carefully consider. ONDCP's funding priorities over the 5-year budget plunning 
pcriod 

• 	 publication of a consolidated National Drog Control Budget to be issued concurrent with 
the ~alional Drug Control Strategy 

E. ONIJCP-()irecled Programs 

1. I-lIDTA 

All H1DTAs are required to establish systems to measure their performance towards 
achieving agreed·upon performance targels. Because the H1DTA mission is to reduec 
drug trafficking in the most critical areas of the country (Gou12, Objective 2), disrupting, 
dismantling~ or rendering ineffective Il proportion (as specified in Annual Performance 
Plans) of large ted drug trafficking organizations (and traffickers) is a key performance 
target. Another important target is disrupting, dismantling, and rendering ineffective 
drug-related money laundering organizations, The most important target is the reduction 
of drug.related crimes in HIDTAs by' pre~specif1ed percentages: this reflcets the eXlcnt to 
which Goal 2 on Public Safely has been met in the HIDTAs. These represent key 
effectiveness targets for the HIDTA program. 

Interim largels include progressive adoption oflhe National BIDTA Developmental 
Standards that improve efliciency. For instance. identification or crlminal 
organil..alions/pcrsons should be coordinated to facilitate cross~case analysis, prevent 
duplication. and ensure that HIDTA Executive Committees have sufficient informmion to 
establish priorities. The number of BIDTAs meeting various swndards would be 
documented, 

Funding priority wHl be determined, in part, by the extent ufperformtmcc target 
achievement. Funds win be made available primarUy for those initiativcs tlh1t most 
directly lead to the accomplishment of projected outcomcs. 

2. CTAC 

CTAC's activities arc subsumed under the research Objectives for each of the NDCS 
Goals. (The last Objective for eacb Goal addresses research and technology concerns.). 
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Its effectiveness will, as a rcsull, be assessed as part ofONDCP's performance 
measurement system. 

The effcctiveness of any research and tcchnology program is determined by the extcnt to 
which it increases the agency's impact upon the problems it sets out to resolve. CTAC's 
eventual 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, of course, is to asccrtain which part orthe "success" is attributable 
to CTAC. This would require an expensive program evaluation, ineluding the 
development of a logic. model identifying CTAC's role along with that of other agency 
programs participating in the achievement oftbe relevant targcts. For instance, one 
would have to assess what part of thc reduction in the availability of cocaine (Goal 5 
targct) would be attributable to CT AC. 

The ONDCP Performancc Measuremcnt System proposcs to undertake this kind of 
evaluation primarily in situations wherc thc NDCS targcts arc not bcing met and it is 
determined applications of advanccd tcchnologics could provide a solution. In view of 
the cost incurrcd in such in·depth program evaluations, ONDCP proposes to track 
intennediate outcomcs in accordance with its two principal roles of oversight and 
coordination. 

CTAC's performance measures depend on the time frames into which user 
agencie-s fall. Agencies within the 0·3 time frame would be least likely to 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 agencies within the framework of the national goals and objectives 
as described in the Strategy. Agencies within the 4·6 year time frame might be 
inlluenced by technology rcquiremcnts. The output measure would. thercfore, be the 
number of advanced tcchnology prototypes evaluated by CTAC to assess the conditions 
under which they could be made opcrational. Emcrgi ng tcchnology developmcnt efforts 
focus on the 7·10 year time horizon, for which CTAC will use the intermediate outcome 
measure of the number ofCTAC-funded or assessed technologies that are 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 
developed advanced systems were deployed: they would be complemented with case
specific information on their cffect on efficiency and effcctivencss. An examplc might be 
thc Antibody Field Test kit used by the FBI to detcct cocaine residue on a ccll phone ora 
cartel money dealer: a $7 million cash seizure resulted. Effccts on thc number of arrcsts, 
amount of drugs detected in various kinds of shipping eontainers and vehicles, and lowcr 
costs might be documented. Other examples ofCTAC rcsponsc to user·identificd need, 
such as the Data Localor System, might be identified and the resultant increase in the 
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number of (inter jurisdictional) drug criminals apprehended, documented. In addition, the 
number of duplicative efforts among agency countcrdrug R&D programs may be 
documented. 

In the short-tenn, CTAC would track output measures such as the number of 
regional workshops and conferences sponsored, number of counterdrug research 
programs coordinated and supported, and the number of deployed systems that were 
CTAC- funded or developed. Evaluations of competing technologies, 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-nceded 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 traflickers-
examples includc pilot projccts such as WCFN (West Florida Counterdrug Investigativc 
Network) and Borderline. 

