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1 S. Rept. No. 103–58 at p. 2.
2 Section 2(b)(1) of Pub. L. No. 103–62, 107 Stat. 285.
3 While the Results Act was enacted in August 1993, it provided a long lead time for agencies

to prepare for its implementation. For example, during the period between August 1993 and
submission of the first round of strategic plans in September 1997, agencies conducted perform-
ance measurement pilot programs to test the Act’s concepts. Agencies also consulted with Con-
gress on their draft strategic plans during the Spring and Summer of 1997.

4 5 U.S.C. 306.

I. INTRODUCTION

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF THE GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND
RESULTS ACT

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993, com-
monly referred to as ‘‘GPRA’’ or the ‘‘Results Act,’’ was enacted
with the broad, bipartisan support of both Congress and the Execu-
tive Branch. The Results Act originated from Senate Bill No. 20,
introduced by Senator Roth and co-sponsored by several other Sen-
ators during the 103rd Congress. The Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee favorably reported the bill by voice vote on June 16,
1993 (S. Rept. No. 103–58). Both the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives passed the bill by unanimous consent, and it was
signed into law by the President on August 3, 1993 (Public Law
103–62).

The Act is designed to respond to widespread concern that the
Federal Government has not been held accountable for delivering
the level and quality of results anticipated by the American people.
The Governmental Affairs Committee report which accompanies S.
20 evidences this concern as follows:

‘‘a recent public opinion poll * * * shows that Ameri-
cans, on average, believe that as much as 48 cents out of
every Federal tax dollar is wasted. In other words, the
public believes that it is not getting the level and quality
of government service for which it is paying.’’ 1

Thus, the first Congressional statement of purpose of the Act was
‘‘to improve the confidence of the American people in the capability
of the Federal Government, by systematically holding Federal
agencies accountable for achieving program results.’’ 2

The three cornerstones of the Results Act are strategic plans, an-
nual performance plans, and annual performance reports:

—Strategic plans.—Agencies, in consultation with Congress, are
required to develop 5-year strategic plans that must contain:
(1) a comprehensive mission statement for the agency and (2)
long term results-oriented goals covering each of its major
functions. The initial agency strategic plans were submitted to
the Office of Management and Budget [OMB] and Congress in
September 1997.3 Strategic plans must be updated at least
every 3 years. The first updates are due in September 2000.4
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5 31 U.S.C. 1115.
6 31 U.S.C. 1116.

—Annual performance plans.—Agencies are required to prepare
annual performance plans that: (1) establish performance goals
for the applicable fiscal year, which generally must be ex-
pressed in an objective, quantifiable, and measurable form; (2)
briefly describe the means and strategies needed to meet the
goals; and (3) describe the means used to verify and validate
performance. In addition to the agency plans, OMB submits an
annual government-wide performance plan as part of the Presi-
dent’s budget. The first round of agency performance plans and
the first government-wide performance plan were submitted in
February 1998 and apply to fiscal year 1999.5

—Annual performance reports.—Agencies are required to prepare
annual performance reports that review the agency’s success in
achieving its performance goals for the applicable fiscal year
and explain and describe where performance goals have not
been met. The first round of annual performance reports is due
by March 31, 2000, and will cover the agency performance
goals for fiscal year 1999.6

Collectively, the strategic and performance plans and the per-
formance reports establish a comprehensive system of account-
ability through which agencies articulate what they are trying to
accomplish, how they will accomplish it, and how Congress and the
public will know whether they are succeeding. The emphasis of the
Results Act is on shifting performance measures from process (e.g.,
number of regulations issued) to results (e.g., safer workplaces).
Without results measures, it is impossible to determine which pro-
grams are working and which are not.

One fundamental purpose of the Results Act is to link Federal
funding decisions to program performance. The Appropriations
Committee has a key role and responsibility to help ensure that
this purpose of the Act is fulfilled. Accordingly, the Committee in-
tends to conduct active oversight of the implementation of the Re-
sults Act. In his opening statement at a June 24, 1997 joint hear-
ing on implementation of the Results Act before the Senate Appro-
priations and Governmental Affairs Committees, Senator Ted Ste-
vens, Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, empha-
sized the potential that the Results Act holds and the determina-
tion of Appropriations Committee Members to see it realized:

‘‘The American public has demanded an end to ineffi-
cient and wasteful spending by the Federal government.
The American public has demanded a balanced budget.
Our responsibility on the Appropriations Committee is to
provide adequate funding for those programs that are a
proper responsibility of the Federal government. With the
Results Act, we can ask other important questions about
Federal programs, such as what will the program accom-
plish, what will it cost to accomplish it, how will the re-
sults be achieved, and how will the agency monitor the
program’s effectiveness. If properly implemented, the Re-
sults Act can assist Congress in identifying and elimi-
nating duplicate or ineffective programs. Congress intends
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7 The Government Performance and Results Act: 1997 Governmentwide Implementation Will Be
Uneven, GAO/GGD–97–109 (June 1997), at p. 5.

8 The Act specifically requires agencies to consult with Congress, as well as other agency
stakeholders, when developing their strategic plans. 5 U.S.C. 306(d).

9 Managing For Results: Agencies’ Annual Performance Plans Can Help Address Strategic
Planning Challenges, GAO/GGD–98–44 (January 1998), at p. 3.

to monitor compliance with the Results Act every step of
the way to ensure that agencies are providing us with the
information necessary to do our job of safeguarding the
taxpayers’ money.’’

This report, which evaluates agency performance plans for fiscal
year 2000, is issued in furtherance of the Committee’s commitment
to monitor agency compliance with the Results Act.

IMPLEMENTATION

Although the Results Act was enacted in August 1993, its first
major implementation step, submission of the initial round of stra-
tegic plans, did not occur until September 1997. The Act provided
this long lead time to give agencies the opportunity to prepare for
the many implementation challenges. Unfortunately, few agencies
took advantage of the opportunity. A GAO report issued on the eve
of the strategic plan submissions found that:

‘‘many agencies did not appear to be well positioned to
provide in 1997 a results-oriented answer to the funda-
mental Results Act question: What are we accom-
plishing?’’ 7

Draft strategic plans.—This assessment was confirmed when
agencies submitted their draft strategic plans for Congressional
consultations, in accordance with the Results Act.8 With GAO’s as-
sistance, cross-jurisdictional, bipartisan Congressional teams set up
to facilitate consultations reviewed the draft plans. The results
were very disappointing. Most of the plans reviewed did not even
contain the minimal six elements expressly required by the law.

The seeming inattention to the draft plans was particularly sur-
prising since Congress had signaled the high priority it attached to
them. Specifically, the leaders of both Houses of Congress stressed
the importance of the strategic plans and laid out detailed expecta-
tions for them in a letter to the Director of OMB dated February
25, 1997. With respect to agency performance plans, the letter em-
phasized that, in order to be useful to Congress, the plans should
be timely and ‘‘should provide a complete and clear picture of what
an agency intends to accomplish with a given level of resources.’’

Final strategic plans.—The final strategic plans submitted in
September 1997 produced both good and bad news. The good news
was that most agencies responded to the Congressional critiques
and made significant improvements in their drafts. All of the final
plans reviewed by GAO and the Congressional teams complied with
the minimal legal requirements of the Results Act.

The bad news was that the final plans remained, in the words
of GAO, ‘‘very much a work in progress.’’ 9 Furthermore, because of
the extreme deficiencies of the draft plans, the Congressional con-
sultation process with agencies had been diverted from the sub-
stantive policy dialog that the Act envisioned to a major effort sim-
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10 Managing for Results: An Agenda to Improve the Usefulness of Agencies’ Annual Perform-
ance Plans, GAO/GGD–AIMD–98–228 (July 1998), at p. 3.

11 Managing for Results: Opportunities for Continued Improvements in Agencies’ Performance
Plans, GAO/GGD/AIMD–99–215 (July 1999).

ply to ensure that the plans complied with the technical require-
ments of the law.

Fiscal year 1999 performance plans.—The first round of perform-
ance plans, which covered fiscal year 1999, were submitted in Feb-
ruary 1998 as scheduled. However, GAO and Congressional evalua-
tions of those performance plans found they tended to repeat, in-
stead of rectify, the shortcomings of the strategic plans. A June 9,
1998 letter from Congressional leaders to the Director of OMB list-
ed the following major recurring problem areas in the plans:

—The strategic plans did not lay a good foundation for the per-
formance plans.

—The depth and breadth of data problems facing most agencies
became even more pronounced in the performance plans.

—Performance goals and measures were not as results-oriented
as they should have been; some goals were not even objective,
quantifiable, or measurable.

—The plans failed to link performance goals and measures to in-
dividual programs and day-to-day agency activities.

—The performance plans showed little evidence of coordinating
cross-cutting programs and activities.

—Few agency performance plans dealt effectively with major
management problems.

A subsequent GAO report on its evaluations of the fiscal year
1999 performance plans reiterated the same concerns:

‘‘Most of the plans that we reviewed contained major
weaknesses that undermined their usefulness in that they
(1) did not consistently provide clear pictures of agencies’
intended performance, (2) generally did not relate strate-
gies and resources to performance, and (3) provided limited
confidence that agencies’ performance data will be suffi-
ciently credible.’’ 10

Fiscal year 2000 performance plans.—In February 1999, Federal
agencies submitted their second round of annual performance
plans, which cover fiscal year 2000. GAO once again reviewed the
performance plans for the 24 Cabinet departments and major inde-
pendent agencies and reported its findings.11 GAO found that, on
the whole, the fiscal year 2000 plans showed ‘‘moderate improve-
ments’’ over the fiscal year 1999 plans and contained better infor-
mation and perspective. However, according to GAO, ‘‘key weak-
nesses’’ remain and important opportunities exist to improve future
plans. Specifically, GAO listed the following key weaknesses in the
plans:

—Attention to mission-critical management challenges and pro-
gram risks is not consistent.

—Coordination of crosscutting program areas needs additional ef-
fort.

—Presentations of how agencies’ human capital and management
resources and strategies will be used to achieve results are in-
sufficient.



5

12 Id. at p. 7 (Emphasis supplied.)
13 Id., p. 13.

—Confidence that performance data will be credible is limited.
It is a positive sign that most agencies are improving their plans

and moving in the direction of becoming more performance-based.
However, the key weaknesses in most of this year’s plans are large-
ly the same ones as last year—lack of credible performance data,
lack of specific commitments to solve major management problems,
and failure to coordinate overlapping programs.

With respect to data reliability, GAO found that 20 of the 24
major agencies’ fiscal year 2000 plans provided little confidence
that they could produce credible performance data. Even for the
other four agencies, GAO expressed less than full confidence in the
credibility of their performance data. The GAO report stresses the
seriousness of this problem:

‘‘The inattention to ensuring that performance data will
be sufficiently timely, complete, accurate, useful, and con-
sistent is an important weakness in the performance
plans. Ultimately, performance plans will not be useful to
congressional decision makers unless and until this key
weakness is resolved.’’12 (emphasis added)

The same data problems associated with the performance plans
threaten to undermine the usefulness of the upcoming Results Act
performance reports. Therefore, it is essential that these problems
be remedied if the Results Act is to accomplish its fundamental
purpose of demonstrating to the American people what the Federal
government is accomplishing in a concrete and credible way.

With respect to major management problems, GAO found that
agency fiscal year 2000 plans adopted specific and measurable per-
formance goals to address only about 40 percent of the core man-
agement problems in their fiscal year 2000 performance plans.
Core management problems seriously undermine the Federal gov-
ernment’s performance and leave it vulnerable to billions of dollars
in waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement. The GAO report
noted that these problems ‘‘must be addressed as part of any seri-
ous effort to fundamentally improve the performance of Federal
agencies.’’ 13 The key to addressing them is for agencies to adopt
specific performance commitments for which they can be held ac-
countable under the Results Act. There is much room for improve-
ment here.

The Federal government is rife with overlapping agencies and
multiple programs directed at the same problems. Congress has
emphasized the need for agencies to develop complementary per-
formance goals and measures, both to ensure consistency among
overlapping programs and to provide a basis for comparing per-
formance results. Yet, GAO found that few of the fiscal year 2000
performance plans discussed strategies for coordinating overlapping
programs and establishing complementary performance goals and
measures. The Results Act strategic and performance planning re-
quirements offer the ideal opportunity to develop shared perform-
ance goals and indicators and provide an excellent venue for coordi-
nating crosscutting programs.
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Need for OMB leadership.—Congress has repeatedly stressed the
need for greater leadership by OMB to strengthen implementation
of the Results Act and enhance the usefulness of Results Act plans
and information. However, leadership by OMB has not been forth-
coming. Indeed, quite the opposite has occurred. One example of
this is OMB’s failure to meet its specific statutory obligations with
regard to performance budgeting pilots. Section 6(c) of the Results
Act, codified at 31 U.S.C. 1119, required the Director of OMB to
designate not less than five agencies as pilot projects in perform-
ance budgeting for fiscal years 1998 and 1999. Despite the specific
requirements of the law, OMB informed Congressional leaders in
a letter dated May 20, 1997, that it was ‘‘delaying the start’’ of the
pilots until 1999 in order to ‘‘allow agencies to concentrate on the
more immediate task of developing their performance plans.’’ OMB
did not designate the pilots in 1999 either, and now says they will
be designated in fiscal year 2000.

This Committee wishes to reiterate the need for OMB to provide
strong leadership and support to agencies in implementing the Re-
sults Act. The Committee also wishes to express its specific concern
over OMB’s failure to meet its statutory obligations for the per-
formance budgeting pilots. As discussed previously, linking funding
decisions to program performance is a key purpose of the Results
Act. This is also a very challenging task. The performance budg-
eting pilots constitute the important first step for testing different
approaches to this task—and a step that cannot be delayed further.
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II. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This special report by the Senate Appropriations Committee ana-
lyzes the impact of the Results Act on the appropriations process.
The report addresses by subcommittee the following :

—An evaluation of agency goals and measures for its key pro-
grams and activities to determine whether the goals and meas-
ures are results-oriented, reasonably challenging, and subject
to reliable measurement;

—An examination of cross-cutting programs and activities and
duplicative programs and activities;

—An analysis of agency information sources and agency data re-
liability;

—An examination of the status of high risk problems within cer-
tain agencies;

—A review of the consultation process between agencies and the
Appropriations Committee staff; and

—An evaluation of the usefulness of the performance plans to the
Committee staff.

The report does not cover every Federal entity covered by the Re-
sults Act. However, it does review those agencies which are respon-
sible for major Federal programs and activities and, as a result,
have sizable budget requests presented to Congress.

The production of this report has given Committee staff an op-
portunity to better understand the purpose and requirements of the
Results Act. Its production has further served as an incentive for
Committee staff to communicate with agency personnel on agency
compliance with the Results Act’s requirements. And, finally, both
Committee members and staff have engaged in a thoughtful anal-
ysis of the impact of the Results Act on the appropriations process.
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III. SUBCOMMITTEE ANALYSIS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, RURAL
DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

The Agricultural Research Service [ARS] has developed an out-
come oriented strategic plan and, in accordance with GPRA
workgroup recommendations, streamlined its more than 1,100 re-
search projects into 23 integrated National Research Programs in
order to more effectively manage the research program. The prin-
cipal tool for moving the agency towards a greater focus on per-
formance management is the full development and implementation
of these National Programs.

This organization of National Programs represents a complete
change in the way ARS manages its research program. In the ARS
Annual Performance Plan covering fiscal years 1999 and 2000, the
Agency specifically identifies performance measures that will be
met if Congress concurs with the budget request.

The 23 new National Programs are the principal components of
the Agency’s approach to programmatic accountability. The Na-
tional Programs support the ARS Strategic Plan and are focused on
specific short and long term goals. Performance information is the
basis of the Annual Performance Report. The National Programs
unit also plans to comprehensively review its performance informa-
tion data gathering efforts before it begins to collect information on
fiscal year 1999 performance.

The goals and measures of the ARS are focused on the most im-
portant objectives of the agency. For example, one of the agency’s
goals is to ensure an adequate food supply and improved detection,
surveillance, prevention, and educational programs for the Amer-
ican public’s health, safety, and well-being. Through this goal ARS
will work to improve vegetable oils, decrease dependence on herbi-
cides, improve crop pollination, and develop a vaccine for
bloodborne bacterial disease or farm raised foodfish. These goals
and measures are results-oriented to help improve the safety and
health of agricultural products. These goals are challenging and
can realistically be met and are subject to reliable measurement.

As far as cross-cutting programs and activities, the ARS will de-
velop scientifically defensible guidelines and decisionmaking tools
to assist the Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS] in de-
veloping nutrient management plans for phosphorus and animal
manure application. Tools will be provided to establish
agronomically and environmentally sound threshold soil phos-
phorus levels, determine phosphorus-based manure application
rates, and select effective remedial strategies to minimize phos-
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phorus loss to surface waters. This will assist States and national
regulatory agencies in meeting their mandates to revise the nutri-
ent management planning process of Confirmed Animal Feeding
Operations and provide criteria for managing nutrients in water
bodies as requested in the Clean Water Action Plan. Also, ARS will
finalize the development of methods with NRCS to reduce the
transport of weed seeds, microbes, and pathogens in water
flocculants.

The performance goals specified in the Annual Performance
Plans are directly linked to the agency’s Strategic Plan in order to
develop a consistent internal movement towards more outcome-ori-
ented research. ARS has demonstrated its commitment to pro-
grammatic accountability through this internal change as well as
its action in developing an Annual Performance Plan for fiscal
years 1999 and 2000, one year ahead of the statutory requirement.

After considerable internal studies and discussions with other
Federal research agencies, ARS determined that it could not effec-
tively display its research accomplishments or the reliability or
credibility of its research through empirical or numerical metrics as
sought by GPRA. These methods were attempted, but the results
did not remotely address the intent of GPRA. After arriving at this
conclusion, ARS requested a waiver under GPRA in order to use
a narrative approach to demonstrate this information. This request
was approved by OMB. The result was the identification of approxi-
mately 150 specific anticipated accomplishments for each year that,
if achieved, will allow ARS to meet its performance goals.

The creation of National Programs as well as the other perform-
ance goals of ARS will prove useful in strengthening the inter-
action between ARS and its customers, partners, and stockholders.
This process of goal setting and achievement will also be key in
demonstrating to the Subcommittee the value of funding and dedi-
cation of the ARS to progress through the agency’s specific request
and demonstration of need.

Although ARS is an agency making strides to comply with GPRA
regulations, its performance plan, when evaluated, left some things
to be desired. While its report contained objective, measurable, and
quantifiable goals, it lacked the means to measure progress in cer-
tain areas. The plan lacked baseline and interim performance data
needed to ascertain progress toward meeting goals. One example of
this is the clarity of the linkage between performance and strategic
goals. In addition to these shortcomings, ARS’s performance in the
areas of consultation and interaction with the Subcommittee have
been less than satisfactory.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

The goal of the Farm Service Agency’s [FSA] is to provide an eco-
nomic safety net through farm income support to eligible pro-
ducers, cooperatives, and associations to: (1) help improve the eco-
nomic stability and viability of the agricultural sector, and (2) en-
sure the production of an adequate and reasonably priced supply
of food and fiber. In addition, FSA works to enhance the economic
safety net for farmers and ranchers and to open, expand, and main-
tain global market opportunities for agricultural producers. The
goals and measures are results-oriented because FSA is working to
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improve the effectiveness and efficiency of commodity acquisition,
procurement, storage, and distribution activities to support domes-
tic and international food assistance programs, and to administer
the U.S. Warehouse Act. These goals are reasonably challenging
and can be realistically met.

FSA’s performance plan provided a clear picture of the Agency’s
intended performance across the agency, including a means to
measure progress towards expected performance. This agency was
also recognized for its crosscutting effort with the Commodity Cred-
it Corporation to protect communities’ water supplies against
chemical contamination; to this end, both FSA and the Corporation
operate hazardous waste management programs. Although FSA’s
performance plan briefly discusses both programs, the plan does
not address whether or how activities under these programs will be
coordinated to ensure that the programs work in concert to achieve
their common goal. In a similar fashion, FSA and the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service [NRCS] each administer programs de-
signed to take environmentally sensitive lands out of production to,
among other things, conserve soil, protect water quality and pro-
vide habitat for wildlife. Once again, while each agency’s perform-
ance plan describes these programs, neither of the two describes
the correlation between the two.

The FSA has taken several specific steps to comply with the Re-
sults Act. One of its major steps has been the installation of the
Senior Management and Controls Committee [SMCC]. This com-
mittee provides leadership, commitment, and guidance to the agen-
cy’s strategic planning program. The committee also provides stra-
tegic direction for the agency by establishing strategic goals; over-
seeing development and implementation of Agency Strategic and
Annual Performance Plans; and communicating GPRA results to
Congress, the Administration, customers, and other stakeholders.

The Agency also established the Strategic Management and Cor-
porate Operations Staff within the Office of the Administrator,
which works closely with the SMCC to carry out the Agency’s stra-
tegic management initiatives. The FSA established key contacts in
each program and administrative area that are responsible for de-
veloping, implementing, and monitoring performance goals and
measures. In compliance with GPRA requirements, FSA developed
a Strategic Plan for fiscal years 1997–2002 and Annual Perform-
ance Plans for fiscal years 1999 and 2000.

The Farm Loan Program annual performance goals and meas-
ures are reflected in the goals for each State. These goals and
measures were developed to achieve the desired results outlined in
the strategic plan. The State Executive Director for each State is
held responsible for achieving these goals. This is just one example
of FSA practicing performance-based business.

Another example is the complete review of the Agency’s com-
modity procurement and licensing and examination procedures
being conducted by the Deputy Administrator for Commodity Oper-
ations. This review involves industry and customer interviews, de-
velopment and analysis of alternative ways of conducting these
functions, and cost analysis of such alternatives. This review will
result in recommendations to improve the efficiency and perform-
ance of the licensing and procurement operations, and the review
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team will learn the importance of knowing what customers want
and being pro-active in meeting customers’ needs.

Additionally, FSA’s Administrator has a separate performance
agreement on Equal Employment Opportunity/Civil Rights [EEO/
CR] which includes specific goals and measures by which the Ad-
ministrator will be rated. The Agency’s Deputy Administrators’
Performance Plan contains a performance element and standards
directly linked to accomplishment of the Administrator’s EEO/CR
goals.

Performance information is being used to manage this agency.
Starting in June 1999, program managers were responsible for
monitoring performance data and submitting quarterly reports to
the Strategic Management and Corporate Operations Staff. Moni-
toring performance on a quarterly basis allows the Agency to make
adjustments in a timely manner, helping to ensure achievement of
performance goals.

The FSA has become a more performance-oriented agency, as evi-
denced by the amount of direct program changes it has made in
both farm and commodity related programs. In addition to these
changes, FSA has gone to great lengths to install internal systems
to achieve these performance goals.

The Annual Performance Plan encompasses all program activi-
ties included in the agency’s budget request and reflects the pro-
gram activities associated with identified goals. This linkage en-
ables decision makers to assess the full time equivalent positions
and funding requirements of achieving annual performance goals.
Performance goals were developed for each FSA budget account.
These measures are incorporated in budget material to indicate ex-
pected performance to be achieved based on available funding. The
FSA has no plans to make changes to this structure in the near
future since this direct linkage is sufficient to analyze performance
and meet GPRA requirements.

FSA was not able to report the balance of its data by the dead-
line specified by GPRA for the fiscal year 2000 performance plan.
The areas where data is not specified and a reason for the lack of
data are going to be included in the Annual Performance Report,
accompanied by an explanation supporting the reason data is un-
available and anticipated time frames to obtain the data.

During the period that the Subcommittee was making funding
decisions, there was no consultation or interaction with FSA staff.
There was no agency input to help the Subcommittee understand
FSA’s reasoning for funding requests or intentions. The informa-
tion provided in the performance plan was moderately useful but
had minimal influence on funding decisions.

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

The Food and Drug Administration [FDA] has focused on the
most important objectives of its programs by its strategic goal to
reduce the possibility of food-related injuries and improve the
health and well being of consumers by ensuring that decisions re-
lated to approving petitions and notifications are scientifically jus-
tified and benefit the public health. One of the most important pro-
gram strategic goals of the FDA is to reduce human suffering and
enhance the quality of public health by providing quicker access to
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important, lifesaving drugs, and to assure the American public of
the availability of safe and effective drugs. The goals and measures
are results-oriented because they seek to improve the safety of
foods, human drugs, and medical devices. The goals and measures
are challenging because of the complexities faced in making avail-
able a safe and effective drug supply. The goal of ensuring timely
review for medical devices can be met, but a backlog of drug ap-
provals still exists. The goals and measures are subject to reliable
measurement and are also balanced among competing demands.
The FDA and the Food Safety and Inspection Service [FSIS] dem-
onstrate cross-cutting programs and activities as they both safe-
guard the public interest in food safety.

The FDA expects to have reliable data for each performance goal.
Depending on the nature of the goal statement, either metric, mile-
stone or system improvement, the data will be presented either nu-
merically or descriptively. Strengths, weaknesses, or other quali-
fying statements will provide additional information about the
agency’s performance toward the goal. FDA’s Office of Planning
and Evaluation produces guidance documents and training pro-
grams and arranges individual consultations with program man-
agers to promote good performance planning practices. An impor-
tant aspect of that guidance has been information about data reli-
ability, verification and validation. Since March 2000 will be the
first time that results will be reported, there was a considerable
amount of discussion during calendar year 1999 on strategies to as-
sure data reliability. FDA acknowledges that by the time they re-
port on the fiscal year 2000 performance goals in 2001, they expect
to be more proficient at managing and reporting performance infor-
mation. The agency did not consult with the Subcommittee on its
performance plan. The FDA’s performance plan is more informative
than other performance plans that have been reviewed. However,
much information is presented, and it is a bit overwhelming.

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE

The Food and Nutrition Service [FNS] has a Strategic Plan
which outlines the goals it plans to achieve incrementally by fiscal
year 2002. The agency has also developed the fiscal years 1999 and
2000 Annual Performance Plans, which support the Strategic Plan
and specify annual goals and objectives.

FNS has incorporated most program and policy changes into its
annual performance plan. Goals are results-oriented and linked to
the specific budget requests. The resources required to achieve
these goals are provided in the Annual Performance Plans at the
strategic goal level. A matrix format is used to link these resources
to the major program activities outlined in the Program and Fi-
nancing schedules.