3. Mcdia Campaign 

Since thc goal of the media campaign is to reducc illegal drug use among those 
who receive anti-drug messages (and indircctly, those thcy influenec), the ultimate 
outcomes or impact targets arc the effect they have on youth drug usc as indicatcd by the 
percent of youth who use drugs and age of first time use. Program oulcomcs also includc 
changes in attitude such as the percent ofyouth perceiving risk, thc perccntage ofyoulh 
disapproving of drug use, and increased awarcncss of the campaign. In addition, outputs 
measures such as the numbcr oftclevision hours devoted to anti-drug programming and 
number of youth viewing the messages, may be documented. 

This may bc donc through a pre-post monitoring and assessment oJ'thesc 
performance measures through a random sample oj' communities. or course, isolating the 
efrect oethe national campaign would require considerable modeling to factor out other 
interventions that may afTect drug use behavior (such as non-ONDCP Public Service 
Announcements, school prevention programs, etc.). This initiative is included in. 
ONDCP's Performance Measurement System, as part of the objective on mass 
communication (Goal 1, Objective 2). 

4. Drug-Free Communities 

The Community Anti-Drug Act of 1997 was signcd into law by the President on Junc 27. 
Although the status of FY 1998 appropriations in support of the Act is still unclear, 
ONDC!' has begun developing plans for evaluating 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 partnership, is likely. 

The effectiveness of the program would be reileeted by the percentage of communities 
receiving grants that manifest documented evidence of reductions in substance lise. 
Candidate indicators might bc rcduccd youth usc, decreased emcrgency room and 
hospitalization rates, reduced infectiolls disease rates, and reduced crime. Intermediate 
oulcOll1(:s might be the percent of grantee communities closing/eliminating drug dens and 
crack houscs, closing venues for drug sales, and increasing avenues for reducing youth 
risk factors. An additional indicator might be the percentage of grantce communities with 
comprehensive anti-drug coalitions. This initiative is addressed as part of Cioal I's 
prevention efforts (Objective 6). 

Shortcr-term outputs might include the number of participating organizations, the number 
of neighborhood watches organized, the numbcr of community-based efforts to inform 
people on the dangers of drug, alcohol, and tobacco use in each grantee community. 
Program outputs could include number of communities involved, number of people 
volunte(~ring, number of grants distributed, funds disbursed, areas t~rgeled, etc. I\s 
always, the determination of causal ity would require considerably more cffort in 
modeling causal links and testing them statistically, or alternatively, a randomized 
program design which might bc politically difficult. 
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Section V. KEY EXTERNAL FACTORS 


Mission success may be aflected by a number of key external fuetors: 

to Factors that cannot be predicted long-term: 
Changes in demographic factors could alter the nature of the drug problem. For 
instance, demographic events like changes in birth ~te could ofTCCt eritical targets 
related to drug demand, ONDep will attempt modeling to alllicipatc such events: 
however, targets developed in the interim will probably require modification. 
Economic downturns can affect the usc and availability of drugs: these arc 
difficult 10 anticipate and ean affect key targets for all five Goals. 
Health-related targets assume that no new drug~re'ated infectious disease \vill 
emerge in the next five years, 
Achievement of drug supply-related targets depends on political~ economic j and 
social stability in source and transit countries. Iflhese countries lack suflictenl 
stability, it is unlikely they will be able to focus resources on their drug problems, 
thus making mullil,!temllit1ti~drug agreements and other international anti·dntg 
dlorts much more difficult 10 implement. 

• Intergovermnenlal issues relating to ~talc and local operation of federally funded drug-
control program 

Schools arc responsible for drug~eonirol programs but education is a statellocal 
function. ONDer cannot TCquire schools to adopt evaluated-and-tested 
prevention programs or implement 7.cro tolerance policies to reduce the incidence 
of ~'outh drug use. Achievement of eerulin prevention-n.:latcd targets could be 
difficult due to the lack or legislative mandale for requiring perrormance-related 
accountability from stale and local partners. 
State operation of treatment facilities is not unifonn in its protocols or data 
collccrJon techniques. Stoles are not required by law to adopt consistent 
definitions, such as "treatment capacity" or Utimc spent on w<liting list," necessary 
for nutional aggregation. DiflieuHy in ensuring stale participation in thcse federal 
efforts to improve the effectiveness ofdrug treatmcnt can am.oct NIX,:.')" targets 
Legislation providing grants to loeallaw enforcement task forccs docs not requirc 
agreed-upon perfonnance targets in return. Lack ofcooperation rrom 
intergovernmental and intcrjurisdictional Jaw enforcement {ask forces could affect 
related targets. 
Prcvention~reluted targets depend considerably on stale cooperation regarding 
drinking age iegislution. Stutes thut lower drinking age requirements send 
messages undcnnining NDeS el1brts to communicate the dangers of youth 
alcohol usc. 
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'Without modifications to current legislation that would require performance agreements 
in conjunction with federal grants to state and local agencies. securing state and local 
cooperation may be problematic enough to affect NDCS targets. 