The agency’s performance goals show that coordination exists
among other agencies in USDA and the Government regarding its
programs and activities. These include the project FNS is coordi-
nating with the States and the Electronic Benefits Transfer Council
of the National Automated Clearinghouse Association, and the So-
cial Security Administration to ensure that food stamp benefits are
not issued to the deceased, and the Economic Research Service
[ERS] which manages the research programs for the food assist-
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ance programs at FNS. FNS has made a strong effort not to dupli-
cate research programs performed by the ERS.

FNS uses data such as Food Stamp Program participation, school
lunch and breakfast meal service data, general economic indicators,
and demographic data as the basis for budget projections. The pro-
gram performance data generates the necessary information to sup-
port its performance plan and budget requests. However, FNS does
have a number of performance indicators for which reliable data
will not be available for inclusion in the first Annual Performance
Report because validation of administrative data is not possible by
using evaluations or other independent mechanisms. The agency is
working to revise its strategic plan to better reflect its unifying
mission and purposes and to make the plan more useful as a stra-
tegic management tool. The agency claims that the loss of funding
for studies and evaluations to ERS has significantly hampered its
ability to develop new analytical and evaluation tools to measure
and report performance.

FNS has faced the task of cracking down on fraud, waste, and
abuse associated with the Food Stamp Program for many years.
Several reports from the Office of Inspector General and the GAO
have addressed this problem. The agency faces this fraud and
waste by overpayments to food stamp recipients and by food stamp
trafficking. The agency’s performance goals include an increase of
38 States delivering food stamp benefits through the Electronic
Benefits Transfer which is thought to decrease the trafficking of
food stamps. The performance goals also reflect the agency’s de-
pendence on grocery stores to properly handle food stamps as an
external factor that affects the agency’s ability to achieve this goal.
To address this, the plan cites that the agency promulgated rules
for participating stores to follow and instituted a system of sanc-
tions that may be applied to stores that violate the rules.

The Subcommittee was not consulted regarding the agency’s per-
formance plan. The agency is currently integrating all of its current
planning activities, including the development and execution of
strategic and annual performance plans, into a single process that
will involve all FNS staff including the budget staff. This will en-
sure that all the employees involved with Federal nutrition assist-
ance will understand and achieve the agency’s key goals and objec-
tives.

The agency does not plan to make any changes in the account
structure since the current budget structure is set up by major pro-
gram and account activity. The performance plan is informative to
the Subcommittee and is useful in providing oversight and making
budget decisions for the FNS because the linkage with the goals
and plan cross-link to the budget priorities presented in the Presi-
dent’s budget request.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

One of the main performance goals of the Natural Resources
Conservation Service [NRCS] is a healthy and productive land that
sustains food and fiber production and functioning watersheds and
natural systems, enhances the environment, and improves urban
and rural landscapes. The achievement of these performance goals
supports achievement of USDA’s goal to promote sustainable pro-
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duction of food and fiber products while maintaining a quality envi-
ronment and strong natural resource base. The goals and measures
are results-oriented through assistance to producers to: (1) plan
and apply systems to protect and enhance cropland and grazing
lands, (2) protect water against agricultural nonpoint sources of
pollution, (3) protect watersheds against flood damages, and (4)
preserve land for agricultural use. All of NRCS’s goals are chal-
lenging and can be realistically met.

The performance goals established in the agency performance
plan are cross-cutting goals that are supported by multiple activi-
ties in the budget structure. The performance goals provide a way
for managers and the public to see the outcome on the landscape
that results from the agency’s services that are funded through
separate accounts. This comprehensive view of agency performance
is not possible when performance is measured program-by-pro-
gram.

The agency performance plans for fiscal years 1999 and 2000 in-
clude a summary table that quantifies the relationship between
each program and resource objective in the agency strategic plan.
For programs that support multiple objectives, however, allocation
among objectives is only estimated. The combined data that will be
available from the new time and attendance reporting system, the
performance measurement system and the workload analysis activ-
ity will provide information for planning and will be the basis for
allocation of funds, enabling managers to ensure that funds and
time are expended on the objectives that were intended.

In addition to the cross-cutting goals, each program in the budget
structure continues to set program-specific goals for activities and
outputs that must be achieved in order to attain the higher-level
performance measures.

The Chief of the NRCS has ensured that there is a clear focus
on performance-based management at the highest level. The Chief
realigned the headquarters structure, consolidating responsibility
for strategic planning, performance planning and measurement,
budget allocation, and oversight and evaluation under a Deputy
Chief for Strategic Planning and Accountability. The new Deputy
Chief was directed to develop and implement a new accountability
system that would provide a balanced, reliable, and timely picture
of the agency’s performance. The system will enable agency man-
agers to estimate the effect of programs on the condition of natural
resources systems, assess the cost-effectiveness of service delivery,
identify opportunities for process improvement, and respond to cus-
tomers’ needs with strategies and assistance tailored to local condi-
tions. Also, action has been taken to ensure that reliable high qual-
ity information is available to achieve performance-based manage-
ment within NRCS. In fiscal year 1999, the agency began imple-
mentation of the new accountability system, which includes data in
three major categories.

Action has been taken to ensure that funding is linked to per-
formance. New procedures are being implemented to define per-
formance expectations when budgets are allocated to managers.

Agency-wide goals for key performance measures are set in the
agency performance plan, based on the long-term goals in the stra-
tegic plan. In addition, goals for program-specific activities or out-
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puts are established. As the performance measurement system be-
comes fully operational, specific State goals will be established for
each performance measure. An appropriate element will be in-
cluded in State and regional conservationists’ individual perform-
ance appraisals. The regional conservationists will monitor the
progress of States for which they are responsible and hold State
conservationists accountable for meeting goals. The Deputy Chief
for Strategic Planning and Accountability will monitor performance
nationally and report to the Associate Chief, who will hold Deputy
Chiefs and regional conservationists accountable.

Measurable long-term outcome strategic objectives that support
the agency’s mission are established in the strategic plan. Annual
performance goals are set to move toward achievement of the stra-
tegic goals and objectives. Line managers will be assigned responsi-
bility for specific portions of each agency goal when they receive
their allocation for a fiscal year. They will develop operating budg-
ets that use their funds and staff to meet the established goals and
conduct all activities needed to achieve the goals. Employees will
report their accomplishments on key performance measures on a
continuous basis and will report how their time was spent by pro-
gram and major activity. Data will be available on a real-time basis
so that employees and first-line supervisors can monitor progress.
Senior managers will review performance and financial data peri-
odically to ensure efficient and effective use of resources and to
take corrective action when necessary.

In addition to the changes in management information systems,
NRCS has established a team to analyze field office operations and
identify internally-imposed requirements and procedures that add
little value and reduce the time that front line staff can devote to
direct services to customers. NRCS is implementing the team’s rec-
ommendations, thus allowing employees to focus more attention on
directly serving customers and completing high priority conserva-
tion work.

NRCS is developing plans to ensure that all agency personnel
maintain the level of technical expertise essential to meeting goals.
An interdisciplinary team conducted a review of how the agency de-
livers appropriate conservation technology to field personnel and
made recommendations for improvement, which NRCS is imple-
menting. A separate review of training for the field offices has re-
sulted in a comprehensive catalog of available training, including
self-paced, satellite, agency-provided formal course-work, and non-
agency training. The review made further recommendations for im-
proving technical training.

When NRCS’s accountability system is fully implemented, it will
have more detailed information on results achieved and the time
required to achieve them by geographic area. NRCS will be able to
more accurately estimate expected performance at alternative lev-
els of funding than was possible with information available earlier,
which generally supported only generalized national estimates.
NRCS will be able to identify the causes of any shortfall in ex-
pected performance and to determine corrective action needed.
Where reliable information demonstrates that performance short-
falls result from insufficient resources directed to a problem, NRCS
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will provide Congress with a firm basis for making its decisions on
future funding.

The fiscal years 1999 and 2000 performance plans include a sum-
mary table that attempts to allocate all agency funds among the
natural resources objectives established in the strategic plan,
thereby indicating the full costs associated with the objective.
NRCS time and financial systems in the past have not been de-
signed to track costs by resource outcome. Therefore, at present
NRCS can only estimate full costs of objectives.

NRCS has had two Results Act briefings for the Subcommittee
over the last fiscal year. The performance plan is informative and
will be extremely useful as a tool to pinpoint the agency’s use of
salaries and expenses, which is not specifically addressed in past
budget submissions.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE,
THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The Justice Department is responsible for the investigation and
prosecution, the detention of those accused, and the imprisonment
of those convicted of Federal crimes. Justice also distributes bil-
lions of dollars in grants to State and local law enforcement agen-
cies.

Justice has aggressively pursued the development of performance
measures. GPRA performance measures are a routine part of an-
nual budget submissions. Component agency strategic plans, which
lay out core missions and goals, are used to formulate individual
‘‘contracts’’ for key managers. These contracts describe agency ex-
pectations for a given manager and are the basis upon which a
manager’s competence is judged.

The Subcommittee should exercise judgment in using GPRA-in-
spired performance measures to judge the success or failure of an
agency. Oftentimes, the easiest factors to quantify are the least re-
vealing. For example, the number of arrests made by an agency is
easy to count and catalog. However, total arrests provide no insight
as to the quality of those arrests. To be of value, total arrests must
be cross-referenced with total successful prosecutions. Similarly,
performance measures can generate perverse outcomes at odds
with agency goals. In counting successful prosecutions, for example,
were tough but far-reaching prosecutions avoided in favor of easy
but insignificant cases in order to boost a score? Does counting
prosecutions prompt a ‘‘win at all cost’’ mentality among attorneys
that has nothing to do with the pursuit of justice? GPRA will not
eliminate the need for careful analysis on the part of the Sub-
committee.

GPRA-generated data may also fail to address key Subcommittee
concerns. The single biggest concern the Subcommittee has with
Justice is the inability to get clear insight into the details of bil-
lions of dollars of ‘‘base’’ funds included in the Department’s budg-
et. Performance measures matter little when the Subcommittee is
unable to ascertain how money is being spent beyond vague ‘‘object
classes’’ that obscure as much as they illuminate. For example,
though counter-terrorism is a core mission for Justice, though
reams of material on the strategies and tactics of combating ter-
rorism have been generated, and though very definite measures of
effectiveness exist, the Subcommittee still cannot determine how
much money the FBI is spending on Special Weapons and Tactics
and sniper teams in its field offices and on the Hostage Rescue
Teams in Quantico, Virginia. GPRA is not well-suited to identify
budget issues.
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TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND RELATED
AGENCIES

INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

The International Trade Commission (the Commission) is a non-
partisan, quasi-judicial agency that serves as a fact-finder, investi-
gator, and adjudicator with regard to Federal trade practices. The
Commission’s performance plan is comprehensive and includes
many good ideas on improving the Commission’s method of con-
ducting its investigations and providing information to its users.
The goals stated in the plan do focus on the two most important
functions the Agency has: its adjudicative/investigative function
and its research/fact finding function. However, the performance
plan divides the Agency’s functions into five groups. The perform-
ance indicators for these groups seem to overlap for the investiga-
tions and then again for the research program, trade information
services, and trade policy support.

The performance goals are reasonably challenging and reflect a
balance among competing demands upon the Agency; yet, they do
not sufficiently link individual employee performance to the obliga-
tions of the Commission. The Results Act was implemented as a
means for government agencies to re-evaluate programs for effec-
tiveness and efficiency. The performance measures are to be linked
to results of individual’s efforts. The Commission’s plan is not to-
tally in-step with this vision.

One performance measurement the Commission proposes is to
track how long an investigation takes. The length of time that a
case or investigation remains open does not necessarily indicate the
Commission’s efficiency or effectiveness in working on it. Perform-
ance may be better linked to hours each individual spends working
on a task and the number of employees needed to accomplish each
activity.

The Subcommittee noted that the performance indicators as stat-
ed do not seem to include quality control mechanisms while empha-
sizing timeliness. It is desirable to shorten procedures as long as
the integrity of the outcome is not jeopardized. The Commission’s
intention to maintain the quality of its products has been men-
tioned to the Subcommittee, although not explicitly in the strategic
plan. The Commission found that the Results Act focuses on objec-
tively measurable goals, and it had difficulty in structuring its plan
because statutory requirements direct how investigations are con-
ducted, thus limiting the Commission’s ability to make meaningful
goals.

According to the plan, the Commission intends to measure its
performance results in part by providing surveys to participating
individuals and commissioners to get those individuals’ subjective
feedback on how the Commission is doing and what would be more
useful to the Commission’s consumers. Although this type of input
is worthwhile, its subjective nature may make the data’s reliability
questionable. The Subcommittee was informed by the Commission
that it believes that it will have reliable data for all performance
measures for trade information services by March 2000.
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The Subcommittee would be interested to learn more about how
the Commission incorporates similar activities within the different
investigations it undertakes to make the processes more effective.

The Subcommittee is concerned by the Commission’s third stra-
tegic goal of obtaining increased use of its research products. The
Subcommittee endorses making trade information more readily
available to those individuals who request it. However, the Com-
mission’s choice of measurement is perplexing since it requires ob-
taining software (which the Commission is not sure is available at
a reasonable cost) that will allow the Commission to search for
mentions of its name and trade reports in Congressional debates.
This is not an effective use of the Commission’s scarce resources.
Another stated performance indicator of this goal is to count the
number of Members of Congress that testify as witnesses in hear-
ings. Because Members of Congress are not employees of the Com-
mission, their testimony is not indicative of the Commission’s per-
formance. This does not seem to be relevant to how accurate the
Commission’s trade reports are or whether its investigations and
adjudications are fair.

The Commission’s plan is clear and coherent so that it informs
the reader. The plan’s annual performance goals, the mission, and
the strategic plan reflect the same concepts and ideas. The creation
of the strategic plan forced the Commission to reevaluate its objec-
tives and formally establish goals and measurements. However, in
discussions with the budget staff, it appears that true linkage of
the performance plan, strategy, and goals with daily activities and
the budget process has not occurred. Compliance seems to generate
more work and additional paper that were not previously part of
the Commission’s working framework.

The Subcommittee notes that the Commission staff has made
extra efforts to consult with this Subcommittee about how it can
improve its budget presentation to better meet the needs of Con-
gress. Currently, the strategic plan is helpful to the Subcommittee
in giving an overview of how the Commission intends to function.
The strategic plan would be of more assistance to appropriators if
it provided more details, such as how many investigations would be
completed within a given quarter of time. This is information that
a budget office usually compiles as part of its budget formulation
process, and it would be relevant to both the budget and the stra-
tegic plans. Overall, the Subcommittee would like to see the Com-
mission perfect its goals by focusing more on items it currently doc-
uments without having to implement new systems with possibly
unreliable results.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The Department of Commerce Annual Performance Plan (Plan)
for fiscal year 2000 outlines 3 strategic themes. Given the diverse
missions of the Department’s myriad agencies, the Plan is stronger
in some areas than others. For example, it is easier to quantify and
measure increased lead time for severe weather warnings than it
is to determine whether the Department is successful in advancing
‘‘the public interest in telecommunications, mass media and infor-
mation.’’ In general, the Department’s Plan presents reasonable
programmatic goals and adequate means to measure their achieve-
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ment. However, the portions of the Plan describing the Depart-
ment’s management strategy seem to lack the detail and focus
found in the Plan’s programmatic activities.

For example, the Subcommittee continues to be concerned about
the Department’s ability to manage its finances. The Plan does not
provide sufficient detail about steps the Department plans to take
in fiscal year 2000 to improve its financial management systems.
Millions of dollars have been appropriated to assist the Department
in updating its financial management systems, and little detail is
provided in the Department’s Plan to outline how these funds were
spent and what steps will be taken to improve the management
and control of the significant resources provided by Congress for
Departmental programs. It is reasonable for the Subcommittee to
expect the Plan to provide a timetable for the deployment of a new
Department-wide financial management system by agency. It is not
enough for the Department to say that its goal is clean financial
audits as if such audits are in and of themselves sufficient proof
of improved financial management. The Department’s need for im-
proved financial management has been a concern of the Sub-
committee for the past 3 fiscal years, and was the subject of an In-
spector General report in fiscal year 1997. The failure of the De-
partment to outline specific goals and procedures to implement im-
proved financial management and controls undermines the credi-
bility of its detailed programmatic performance goals. In short, if
the Department cannot account for funds it is given to conduct pro-
grams, how can the Subcommittee determine if the goals are being
effectively and efficiently achieved?

Of particular concern in this regard is the decennial census. The
Plan states that a new pilot financial management system was im-
plemented at the Bureau of the Census in fiscal year 1998. The
only information provided in the Plan about the pilot was that a
major accounting firm ‘‘completed an Independent Verification and
Validation * * * of the pilot.’’ The decennial census has been iden-
tified by the GAO as a high-risk program which could have prob-
lems. The financial management of the decennial census is given
inadequate attention in the Department’s Plan, which is unaccept-
able to the Subcommittee.

The Subcommittee expects the Department’s future Plans to
more fully integrate financial management and controls with pro-
grammatic goals. Program goals and the funds to achieve these
goals are not mutually exclusive concepts, and the Department
would do well to recognize this.

TITLE III—THE JUDICIARY

While the Federal judiciary is not covered by GPRA, it does in-
corporate many GPRA tenets into its budget planning procedures
and has responded to the Subcommittee in that context. The judi-
ciary’s goals are results-oriented. The annual statistics provided to
the Subcommittee about the number of cases adjudicated, appeals
heard, etc., tell little as to efficiency of the Federal judiciary. It
would be helpful if GPRA tenets were used by the judiciary to dem-
onstrate to the Subcommittee how it is making strides in control-
ling what it believes to be uncontrollable costs, such as rental pay-
ments and staffing. For example, the Subcommittee has difficulty
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understanding substantially increased staff requests every year
when computer modernization and other technological advances
should have made court procedures much more efficient.

The judiciary’s workload is largely controlled by what crimes the
Congress federalizes. Since the judiciary has no control over what
crimes will be committed in the next fiscal year, it must rely on
estimates for its budget requests. In many instances the judiciary
has done a good job of estimating future requirements. The Sub-
committee believes that this intense focus on planning for unknown
budget scenarios has distracted the judiciary from another impor-
tant goal of ensuring that the cases it administers are handled in
an expedient and efficient manner.

TITLE IV—DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The State Department (State) is responsible for the conduct of
foreign affairs. State is struggling to develop meaningful perform-
ance measures. Not only is the art of diplomacy nearly impossible
to quantify, but the conduct of American foreign policy is subject
to so many outside influences—the President, Congress, interest
groups, other nations, international, non-governmental, and
transnational organizations, and international business—that at-
tributing success or failure solely to State in any overseas endeavor
is misleading at best.

This will prove frustrating to the Subcommittee. GPRA-related
measures of effectiveness will be most beneficial in judging admin-
istrative support: information technology, construction and mainte-
nance, security, and the like. Judgments regarding United States
interactions with other nations will likely remain highly subjective.
Partisan differences will further complicate a clear-eyed analysis of
the effectiveness of State initiatives.

TITLE V—RELATED AGENCIES

COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

The Commission on Civil Rights has had some difficulties in the
past with program planning and budgeting. The agency seems to
be making a concerted effort to improve financial management and
control by requiring more in-depth management reports which tie
current activities to resources used according to project plan and to
link account and activities to budget justifications.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

The Federal Communications Commission [FCC] is in the proc-
ess of updating its financial management systems and its cost ac-
counting system to permit the agency to more efficiently capture
performance management data. The FCC has held several hearings
with industry, consumers, State and local governments and other
interested parties to gauge improvements which could be imple-
mented to improve agency performance.

The Subcommittee observes that whether or not Congress ap-
proves any future restructuring of the agency, it is critical that the
FCC continue to make improvements in its operations based on its
current structure, particularly with regard to backlogs in consumer
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complaints and pending applications. The Subcommittee further
notes that the FCC has indicated difficulty in using the Results Act
as a basis for funding requests because the ‘‘timing between the as-
sessment of performance and the submission of an agency’s budget
is not synchronized.’’ The Subcommittee considers this a good ob-
servation and raises a question about whether the Results Act can
be used uniformly as a management tool government-wide.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

The Federal Trade Commission [FTC] has instituted quarterly
reviews of its performance measures and its budgetary resources.
The agency appears to have institutionalized these reviews to be
able to use information gained in its annual budget process. The
FTC has advised the Subcommittee that it has used the process to
streamline agency operations. The agency’s budget submission ef-
fectively tied its strategic plan to its request.

MARITIME ADMINISTRATION

The Maritime Administration [MARAD] in the Department of
Transportation is responsible for administering several programs
for the maritime industry relating to U.S. foreign and domestic
commerce and for national defense purposes. These include oper-
ating the Maritime Security Program, the Merchant Marine Acad-
emy, and the Title XI loan guarantee program.

MARAD appears to be moving in the direction of results-oriented
goals, and its mission and goals are relatively easy to meet. One
measure of MARAD’s effectiveness is the Title XI loan program.
The Subcommittee can easily observe the program’s operation, and
it appears to be working efficiently and as designed.

While MARAD does have a different jurisdiction than the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission, it would seem that these two small
agencies could be combined, and perhaps some budgetary savings
and efficiencies might be realized.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

The Federal Maritime Commission (the Commission) is an inde-
pendent regulatory agency charged with administering several laws
relating to the waterborne domestic and foreign offshore commerce
of the United States.

The Commission’s goals are fairly well defined and can be met,
and its programs and goals are oriented toward meeting those ob-
jectives. Recently, its main focus has been on implementing the
Ocean Shipping Reform Act. This implementation is not easily ob-
served by the Subcommittee, and the Results Act might be better
used by the Commission to demonstrate to the Subcommittee the
problems with this implementation. Furthermore, the Commission
could show how it is meeting the goals of the statute and how it
plans to avoid unintended consequences in the process.

While the Commission does have a different jurisdiction than the
Maritime Administration, it would seem that these two small agen-
cies could be combined, and perhaps some budgetary savings and
efficiencies might be realized.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFENSE

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The Department of Defense [DOD], in its Results Act Perform-
ance Plan for fiscal year 2000, has compiled a comprehensive plan
designed to implement a management strategy based on the Quad-
rennial Defense Review [QDR] submitted to Congress in May of
1997.

In 1997, Secretary of Defense William Cohen announced some
specific goals of the QDR when he unveiled the plan to the press:

‘‘First, that the defense strategy developed in the QDR
process must be the basis for all other QDR decisions and
analyses. The success of the QDR is directly a result of our
ability to adhere to the principle that the QDR be strategy-
based.

‘‘Second, that we should not make any unrealistic as-
sumptions about the threat, about operations, about sup-
port costs which have been consistently underestimated in
recent years, and about those program schedules and costs
as well, so I wanted realistic assumptions.’’ 1

DOD is in a unique situation when it comes to projecting plans
into the future. DOD budget submissions are based on Five-Year
Defense Plans [FYDP]. The Results Act Performance Plan for fiscal
year 2000 should be nothing more than a road map on how to im-
plement that budget, using the QDR as a parallel document.

The QDR sets out very clear, specific goals for DOD’s long-term
strategy and mission goals. According to the report submitted to
Congress, ‘‘Building on the President’s National Security Strategy,
we determined that U.S. defense strategy for the near and long
term must continue to shape the strategic environment to advance
U.S. interests, maintain the capability to respond to the full spec-
trum of threats, and prepare now for the threats and dangers of
tomorrow and beyond.’’ 2

DOD, in its fiscal year 2000 report, has revised prior goals from
a series of six corporate goals into two corporate goals. The stated
reason is to ‘‘more accurately reflect the necessary resource trade-
offs between current and future needs’’.

The two corporate goals presented in the report are consistent
with the QDR. The goals of the fiscal year 2000 report are to
‘‘shape and respond’’, and to ‘‘prepare’’.

Each executive agency covered by the Results Act must develop
a multi-year strategic plan that identifies the fundamental mission
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of the agency, general goals that would be used to achieve the mis-
sion, and resources needed to accomplish the mission.

DOD does a good job of complying with this requirement. The
goals and measures focused on in the report are those that are the
most important to DOD’s overall mission. The report states very
clearly the Department’s missions and roles.

However, the missions presented in the report are somewhat
vague and do not present a clear, specific focus. Rather, they are
sufficiently vague and all-encompassing to allow any action taken
by the Department to be fit into the stated strategy after-the-fact.
This would seem to be an enormous burden to managers in devel-
oping strategic plans based on finite goals with which to compare
their progress.

DOD’s goals and measures are output-oriented. The goals are
clear, objective results which in many cases, will be easily identifi-
able. For example, the plan includes goals to maintain specific
numbers of troop strength and ensure the quality of those per-
sonnel. This goal can be assessed based on quantifiable analysis
through the Department’s ‘‘Active Component Enlisted Retention
Rates’’, as well as through ‘‘Quality Benchmarks for Enlisted Re-
cruits’’.

The goals are clear cut and well-defined. However, the means of
achieving these goals is somewhat ambiguous. While DOD has
crafted well-thought out objective measures of achieving its goals,
its mission statement makes it difficult to achieve those goals.

In the area of Army deployment tempo, for example, DOD sets
out an admirable goal of moving from 18 units deploying more than
120 days per year to 0, but its mission statement does not give
great confidence that it will be able to meet this goal. DOD claims
it will be able to go everywhere and anywhere, and it seems that
in fact it does.

According to DOD’s report, ‘‘Today’s security environment pre-
sents the same pressing needs for military forces as existed when
the QDR was conducted. The force-level objectives for fiscal year
2000 are, therefore, largely the same as the goals set in the QDR.
The intent of these goals is to provide forces that can fight and win
two major theater wars nearly simultaneously. At the same time,
the goals reflect the fact that the United States must remain pre-
pared to respond to smaller-scale contingencies. Although they are
much less demanding than major theater wars, smaller-scale con-
tingencies can become a very high priority, particularly when swift
intervention of military forces is needed to contain, resolve, or miti-
gate the consequences of a conflict that could otherwise become far
more costly and deadly.