• 	 Private sector actions can affect NDCS targets in several areas. 
The growth of managed care systems may adversely affect NDCS targets by 
decreasing coverage of substance abuse treatment services. If fewer people who 
require treatment can alIord it, drug treatment accessibility will nal increasc 
unless taxpayers shoulder a higher Medicaid burden. 
Private-scctor encouragement of propositions legalizing the use of marijuana or 
other illicit drugs can undermine achievement of NDeS targets. 
In order to form partnerships with the media, entertainment industry, and 
professional sports organizations, these groups must be willing partners. I f one or 
more of these groups is unwilling to form partnerships with the Office, then 
achieving media-related targets could prove difficult. 
Lack of information on rogue pharmaceuticals manufacturing methamphctamine 
precursors can affcct target achievement. 

• 	 International issues can affect Goal rour and Goal rive 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 source and transit 
countries. This plan of action ineludes diplomatic, law enforcement, and 
intelligence gathering activities. 
Major source and transit countries with which the U.S. has diplomatic relations 
must zealously oppose trafficker violations and exploilal!On of thcir territories. If 
these countries fail to aggressively pursue domestic and international anti-drug 
elTorts, then supply reduction operations will face persistent obstacles. 

Congressional support is, of coursc, critical to achieving thc national drug control targets 
particularly because ONDCP neither controls the $16 billion drug control budget nor 
operates 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 
community to achieve mutually-developcd targcts. ~n 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 EVALt:ATIONS USED TO DEVELOP 
GOALS A~D OBJECTIVES; SCHEDULE OF 
FlJTURE EVALt:ATIONS 

In accordance with ONDep's mission to coordinate and direct the drug control cllons of 
federal agencies, the NDC,,' Goals and Objectives were developed through a collaborative 
ellClI1 with these ageneies. Working groups established along the lines of the lIye Goals 
(prevention, law enrorcement.lrcatmcnt, interdiction, and source country supply) 
fannulated the 32 Objectives contained in the NDCS, Memhers of the working groups 
formulated' the Objectives based upon extensive research and evaluation !hat indleated 
thut (1) the issues addressed in the ohjectives lh'ere pertinent to achieving the particular 
goals-and could he measured, and (2) agency progmms supportive of the Objectives 
existed or couid be developed, and would contribute to acbieving the Goals within the 
specified lillie frame. For example, Goal Three ortbe NDCS is "Reduce health rind social 
costs to the public ofil!eg,al drug use.~ Objective Two of this Goal is directly supportive 
ofthat goal: it states: "Reduce drug~relaled bealth problems, \vitb an emphasis on 
infectious diseases." Researcb has documented that drug~related infectious discases, such 
as tuberculosis, bepatitis, HIVIAIDS, and other sexually transmitted diseases exacl a 
tremendous toll on society in the fonn ofincreaseci morta.lily and morbidity, increased 
burden on the health care and criminal justice sy:;tem, and lost produetivity in the 
workplace. Severnl agencies, including NIDA, SAMHSA, and CDC have progf"'Jms to 
address the reduction of drug~related infectious diseases, the continuing evaluation of 
which will provide measures of success in achieving tbis objective. 

The 1M3 to be de\:cloped as part of the Performance Measurement System will track datu 
on various measures lhat show the extent to which targets have been acbieved for eacb 
NDCS Goal and Objective. ONDCP, in collaboidtion with its interagency working 
groups, will conduct future program evaluations when trend data indicate that an 
Objective is not being achieved or that a geographical area is not performing well. This 
<1pproa(;h conserves :;carce resources to locus on the most pr6blematic areas that un"eet the 
success of the NDCS. Tbe aeluat schedule will, therefore, he determined by the trend 
data on the key effectiveness indicators. 

In addiTion 10 this national evaluative em)rl. ONDCP coordinates a variety of evaluative 
efforts, particularly in the prevention and treatment area, Examples include funding to 
state drug abuse ageneies through block grants to conduct needs assessments to estimate 
the need for .:dcoholldrug~rc1aled services in these states, 
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CONCLUSION 

The efforts described in the preceding pages reflect ONDel'l's dedication as well as 
. 	substantial feedback from agencies and stakeholders, particularly in developing the Goals 

and Objectives, the Strategy, and the perfonnance targets and measures. The coordinated 
efforts (If 50 federal Agencies and Departments directed hy ONDep can result in the 
vision of a drug free America. The programs outlined in lhis phm are un integral part of 
the NDeS, and make it possible to reach the ovcrarching goal of reducing illegal drug usc 
and its consequences. This plan offers signiHcant assistance in building an aJJ
encompassing, balanced approach to reduce hoth demand and supply resulting in 
diminished consequences for our nation. 11 will not be casy, nor will it be cheap but the 
alternatives are dire. As required by taw, this Plan offers a measurable, sustainable 
option in the quesllo rid America of this probJem. 
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APPENDIX A. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 


Goal I. J2ducale and enable America's youth to reject illegal drugs, as well as 
alcohol and tobacco. 

Objective I. 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 usc. 

Objective 2, Pursue a vigorolls advertising and public communications program dealing with 

the dangers of drug, alcohol, and tobacco usc by youth. 


Objective 3.• Promote zero tolerance policies 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 alcohol, tobacco, and drug prcvcnlion 

programs and policies that have been evaluated and tested and arc 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 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. Create a partnership with the media, entertainment industry, and professional 
sports organi7..ations to avoid the glamorization of illegal drugs and the usc 
of alcohol and tobacco by youth. 

Objective 8. Support and disseminate scientific research and data on the consequences of 

legalizing drugs. 


Objective 9. Develop and implement a set·ofprineiplcs upon which prevention programming 

can be based. 


Objective 10. Support and highlight research, ineluding the development of scientific 
information, to inform drug, alcohol, and tobacco prevention programs 
targeting young Americans. 

Coul2. Increase the safety of America's citizens by substantially reducing drug: 
related crime and violence. 

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

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

Objective 3. Help law enforcement to disrupt money laundering and seize criminal assets. 
Objective 4. Develop, refine, and implement effective rehabilitative programs - ineluding 

graduated sanctions, supervised release, and treatment for drug- abusing 
offenders and accused persons - at all stages within the criminal justice 
system. 
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Objective 5. 

Objective 6. 


Goal 3. 
Objective I. 

Objective 2. 
Objective 3. 

Objective 4. 

Objective 5. 

Objective 6. 

Goal 4. 
Objective I. 

Objective 2. 

Objective 3. 

Objective 4. 

Goal S. 
Objective I. 

Objective 2. 

Objective 3. 

Objective 4. 

Brcak thc cycle of drug ahusc and crimc. 
Support and highlight research, including the development of scic·ntifie 

information and data, to inform law enforcement, prosccution, 
incarceration, and treatment of offenders involved with illegal drugs. 

Reducc health und social costs to the public of illegal drug usc. 
Support and promote effective, efficient, and accessible drug treatment, ensuring 

the development or a system that is responsive to emerging trends in drug· 
abuse. 

Reduce drug-related health problems, with an emphasis on inreetious diseases. 
Promote national adoption or drug-free workplace programs that emphasize drug 

testing as a key component ora comprehensive program that includes 
education, prevention, and intervention. 

Support and promote the education, training, and eredentialing orproressionals 
who work with substanee abusers. 

Support research into the development or medications and treatment protocols to 
prevent or reduce drug depcndence and abuse. 

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

Shield Amcrica's air. land. and sea rrontiers rrom the drug threat 
Conduct flexible operations to detect, disrupt, deter, and seize illegal drugs in 

transit to the U.S. and at U.S. borders. 
Improve the coordination and clTcctivcness or U.S. drug law cnroreemelll 

progmms with particular emphasis 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 re.duce the flow of 
illegal drugs into the U.S. 

Support and highlight research and technology - including the development of . 
scientific information and data - to detect, disrupt, deter, and scizc illegal 
drugs in transit to the U.S. and at U.S. borders. 

Break rorcign and domestic dru~ sources orsupply. 
Produce a net reduction in the worldwide cultivation of coca, opium, and 

marijuana and in thc production of other illegal drugs, especially 
mctlmmphetaminc. 

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

Support and complemcnt sourcc country drug control efrorts and strengthen 
sourcc country political will and drug control capabilities. 

Develop and support bilatcral, regional, and multilateral initiatives, and mobilize 

22 



international organizational efforts against all aspects of illegal drug 
production, trafficking, and abuse. 

Objective 5. Promote international policies and laws lhat deler money laundering and 
facililate anti-money laundering investigalions as well as seizure of 
associated assets. 

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