‘‘Because crises can arise quickly, U.S. military forces must be
continuously ready to respond * * *. In recognition of the need to
more closely monitor tempo across the force, the Joint Staff, in co-
ordination with the Services, has instituted a tempo management
process. The metric, for each Service, is the number of units ex-
ceeding its tempo goal.’’ 3
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However, if the Pentagon has had this difficult of a time meeting
these goals to date, how will they change? The report does not ex-
plain how the herculean task of reducing deployment tempo will be
accomplished—only that it will be accomplished. The report defines
the metric to evaluate whether or not the goal is being met, but
does not describe what is going to change to make meeting these
goals likely. Will there be some sort of policy change? Or perhaps,
there will be some other fundamental change in the way DOD de-
ploys troops so that these goals will be met. The goals are very ag-
gressive, and without some description of how they will be met,
these goals are nothing more than good intentions.

As the United States military is tasked with many more and new
humanitarian missions, it is essential to define when, where and
how troops will be used. The ‘‘calculus’’ which is referred to in the
DOD report must be clear cut and objective, not subjective criteria
used after forces are already committed to justify the action rather
than being the guidance for the decision to commit or not commit
forces.

The report states that ‘‘In all cases where the commitment of
U.S. forces is considered, determining whether the associated costs
and risks are commensurate with the U.S. interests at stake should
be the central calculus of U.S. decisions. Such decisions should also
depend on the United States’ ability to identify a clear mission, the
desired end state of the situation, and the exit strategy for the
forces committed.’’ 4 However, the report never defines that ‘‘cal-
culus’’ in a significant, objective way.

The goals and measures in the report are well-defined and laid
out. The measurement criteria are also well defined. Among others,
the plan includes goals to maintain specified levels of forces, flying
hours, tank miles and steaming days, personnel force levels as well
as numbers of units deploying for more than a specified time pe-
riod. This data will prove useful in determining whether or not
DOD has met its stated goals.

However, the report does not explain in detail how certain meas-
urement data will be derived. Specifically, the report refers to asso-
ciated costs and risks as the central calculus of U.S. decisions and
as the determining factor in deciding whether or not to deploy U.S.
forces. Unfortunately, this subjective measurement is neither fully
developed nor explained anywhere in the report.

Additionally, when asked about the involvement of senior execu-
tives and other key managers being held accountable for achieving
results, the Department of Defense responded as follows:

‘‘DOD component heads are held accountable by a number of
management processes used within the Department. Each year
when the components submit budget proposals to the Secretary,
the objectives that the Secretary has set for each component are
compared with the performance levels that would be achieved in
the next budget and the five years that follow. Additionally, in the
context of GPRA, senior managers are responsible for reporting re-
sults against the performance goals set in the annual performance
report. Senior managers are also responsible for verifying and vali-
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dating the results that they report. The acquisition system holds
managers accountable with periodic reviews of the progress of
major acquisition programs and major reviews that coincide with
each milestone in the acquisition process. The Defense Manage-
ment Council [DMC] monitors the progress of management reforms
instituted in the Defense Reform Initiative [DRI]. One of the mech-
anisms used by the DMC to define goals and monitor progress is
the performance contracts that have been established for defense
agencies. Another example is the management of force readiness.
The Department monitors day-to-day readiness of its forces
through two senior forms: the Joint Monthly Readiness Review
[JMRR] and the Senior Readiness Oversight Council [SROC]. The
detailed work reflected in the JMRR is summarized in a Depart-
ment-wide readiness review presented monthly to the SROC. The
key results of these reviews are forwarded to the Congress in the
form of the Quarterly Readiness Report to Congress [QRRC]. The
QRRC will also include the classified readiness measures that have
been developed for the GPRA annual performance plan and re-
port.’’ 5

The Department of Defense’s Results Act Performance Plan for
fiscal year 2000 notes that ‘‘there are several national security
issues that the Department addresses as part of an interagency
team. * * * DOD provides technical support to the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation in its efforts to combat terrorism, including
potential terrorist use of weapons of mass destruction. DOD like-
wise works closely with the Department of Justice and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency to ensure the security of the in-
creasingly interconnected and vulnerable U.S. infrastructures
against physical or cyber attack. DOD also works closely with
FEMA to prepare for and respond to natural disasters. Finally,
DOD conducts airborne and seaborne surveillance of high-intensity
drug-trafficking routes in support of the White House Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy.’’ 6

The DOD report does not do an adequate job of addressing or ex-
plaining its coordination for cross-cutting efforts.

According to the GAO, ‘‘the plan does not sufficiently explain co-
ordination with other agencies that conduct related activities. For
example, it does not discuss how DOD coordinates with State and
other agencies that cooperate in a number of programs and activi-
ties aimed at helping to shape the international environment.’’ 7

II. DATA RELIABILITY

The report leaves cause for concern with regard to the credibility
of data from DOD’s financial, accounting, and other information
systems. The Pentagon’s plan does not provide detail on how im-
provements will be made to existing systems and what new sys-
tems will be implemented. GAO notes that ‘‘while DOD’s perform-
ance plan discusses data verification and validation for some per-
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formance measures and indicators, and it acknowledges that data
for certain measures and indicators come from financial and ac-
counting systems that have experienced problems, it provides only
limited confidence that the performance information will be cred-
ible. To remedy accounting systems shortcomings, DOD has devel-
oped a financial management improvement plan. However, as we
reported, the improvement plan has several critical omissions
which, unless they are effectively addressed in the near term, will
impair the implementation of a sound foundation for fundamen-
tally reforming DOD’s financial management operations.’’

GAO also noted that ‘‘DOD Inspector General and service audit
organizations have reported that DOD’s financial systems are not
in compliance with Federal systems requirements and applicable
Federal accounting standards. These problems limit the reliability
and timeliness of currently available financial information needed
to effectively manage operations. Moreover, the audit organizations
have repeatedly found systems to be inadequate for measuring the
cost of operations and programs.’’

Additionally, GAO notes that ‘‘although the plan states that
there are no known data deficiencies for some performance meas-
ures and indicators audits continue to identify significant problems
with the data integrity of DOD financial systems and supporting
cost, logistical, and operations information systems. For example,
the plan states that there are no known deficiencies in the data col-
lection process related to the performance measure for the disposal
of unneeded government property held by contractors. That meas-
ure supports the annual performance goal to meet combat forces’
needs ‘smarter and faster’. However, accurately accounting for and
controlling contractor-held assets has been a long-standing issue at
DOD. A 1997 report by the DOD Inspector General recommended
that DOD develop short- and long-term solutions to the financial
accountability and reporting problems regarding government prop-
erty in the possession of contractors. In response the Department
has set out an action plan with action steps for this area scheduled
to be completed by October 1999.

‘‘This year’s plan is moderately improved over last year’s in that
it demonstrates some degree of progress in addressing credibility of
performance information weaknesses we and others identified in
last year’s plan. Specifically, last year’s plan did not address known
data and systems deficiencies, the degree to which these defi-
ciencies affect specific performance information, or planned actions
to address these deficiencies. Furthermore, the plan did not iden-
tify the extent to which external evaluations such as audits would
be used in the performance information validation process.

‘‘Improvements in this year’s plan in this area include discus-
sions on (1) verifying and validating data such as that generated
by the components’ automated inventory data collection systems;
(2) known data and systems limitations for performance metrics,
such as using Selected Acquisition Reports data as an absolute
measure of research and development and procurement cost per-
formance; and (3) planned actions to address data or systems defi-
ciencies such as enhancing the interface among the military serv-
ices and defense agencies to overcome data systems interoperability
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problems related to the location of inventory. However, this year’s
plan does not address how external evaluations will be used.’’ 8

The success of performance-based management hinges on the
quality of information an organization produces to manage pro-
grams and measure success. Unfortunately, the inadequacy of in-
formation systems at the Department, according to GAO, provides
limited confidence that performance information will be credible.
The report falls short on the explanation of methodologies and
‘‘metrics’’ which serve as the basis for the criteria used to evaluate
the goals set forth in the report. It would be helpful if the report
explained in greater detail how those metrics were going to be built
and provided greater detail on the source of the raw data.

It is important to keep in mind the amount of information that
confronts DOD as an organization each month. Nonetheless, finan-
cial and information systems at DOD remain flawed, and cannot
produce verifiable performance information in most areas. DOD
must redouble efforts to ensure that its data capacity meets the
tremendous need outlined in its performance plan.

III. HIGH RISK PROBLEMS

In January 1999, GAO submitted a report which addresses
DOD’s major performance and management challenges. The var-
ious challenges addressed by GAO were categorized into two areas:
(1) systemic management challenges dealing with financial man-
agement, information management, weapon systems acquisition,
and contract management; and (2) program management chal-
lenges dealing with infrastructure, inventory management, and
personnel.9

The DOD report included performance goals, measures, and indi-
cators related to six of nine major management challenges identi-
fied by the GAO and/or the DOD Inspector General.

MANAGEMENT CHALLENGE:
1. Financial Management.—GAO reported that DOD’s problems

range from being unable to properly account for billions of dollars
in assets to being unable to produce reliable and timely information
needed to make sound resource decisions. The DOD Inspector Gen-
eral reported that DOD remains unable to comply with laws requir-
ing auditable financial statements for its major funds and for the
Department as a whole.

There was no goal in the plan which addresses this challenge.
However, in late October 1998, DOD issued its first Biennial Fi-
nancial Management Improvement Plan, which established DOD’s
strategy for managing financial management operations. According
to the Secretary, the plan sets out DOD’s first ever attempt to de-
scribe the overall concept for its future financial management oper-
ations.

2. Information Management and Technology.—The GAO reported
that information management and technology issues are key DOD
management challenges. A primary short-term concern centers on
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the implementation of the year 2000 conversions of date-sensitive
information on computer systems.

There was no goal in the plan which addresses this challenge;
however, the plan notes that DOD works with other Federal agen-
cies to ensure the security of the increasingly interconnected and
vulnerable U.S. infrastructures against physical or cyber attack.
Additionally, the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 requires DOD to estab-
lish goals for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of its oper-
ations through the use of information technology. It also requires
DOD to include an annual report with the submission of its budget
to the Congress on its progress in achieving the goals. The current
report is Appendix K in DOD’s 1999 Annual Report to the Presi-
dent and the Congress. The goals are to: (1) become a mission part-
ner; (2) provide services that satisfy customer needs; (3) reform in-
formation technology management processes to increase efficiency
and mission contribution; and (4) ensure vital information re-
sources are secure and protected. Appendix K discusses progress
toward achieving these goals and efforts to meet the technical chal-
lenges related to year 2000 compliance.

3. Weapon System Acquisition.—GAO reported that effectively
managing the weapon systems acquisition process continues to be
a concern. Although DOD has increased its procurement budget, it
consistently pays more and takes longer than planned to develop
systems that do not perform as anticipated.

The DOD IG also reported a compelling need to accelerate the
weapon systems acquisition cycle and reduce per unit costs. The IG
further reported that a significant gap exists between weapon sys-
tems modernization requirements and planned funding. DOD has
a goal to further increase procurement spending, but the goal relies
on shifting about $10 billion of spending a year from other areas.
The IG doubts that planned actions will free up that amount of
funds.

The Performance Plan includes a performance goal to ‘‘meet com-
bat forces’ needs smarter and faster, with products and services
that work better and cost less, by improving the efficiency of acqui-
sition processes’’. The plan includes two related performance meas-
ures: (1) Major Defense Acquisition Program cost growth; and (2)
Successful completion of weapon system operational test and eval-
uation events. The plan also includes a related performance indi-
cator-Major Defense Acquisition Program cycle time.

4. Contracting.—DOD spends over $100 billion a year contracting
for goods and services. Over the last few years, several broad-based
changes have been made to acquisition and contracting processes
to improve DOD-contractor relationships and rules. But GAO and
the DOD IG continue to identify risks in contracting, including er-
roneous, fraudulent, and improper payments to contractors; pay-
ment of higher prices for commercial spare parts than necessary;
and the award and administration of health care contracts. The
DOD IG reported that the sheer volume and great variety of the
contracting activity make it a high-risk area. The IG also reported
a lack of good cost information and significant levels of fraud, most-
ly by providers, in the Defense Health Program.

The Performance Plan includes three performance indicators that
relate to some aspects of contracting: (1) the percentage of pur-
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chases made by purchase card; (2) the percentage of paperless
transactions; and (3) the percentage of paperless acquisition trans-
actions.

5. Defense Infrastructure.—GAO reported that although DOD has
substantially downsized its force structure over the past 7 to 10
years, it has not reduced operations and support costs—the costs
for its supporting infrastructure—commensurately. A key reason is
that the services are reluctant to consolidate activities that span
service lines and reduce capacity as necessary. The DOD IG re-
ported that key infrastructure areas such as transportation, main-
tenance, facilities, and supply offer opportunities to reduce costs.
The IG noted, however, that many logical measures are highly con-
troversial and that the Congress and DOD disagree over additional
base closures and the distribution of workload between DOD and
private sector maintenance facilities.

The Performance Plan includes a performance goal to ‘‘stream-
line the infrastructure by redesigning the Departments support
structure and pursuing business practice reforms.’’ Key related per-
formance measures include: (1) the number of positions subject to
A–76 competition studies; (2) logistics response time; (3) the dollar
amount of National Defense Stockpile disposals and reductions in
the supply inventory; and (4) disposals of excess real property.

Other key related performance indicators include: (1) the per-
centage of budget spent on infrastructure; (2) the percentage of ma-
teriel assets that are visible and accessible to its Integrated Mate-
riel Managers; and (3) the net operating results of working capital
funds.

6. Inventory Management.—GAO reported that DOD’s inventory
management practices continue to be ineffective and inefficient and
are not well-suited to meet new missions and war-fighting strate-
gies. As a result, DOD spends more than necessary to procure in-
ventory, yet items are not available when needed. The DOD IG also
reported shortages of spare parts and that war reserves are over-
stocked in some locations but short of critical items in others. The
IG additionally reported problems with fraud and inappropriate
practices in the disposal process.

The Performance Plan includes two performance measures re-
lated to inventory management: (1) logistics response time; and (2)
the dollar amount of National Defense Stockpile disposals and re-
ductions in the supply inventory. The plan also includes two re-
lated performance indicators: (1) the percentage of materiel assets
that are visible and accessible to its Integrated Materiel Managers;
and (2) the dollar amount of unfunded depot maintenance require-
ments.

7. Military Personnel.—GAO reported that DOD’s personnel pro-
grams to recruit, train, and retain a high-quality active-duty en-
listed workforce have not received the management attention need-
ed to ensure their successful operation. The military services re-
cruit tens of thousands of new enlistees each year who fail to com-
plete their contracts. The Performance Plan includes a performance
goal to ‘‘recruit, retain, and develop personnel to maintain a highly
skilled and motivated force capable of meeting tomorrow’s chal-
lenges.’’ The plan includes three related performance measures: (1)
the number of enlisted recruits inducted into the Active Force and
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into the Selected Reserve; (2) the Active Force components enlisted
retention rates; and (3) the Selected Reserves’ enlisted attrition
rates. The plan also includes a related performance indicator. It is
the percentage of enlisted recruits that meet quality benchmarks
(high school diplomas, etc.) for such recruits.

8. Military Readiness.—The DOD IG reported that DOD has dif-
ficulties in maintaining sufficient military readiness. The IG re-
ported a concern about the accuracy of reporting for unit-level read-
iness; weaknesses in chemical and biological defense preparedness
and in communications capability; impact of changes in the threat
environment; and impact of currently approved budget levels.

The Performance Plan includes a performance goal to ‘‘maintain
ready forces and ensure they have the training necessary to pro-
vide the United States with the ability to shape the international
environment and respond to the full range of crises.’’ The plan in-
cludes classified measures for the readiness of each service’s forces.

The plan also includes several related performance indicators, in-
cluding: (1) the amount of time military personnel are deployed; (2)
number of flying hours per month, by service; (3) number of tank
miles per year; (4) number of steaming days per quarter; and (5)
classified indicators for the percentage of billets filled in each serv-
ice.

9. Turbulence From Change.—The DOD IG reported that all
functional areas within DOD are engaged in fundamental reform
and process reengineering efforts at the same time, causing turbu-
lence. The turbulence brings with it several additional difficult
challenges such as conflicting priorities, downsizing, outsourcing,
dependence on new and unproven systems or processes, and de-em-
phasis on management controls and oversight, all of which are put-
ting considerable strain on DOD. The IG noted that DOD confronts
a huge task in coordinating and integrating its hundreds of reform
initiatives so that they do not work at cross purposes with each
other.

There was no goal in the report which addressed this challenge;
however, the plan and the Secretary’s annual report discuss human
capital management issues such as recruiting, training, operating
tempo, and military retention. The Secretary’s annual report also
includes chapters on initiatives such as acquisition reform, finan-
cial management reform, and infrastructure.

IV. CONSULTATIONS

Both DOD and GAO provided consultations with the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee. These consultations were very useful.
DOD also provided written responses to a series of questions re-
lated to the GPRA report submitted to Congress. The responsibility
for responding to Congress was through Mr. James L. Johnson,
Deputy Director Theater Assessments and Planning. Mr. Johnson
and his staff were very helpful.

V. USEFULNESS

The DOD plan is clear, cogent and coherent. It does a good job
of laying out the specific goals of the Department. The goals are re-
duced to 2 major ‘‘corporate goals’’, and the report breaks them
down into useful sub-categories. The explanations make clear what



32

the specific goals are aimed at doing and ties them in well with the
QDR. While clearly stating goals and measures, the plan lacks in-
formation on how DOD will use performance information to assess
mission outcomes.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

The Military Construction Appropriations Subcommittee has re-
viewed the DOD Performance Plan for fiscal year 2000. Further,
the Subcommittee evaluated the performance done by GAO to as-
sess compliance with the Results Act. The Subcommittee com-
mends the assessment and recommendations presented by GAO
and endorses the more detailed report provided by the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee.

With respect to military construction, the Department does not
clearly articulate how it intends to modernize, renovate and im-
prove an aging defense infrastructure as the United States transi-
tions into the next century. DOD’s plan provides only a partial pic-
ture of intended performance across the Department. For example,
it does not include any performance measures and associated tar-
get levels to help decision makers assess progress toward DOD’s
goal to achieve a 21st century infrastructure. The key objective
should be to reduce costs while maintaining military capabilities.
The plan notes, however, that the total dollars spent on infrastruc-
ture and infrastructure costs as a percentage of total defense
spending are metrics used to gauge success in infrastructure reduc-
tion. DOD could improve its plan by using these metrics as per-
formance measures and establishing associated target performance
levels.

The Subcommittee encourages the Department to establish in its
fiscal year 2001 submission to Congress specific performance goals
and measures that address key indicators concerning military in-
frastructure and construction. These measures should include re-
duction of real property maintenance backlogs, improvement of
family housing, reduction of family housing deficits, modernization
of unaccompanied personnel housing, and efforts to address critical
shortfalls of quality of life facilities.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Legislative History
On October 19, 1994, the District of Columbia Self-Government

and Governmental Reorganization Act (Home Rule Act) was
amended by Public Law 103–373, the Federal Payment Reauthor-
ization Act of 1994 (Reauthorization Act), to include performance
and financial accountability requirements for the District govern-
ment. The amendment required the District government to devise,
implement, and submit to the Congress comprehensive financial
and performance standards. The purpose of the legislation was to
encourage District government accountability by requiring system-
atic goal-setting, measurement and reporting of program perform-
ance and financial management.

At the time of enactment of the performance standards, the Dis-
trict government was on the verge of financial collapse. A June 22,
1994 GAO report found that the District of Columbia faced cash
problems and a long-term imbalance of revenues and expenditures.
The GAO report further found that the District government had at-
tempted to balance its books with short-term actions that both ex-
acerbate cash problems and postpone financial solutions. To aid the
District government in addressing its financial problems and to en-
courage performance-based government planning, Congress enacted
legislation for performance-based planning and reporting. The leg-
islation was based on the Federal Government Performance and
Results Act of 1993.

By the close of fiscal year 1994, the District’s financial condition
was so critical that Congress passed, and the President signed into
law, Public Law 104–8, the District of Columbia Financial Respon-
sibility and Management Assistance Act of 1995 (the Act). The Act
established the D.C. Financial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority (the Authority) and the Office of Chief Financial
Officer [OCFO] and gave these offices oversight responsibility for
the District’s budget.

Performance Accountability Reporting Requirements
The Reauthorization Act included a reporting schedule to ensure

accountability for program performance. Not later than March 1 of
each year, beginning in 1995, the Mayor was required to develop
and submit to Congress and the Comptroller General of the GAO
a performance accountability plan for all significant activities of all
departments, agencies and programs of the District government for
the subsequent fiscal year.

Each plan was required to include performance goals that were
measurable and objective, for both the quantity and quality of the
activities, and to include measures of program outcomes and re-
sults. The manager most responsible for achieving each goal and
that person’s immediate supervisor were to be identified. To meas-
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ure the effectiveness of program management, each significant ac-
tivity was to have two goals: one for an acceptable level of perform-
ance and one for a superior level.

Not later than March 1 of each year, beginning in 1997, the
Mayor was required to develop and submit to Congress and the
Comptroller General a performance accountability report on Dis-
trict government activities for the fiscal year ending on the pre-
vious September 30. The report was required to include: (1) for
each stated goal of the submitted plan, a statement of the actual
level of performance achieved compared to the stated goal for an
acceptable level of performance and the goal for a superior level of
performance; (2) identification of the manager and that person’s
immediate supervisor; and (3) a statement of the status of any
court orders for the District government and steps taken towards
compliance with the court orders.

District Government Compliance with the Performance Account-
ability Requirements

As of January 1, 1997, Congress had not received a performance
accountability plan from the District government. On July 10,
1997, the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia held a hearing on the District’s fiscal year 1998 budget
request. At the hearing, the Mayor was questioned on the status
of the District government’s performance accountability plan. Testi-
mony established that the Mayor had not complied with the law.
Following the shift in control of nine District agencies from the
Mayor to the Authority by the Management Reform Act of 1997,
Congress amended the law to require the Authority to prepare the
report.

On March 2, the Authority submitted its ‘‘Report On A Com-
prehensive Performance Management System.’’ This report pro-
vided a conceptual framework for the District government’s Com-
prehensive Performance Management System. However, it lacked
the quantitative measures and time lines expected by Congress.

On September 30, 1998, Dr. Camille Barnett, the District’s Chief
Management Officer [CMO], submitted the District’s Fiscal Year
1999 Performance Accountability Plan to Congress. In the develop-
ment of the plan, each agency worked to: (1) clarify its mission; (2)
describe key programs, projects and initiatives; and (3) identify
measures of services and functions deemed in support of its com-
mitment to its customers, the residents of the District of Columbia.
The plan stated that the most significant challenges facing the Dis-
trict government were those related to measuring performance in
ways that are reliable, valid and truly useful for management im-
provement.

In November 1998, the District elected a new Mayor, Anthony A.
Williams, and in January 1999, Dr. Barnett resigned as CMO. On
March 5, 1999, the District of Columbia Management Restoration
Act of 1999, Public Law 106–1, was enacted. The act repealed the
District of Columbia Management Reform Act of 1997 (Subtitle B
of Title XI of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, Public Law 105–
33), thus restoring to the Mayor management authority for the
daily operation of the District’s nine largest departments.
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As the first step in the new administration’s approach to per-
formance-based government, the Mayor announced a short-term ac-
tion agenda. Under this agenda, certain agencies embarked on an
aggressive effort to eliminate problems responsive to immediate
corrective action. On March 24, 1999, the Mayor delivered to Con-
gress a draft project plan for the Performance Accountability Work
Plan. The final work plan, entitled ‘‘District of Columbia Manage-
ment Report,’’ was submitted to Congress on June 1, 1999, as part
of the District government’s consensus budget for fiscal year 2000.

District of Columbia Management Report
The District of Columbia Management Report establishes base-

line measures for performance-based management for results in the
District government. The report includes a range of measures for
all levels of government. The efforts of all District agencies are
framed by four strategic goals: (1) improvement of government
services; (2) an expanded economy; (3) support for the District’s
children; and (4) a rebuilding of the human services network. Agen-
cies have now embarked on an effort at long-term strategic plan-
ning, and agency directors are currently developing performance
measures, with a focus on the agency’s mission and organizational
objectives.

Performance Measures and Performance Assessment
Performance measures are expected to help monitor and improve

the long-term strategic planning effort and to indicate how well
structural changes within an agency are improving the quality and
delivery of services to District residences. The Mayor selected 17
agencies to develop outcome and customer service measures. Thir-
teen of the targeted agencies provide direct services to District resi-
dents and significantly impact the quality of their lives on an ongo-
ing basis. The remaining 4 agencies are relied upon by the direct
service agencies to support their daily operations. High impact
agencies were identified in the following six areas:

—Economic Development and Regulation.—Department of Hous-
ing and Community Development; Department of Employment
Service; Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs.

—Public Safety and Justice.—Metropolitan Police Department;
Fire and Emergency Services Department; Department of Cor-
rections.

—Public Education Systems.—D.C. Public Schools; D.C. Public
Library.

—Public Works.—Department of Public Works; Department of
Motor Vehicles.

—Government Support.—Office of Personnel; Office of Con-
tracting and Procurement; Office of the Chief Technology Offi-
cer; Office of Property Management.

In the fiscal year 2000 budget submission, these agencies pre-
sented a mission statement, performance measures and target
dates. In addition, the Mayor and designated agencies have entered
into performance contracts that outline the agency’s mission, goals
and measures and establish a time line for major agency initia-
tives. The Office of the Mayor issues interim reports to the general
public to inform residents of the government’s efforts to measure
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customer service and satisfaction. To verify results of the perform-
ance measurement system, the Mayor’s Director of Customer Serv-
ice has formed a task force to document agencies’ data collection
practices and self-testing. Additionally, the District’s independent
Office of the Inspector General will perform performance audits of
agency outcome measures to ensure an objective analysis.

The District assesses performance on 4 criteria: customer per-
spective; financial accountability; internal business processes; and
learning and growth. Based on the District government’s own ob-
servations, agencies need to develop better measures in the areas
of financial accountability; learning and growth; and employee
training.

Analysis of District’s Progress as a Performance Based Municipal
Government

Mayor Williams previously served as the District’s Chief Finan-
cial Officer [CFO] from 1995 until 1997. During his tenure as CFO,
Mr. Williams used results-based practices to bring the District’s
budget into balance and, ultimately, generate a surplus. Now, as
Mayor, Mr. Williams has designed a framework for performance
measurement in the District of Columbia. The task facing the new
administration is twofold: (1) the development of goals and meas-
ures for the various agencies; and (2) holding District employees
and managers accountable for the achievement of those goals.

Successful implementation of a District-wide performance man-
agement system will require a major paradigm shift among District
employees at all levels of responsibility, but foremost by agency su-
pervisors, who are responsible for articulating the administration’s
goals and objectives. The staff of the Office of the City Adminis-
trator, which has responsibility for District government manage-
ment policies, recently articulated eleven recommendations for the
development and implementation of performance measures:

—Insure that all agency directors and CFO’s are aware of the re-
quirements concerning performance plans.

—Clearly, consistently and frequently communicate the vision.
—Separate the types of measures and define responsibility for

their development and tracking.
—Implement a comprehensive change management program.
—Align the change management and performance measurement

activities to the Mayor’s strategic priorities.
—Appoint the Directors of Personnel and Collective Bargaining

and Labor Relations as co-champions for the implementation.
—Define an aggressive implementation schedule, but initially tie

it to existing or soon to be started projects.
—Clearly define who develops and reviews measures.
—Allocate sufficient human and fiscal resources for bench mark-

ing activities.
—Require high levels of data quality.
—Align information and personnel systems.

Analysis of Performance Measures
The District of Columbia Budget for fiscal year 2000 included

performance measures for 17 agencies. The format for the presen-
tation of the agency measures is consistent and included: (1) a
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statement of the agency’s mission; (2) a list of performance meas-
ures; (3) actual performance data for fiscal year 1998; (4) target
performance measures for fiscal year 1999; and (5) target perform-
ance measures for fiscal year 2000.

Generally, the mission statement for each agency is straight-
forward, concise and agency-appropriate. Overall, the performance
measures for the various agencies are specific and measurable. In
some instances, however, an agency performance measure is not
clearly linked to the agency’s stated mission. For example, al-
though the Department of Motor Vehicles stated mission is to fos-
ter ‘‘the safe operation of motor vehicles on the District’s streets in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations,’’ none of the per-
formance measures related to this mission.

Implementation of performance accountability requirements by
the District government has been long-delayed, in part by the
major management changes in the District government during the
past 6 years. The initial efforts of the Mayor and his administra-
tion indicate a commitment to performance accountability. How-
ever, the Subcommittee expects improvements in the District’s ad-
herence to the spirit of the Reauthorization Act through the devel-
opment of performance measures and their clear linkage to the
stated mission of District agencies in fiscal year 2001. The District
government should more clearly articulate agency goals. Without
clear goals, the District and Congress cannot assess the success of
agencies in achieving performance-based governance.

Likewise, the Subcommittee expects the District government to
more fully comply with the letter of the law. Specifically, the Dis-
trict has not provided performance accountability plans for all de-
partments, agencies and programs of the District government. In
fact, the Subcommittee has received the required plans for only 18
agencies. Additionally, the District has failed to identify all man-
agers and that person’s immediate supervisor. Finally, the Reau-
thorization Act requires the District government to provide a com-
prehensive report on all District activities subject to court order, in-
cluding the requirements of the court order. To date, the District
has failed to provide Congress with this information, even though
court orders and receiverships cost the District government mil-
lions of dollars each year.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The Results Act requires agencies to develop tri-annual strategic
plans, annual performance plans, and annually report results be-
ginning with the fiscal year 1999 budget cycle. The Department of
Energy [DOE] has met all three of those requirements. The Depart-
ment’s performance of those requirements has been evaluated by
both GAO and the Subcommittee. While a tri-annual strategic
plan, an annual performance plan, and an annual report are the
legislated requirements of the Results Act, they are not the Act’s
objective. The Results Act’s objectives are to shift the focus of gov-
ernment agencies from a preoccupation with actions taken—such
as grants dispensed or inspections made—to a focus on the results
of those activities, such as real gains in employability, safety, re-
sponsiveness, or program quality.

A review of the implementation of the Results Act, conducted in
accordance with the spirit of the Act, asks a single question, ‘‘Is the
Department of Energy achieving desirable results?’’ The answer to
that question varies tremendously across the Department.

DOE historically has a poor record for completing large projects.
From 1980 through 1996, the Department terminated 31 of 80
major system acquisitions (mission-critical projects costing over
$100 million) after expenditures of over $10 billion, and completed
only 15 of the 80, most of which were behind schedule and over
budget. For example, DOE spent $6.5 billion over 15 years for a
permanent disposal facility for spent nuclear fuel at Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada. The project, which was supposed to open in 1998, is
currently 12 years behind schedule. In recent years, the Depart-
ment has recognized its project management weaknesses and
sought to improve. The DOE, which contracts for over 90 percent
of its work, has had problems managing those contracts and over-
seeing the technical aspects of its contracts. For example, DOE rou-
tinely turns to contractors to review proposals and work performed
by other contractors. The result is that, within the closely knit con-
tractor community in which contractors frequently subcontract
with one another (sometimes through many layers on a single
task), it is not clear that the Government’s interests prevail over
those of the contractors.

DOE’s management structure does not effectively solve agency
problems. The Department continues to exacerbate this weakness
by adding layers of management onto the Department in response
to specific issues, such as the creation of security and counter-intel-
ligence ‘‘czars’’ in response to recent allegations of espionage. In a
report mandated by this Subcommittee, the Institute for Defense
Analysis found that:
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‘‘Many DOE and contractor-officials describe Defense
Programs oversight as creating an inverted management
pyramid, because the number of reviewers exceeds the
number of hands-on workers. For example, contractors
have cited examples where work done by two or three peo-
ple becomes the subject of review meetings involving 40 or
more Defense Programs officials.’’

That example cites only the problem internal to Defense Pro-
grams. The problem expands when reviewers from other oversight
functions are included. The Department has programs within one
office, complying with policies set by a second office, in accordance
with procedures set by a third office, verified by a fourth office.
This myriad of oversight and review does not improve performance.
To the contrary, in some cases it diminishes performance. As over-
seers have multiplied, the line between oversight and responsibility
has been blurred and sometimes disappears. The frequent result is
that, when mistakes are made, all parties contend they are over-
seers, and no one takes responsibility.

Successive Secretaries have sought to address this issue and
have had limited success. An earlier review chaired by Bob Galvin,
the Chairman of Motorola, found that:

‘‘There have been many studies of the Department of
Energy laboratories. As one reads these reports, one recog-
nizes that the items which were recommended in previous
reports are for the most part recommended in most subse-
quent reports. As each past study has taken place, people
of good intention make sincere efforts to ‘fine tune’ the sys-
tem. However, the Department and the Congress should
recognize that there has been little fundamental improve-
ment as a function of past studies * * *.’’

While DOE has had problems fulfilling many of its objectives, it
has successfully met others. For example, 3 years ago, the pro-
grams of the Department’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy were inappropriately dominated by the interests of
non-governmental organizations, and there was little or no coordi-
nation in the development of various renewable energy tech-
nologies. The current Assistant Secretary has effectively returned
decision making and priority setting to the cognizant Federal offi-
cials, has greatly reduced the ‘‘stove-pipes’’ that allowed different
renewable energy technologies to proceed without consideration to
their relative merits, and has implemented a merit-based procure-
ment process.

The Office of Defense Programs [ODP] has taken its broad re-
sponsibility to maintain the Nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile
through science and developed detailed tasks and schedules for
each weapons system through the ‘‘Green Book’’ process. The
‘‘Green Book’’ is suitable as a detailed performance plan for ODP.
Unfortunately, ODP’s ability to meet the schedules of the ‘‘Green
Book’’ is in question. While part of the problem is due to issues in-
ternal to Defense Programs, because of the Department’s ‘‘matrix’’
management structure, issues outside of ODP have previously con-
tributed to problems within ODP. Legislation has been enacted to
create a semi-autonomous National Nuclear Security Administra-
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tion within DOE to manage its national security functions in an ef-
fort to address this issue.

The Department’s problems in ‘‘achieving desirable results’’ exist
in part because a number of the Department’s missions are con-
troversial and among the most difficult tasks the Government has
before it. For example, the Department is struggling within its En-
vironmental Quality programs to comply with myriad environ-
mental laws and regulations developed prior to their application to
departmental facilities. In many cases, waste streams from depart-
mental facilities contain material or combinations of material not
found in the private sector, for which the respective laws and regu-
lations require contradictory remedies. Due to the unforeseen appli-
cation of these laws to departmental sites, DOE has been forced to
enter into compliance agreements with States and Federal regu-
lators that include milestones the Department knows it will be un-
able to meet and milestones that must be met using unproven or
even unknown technologies.

II. CONSULTATIONS

The Department has assigned responsibility for compliance with
the Results Act to the Office of the Chief Financial Officer [OCFO].
In recent years, OCFO, with the support of the Subcommittee, has
substantially expanded its financial and program management ca-
pability. However, OCFO has less technical ability to oversee con-
tracts than the program offices and has no greater ability to ad-
dress management and other issues within DOE.

The Department’s annual performance plan has improved sub-
stantially since its inception, when the Subcommittee found ‘‘con-
siderable inconsistency among the quality of information provided
by the program offices,’’ and that many of the goals provided ‘‘no
basis for the evaluation of performance, and, as a result, in no way
assist in the purposes of the Government Performance and Results
Act.’’ The annual performance plan for fiscal year 2000 clearly de-
tails goals for the coming year as components of the goals included
in the tri-annual strategic plan.

The refinement of the annual performance plan reflects the full
and frank relationship between the Subcommittee and the OCFO.
Communications on the plan’s development have aided the Depart-
ment in responding to the desire of the Subcommittee with regard
to the plan and have kept the Subcommittee apprised of issues as
goals have changed due to unforeseen circumstances.

III. USEFULNESS

It is the Subcommittee staff’s view that the Results Act provides
a useful tool for evaluating agency goals and measuring progress.
Today, DOE is generally confounded by a management maze, ir-
reconcilable regulatory requirements, and insufficient skills in crit-
ical areas necessary to solve its own dilemmas. In such an environ-
ment, the usefulness of the Results Act is limited.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

In 1997, the United States Agency for International Development
[USAID] created an Agency Strategic Plan which presented six
strategic goals in development and humanitarian assistance and
one management goal as the basis for measuring the effectiveness
of its programs. These 6 development and humanitarian assistance
goals are to: (1) encourage broad-based economic growth and agri-
cultural development; (2) strengthen democracy and good govern-
ance; (3) build human capacity through education and training; (4)
stabilize and protect world population and human health; (5) pro-
tect the world’s environment for long-term sustained ability; and
(6) increase the numbers of lives saved, reduce suffering associated
with natural or man-made disasters, and reestablish conditions
necessary for political and/or economic development. The manage-
ment goal is that USAID remain a premier bilateral development
agency.

The Fiscal Year 2000 Annual Performance Plan uses the goals
described in the Strategic Plan to provide details as to how USAID
will achieve its quantitative development goals and indicators that
will be used for the coming year.

USAID’s measures are results oriented and are not based on the
number of activities such as grants awarded or persons trained.
However, the goals are too ambiguous to lend themselves to cred-
ible evaluations of success or measurement of benchmarks toward
that success. USAID needs to develop regional performance plans
tailored to local requirements that spell out expectations for per-
formance as well as 5 year trends.

Though subject to past criticism for its methods of assessment,
USAID continues to rely on country level statistics obtained from
secondary sources, mostly international institutions such as the
World Bank, the United Nations and the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development for its data. In responding to
Subcommittee inquiries, USAID stated:

‘‘USAID is largely dependent upon secondary data gen-
erated at the country level. It is difficult for USAID pro-
gram staff to evaluate the reliability of all of the data in
their annual performance reports. Primary data collection
(e.g. through surveys) is costly and usually occurs on a bi-
annual basis or less frequently. Thus data reporting gen-
erally lags by at least 2 years. USAID’s Performance Plan
reporting is based on ‘projected actuals’ which are derived
by using trend lines. USAID is continuously assessing the
costs of data collection versus the benefits of alternative
uses for these funds.’’
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USAID noted that it continues to consult with other U.S. Govern-
ment foreign affairs agencies within the framework of the Inter-
national Affairs Strategic Plan. At the start of this interchange in
1998, coordination on sustainable development issues was consid-
ered by USAID as low to medium. USAID stated that they expect
this level to improve to medium to high by the end of the 1999 fis-
cal year.

The Subcommittee continues to urge USAID and the State De-
partment, as the principal agents for the U.S. Government in inter-
national affairs, to work together to ensure that they are coordi-
nating policy and program efforts. The Subcommittee understands
that consultations have been ongoing between the department and
the agency, and the Subcommittee encourages the rapid creation of
a quantitative mechanism to ensure that these tools are in place.

Many U.S. Government departments and agencies are involved
in international programs that can be related to USAID’s goals and
objectives. For example, the GAO noted that in fiscal year 1998,
Congress authorized the Department of Defense to provide about
$50 million in overseas humanitarian, disaster and civic aid.

In addition to the State Department, the Subcommittee also has
oversight over some of the programs which exist in the following
agencies which do not coordinate their efforts on a regular basis
with USAID: Department of Commerce; Department of Energy; De-
partment of Treasury through the African Development Bank and
Fund, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the
Asian Development Bank, the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, the International Development Association
and the International Monetary Fund; the African Development
Foundation; the Inter-American Foundation; and the Peace Corps.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

USAID does not have the resources or capacity to be the sole
source of information for its agency data. In its Fiscal Year 2000
Annual Performance Plan, USAID cites the use of statistics from
World Bank, United Nations and other international organizations
for the data for future reports.

USAID acknowledges the concerns expressed by those within the
Agency, at OMB and from Capitol Hill about the reliance on exter-
nal sources for validation of their programs. USAID states in its
plan that it will continue to work to identify performance goals and
indicators that better measure annual performance levels.

The Subcommittee appreciates the long term aspects of USAID’s
programs and its limited ability to obtain statistics for assessment
of benchmarks for its programs, especially in the areas of humani-
tarian assistance, democracy and governance, and environmental
programs. The Subcommittee hopes to work with USAID to create
the tools for assessing its goals.

III. HIGH RISK PROBLEMS

The GAO identified the following specific areas of concern for
USAID:

—(A) USAID has not implemented a comprehensive information
management system; and

—(B) USAID’s financial management information is unreliable.
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GAO noted that ‘‘while an acknowledgement of a major manage-
ment challenge is a good first step, there is concern about the ab-
sence or vagueness for goals in certain areas. Without specific and
measurable performance goals, it is difficult, if not impossible to as-
sess progress in addressing problems and to hold agencies account-
able.’’

USAID provided the Subcommittee with an update of the status
of the high risk problems. The following is a summary of USAID’s
assessment:

(A) New Management System.—USAID is still working to imple-
ment a New Management System [NMS]. In 1994, NMS was de-
signed as a custom built set of modules which were to provide en-
hanced program management capabilities. Unfortunately, in
USAID’s own words, ‘‘NMS failed to perform as planned because of
communication, technological and management problems.’’

NMS will be implemented over the next 3 fiscal years and will
support accounting, procurement, budgeting and program operating
functions. The Subcommittee will continue to closely monitor the
Agency’s progress and its attempts to complete renovation and im-
plementation of the system as projected in fiscal year 2000.

(B) Financial Management.—USAID’s vulnerabilities in financial
management were addressed in the Fiscal Year 1999 Annual Per-
formance Plan. USAID’s Office of Financial Management has cre-
ated a strategic plan to move USAID, in their words, to ‘‘a more
responsive, effective, collaborative, and customer-oriented financial
management system.’’

GAO noted in its review of the Annual Performance Plan that
‘‘USAID’s effort to correct design and implement problems with its
financial and management system reflected consistence between
their strategies and goals.’’

IV. CONSULTATIONS

USAID staff did not consult with the Subcommittee on its per-
formance plan. USAID states that ‘‘the traditional budget structure
does not link resources to performance goals. The Agency does a
‘cross walk’ where it assigns resources from all of the Agency’s pro-
gram budget accounts to specific goals.’’ USAID has been criticized
for its inability to provide a stronger link between performance
goals and budgetary priorities.

V. USEFULNESS

USAID went through each of its goals and described the methods
USAID would use to assess achievement of its performance goals.
The Annual Performance Plan varied in its assessment of USAID’s
ability to reach its goals; at times the reader felt that the deter-
mination was more optimistic than realistic. The Subcommittee
looks forward to the Fiscal Year 2000 Performance Report to fully
analyze USAID’s ability to make and achieve its goals.

By its own admission, there is a decline between funding assess-
ments and performance by USAID. The Agency has a three tiered
system of performance assessment and budgetary priority: the indi-
vidual units of operation, the field mission and finally, Washington
headquarters. The individual units and field missions continually
monitor performance of each of their programs. Washington also
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monitors performance and holds formal reviews of bureau-wide per-
formances in conjunction with budgetary requests.

USAID takes performance and goals and budgetary capabilities
into consideration at annual budget reviews. With each of these
tiers, though, priorities can be altered from initial performance as-
sessments, and normally the rating declines in ranking. GAO noted
that USAID should also develop a clear linkage between broad de-
velopment goals and specific USAID country program goal results.

The Fiscal Year 2000 Annual Performance Plan provided the
Subcommittee with an impression of how USAID will attain their
goals within the next year. The Subcommittee will find it difficult
to assess USAID’s specific contribution to enhancing global sustain-
able development programs while relying on secondary sources or
dated information as its primary tools for analysis.

The Subcommittee urges USAID to formulate a more detailed ap-
proach in the creation of its Annual Performance Plan. USAID
should develop regional performance plans tailored to local require-
ments that spell out expectations for performance as well as five
year trends.



(46)

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The various bureaus within the Department of the Interior [DOI]
have generally taken steps to focus their goals and performance
measures on the most important objectives. For example, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service reduced its annual performance goals
from 45 to 15, and the Bureau of Land Management reduced the
number of its annual performance goals from 61 to 46. The U.S.
Geological Survey now has two broad annual performance goals
and ten quantitative performance measures that cover all program
activities relative to the agency’s mission. This streamlining has
had an effect of tightening the performance plans and making them
more understandable. It remains to be seen, however, whether the
aggregation or merging of performance goals will lead to a lessened
sense of accountability or accomplishment, and, in turn, reduced
performance on the part of programs within the agency that are
now only part of a broader, more generic performance goal. It is
critical that there be awareness at the field station level of the
broader agency goals as well as the specific contribution of each
field station to the furtherance of these goals.

In general, the DOI bureaus have been successful in developing
relevant, outcome oriented goals. The performance plans of various
agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service still contain
output-related measures, but the occurrence of such measures has
diminished.

The majority of goals and measures established in the perform-
ance plans of DOI bureaus appear to be realistic and reasonably
challenging based on available data. In many cases, however, it re-
mains difficult to evaluate whether agency goals and measures are
appropriate due to the limited baseline data available for many
programs and activities. Some of the agency goals reveal planning
problems. For example, a part of one of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service goals states, ‘‘80 percent of the contaminated cleanup
projects will be completed according to their original schedule’’. If
a goal is only to meet a certain percentage of an originally sched-
uled plan, then it is very possible that the original planning/sched-
uling targets were unreasonable.

Given that the accuracy and reliability of performance data are
critical to the successful evaluation of agency performance, DOI bu-
reaus have not made sufficient progress in describing data
verification and validation processes as part of their performance
plans. While some improvements have been made, many bureau
plans do not sufficiently identify data limitations or data system re-
quirements and how such limitations or systems availability would
impact performance measures. To demonstrate to the Sub-
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committee that bureau or program level performance is not being
‘‘gamed,’’ the Department must make further efforts to ensure the
accuracy, consistency and reliability of performance data, and to
convey this information in its performance plans. It should be
noted, however, that data collection bearing on performance meas-
urement is not without cost. The Subcommittee recognizes that ad-
ditional resources have been sought by a number of bureaus in fis-
cal year 2000 to initiate or enhance performance-related data col-
lection, and that the Subcommittee has not been able to provide
these additional resources in all cases. The Subcommittee will con-
tinue to work with the bureaus to prioritize data collection needs
and make data collection more efficient and less expensive where
possible.

The performance goals of each agency appear to be broadly rep-
resentative and balanced in the treatment of competing demands
within each agency, and appear to reflect the statutory missions of
the various agencies.

The DOI bureaus’ fiscal year 2000 performance plans provide
somewhat improved treatment of cross-cutting initiatives, particu-
larly with respect to intra-agency cross-program initiatives. The
Department’s plan as a whole does not, however, attempt to reex-
amine the fundamental organization and functions of the natural
resource agencies as the GAO has suggested is warranted as part
of performance planning. Neither do the plans tend to contain suffi-
cient substantive discussion of inter-bureau or inter-departmental
work in pursuit of common goals. While the Department’s perform-
ance plan does identify and discuss four specific crosscutting ef-
forts, it does not attempt to address the much broader array of pro-
grammatic areas in which the DOI bureaus and/or other Depart-
ments would seem to have common goals and performance meas-
urement requirements.

The Forest Service is currently undergoing public review of its
draft revised GPRA strategic plan which is scheduled for comple-
tion in September 2000. The new draft plan focuses more on out-
comes or results which are absent from its current plan. Due to
this omission, the current plan does not enable the agency to objec-
tively evaluate annual accomplishments and link them to its stra-
tegic plan. For fiscal year 2001 and beyond, the agency plans to
provide this link in large part through proposed new performance
measures which are included within the framework of a new
streamlined budget structure. Each of the performance measures
within the annual budget is linked to specific goals and objectives
contained in the strategic plan.

The Subcommittee is reviewing with great concern the agency’s
proposed new budget structure and related performance measures.
Given the longstanding difficulties with the agency’s fiscal account-
ability, drastically reducing the number of the agency’s line items
in order to provide ‘‘big bucket’’ financing of its programs could lead
to less accountability rather than more. The performance measures
which the agency claims will provide accountability are new, and
little historical data is available to assess how the agency’s current
performance based on these measures compares to previous years.
Moreover, many of the performance measures do not appear to be
performance measures so much as workload measures. That is,
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they only indicate what the agency will do with appropriated dol-
lars, not how well they will do it. The Subcommittee expects to
have a lengthy dialogue with the Forest Service on the use of per-
formance measures in its budget and for use in assessing the
achievement of GPRA strategic plan goals and objectives.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

The DOI’s fiscal year 2000 annual performance plan provides a
standard format for identifying data collection methodology and
sources, as well as validation of this data among the different bu-
reaus. While this format provided a valuable overview of the dif-
ferent systems being developed or currently in use by the depart-
ment to provide and ensure credible performance-related data, it
was relatively broad and non-specific in its treatment of the sys-
tems.

The Subcommittee is nevertheless aware that the Department
and several individual bureaus are attempting in several instances
to upgrade or modify information systems in order to better sup-
port their performance plans. Collection of specific performance
data and the information systems required to manage such data
may often require additional resources. The Subcommittee will con-
tinue to work with the bureaus to prioritize information system
needs necessary to produce credible performance reports, but is
mindful that the usefulness of a data set or information system
often does not correlate to its size, complexity, or expense.

The DOI performance plans do not address in great detail the
weaknesses or limitations of the performance data that is being col-
lected, though the plans of the Bureau of Land Management and
the Fish and Wildlife Service have improved in this regard.

The Forest Service has proposed a multitude of new performance
measures as part of its fiscal year 2001 budget. These measures
are linked to the agency’s revised GPRA strategic plan goals and
objectives. Since these measures are new, it is unclear whether the
data necessary to determine these measures is unreliable. How-
ever, the agency has recognized problems with data collection and
reliability in a number of areas which would appear to call into
question performance measures based on such information. For ex-
ample, some performance indicators related to programs under the
National Forest System appropriation will rely on data collected
through the agency’s Management Attainment Reporting [MAR]
system. Current checks are not in place to ensure that this data
is complete, accurate and consistent with other data sources. An-
other significant problem with data collection in the agency has
been the interpretation of definitions used for individual data ele-
ments, such as ‘‘deferred maintenance.’’ The agency needs to do a
better job of ensuring that definitions are consistently applied and
interpreted across all regions and levels of the agency.

III. HIGH RISK PROBLEMS

In January 1999, GAO published a report identifying high-risk
problems in Federal agencies. GAO identified as a high-risk man-
agement problem DOI’s management of the $3 billion Indian trust
fund, which has long been characterized by inadequate accounting
and information systems, untrained and inexperienced staff, poor
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record keeping and internal controls, and inadequate written poli-
cies and procedures. The Office of the Special Trustee was created
specifically to ensure that the Department establishes appropriate
policies and procedures, develops necessary systems, and takes af-
firmative action to reform the management of Indian trust funds.
Thus, each of the agency’s performance goals addresses the prob-
lem highlighted by GAO.

GAO identified as an additional high-risk management problem
DOI’s distribution of about $800 million each year in Tribal Pri-
ority Allocations [TPA] in a manner which does not take into con-
sideration the tribes’ changing needs, the tribes’ own revenues, or
the funds necessary to fund fully the tribal programs. The Bureau
of Indian Affairs’ [BIA] performance goals do not address the prob-
lem highlighted by GAO. Indeed, BIA recently provided a report to
the Congress on TPA in which it explicitly rejected any consider-
ation of tribal revenues and any redistribution of TPA ‘‘base’’ funds
in response to changing needs. This continues to be a matter of
great concern to the Subcommittee as a matter of both GPRA plan-
ning and fundamental fairness.

The Forest Service has had persistent problems with respect to
its financial systems. The agency’s financial statements have been
subject to annual audit by the USDA Inspector General and GAO
since fiscal year 1991. However, the agency has yet to receive a
clean audit opinion, despite repeated promises to improve its per-
formance. GAO added the Forest Service to its list of agencies at
‘‘high risk’’ of waste, fraud, abuse and mismanagement due to the
unreliability of the agency’s financial statements. The Forest Serv-
ice has implemented a new accounting system designed to cure
these problems. In addition, the agency also believes that its pro-
posed new budget structure and performance measures will help
ameliorate its fiscal accountability problems. Even if true, it is un-
likely that the agency can obtain a clean opinion for several years.
The Subcommittee remains very concerned about financial manage-
ment and accountability at the Forest Service.

IV. CONSULTATIONS

The Department and its individual bureaus have generally been
forthright and timely in their consultations with the Subcommittee
on performance plans.

The Department of Energy programs within the Subcommittee’s
jurisdiction have done a less thorough job of consultation.

Consultations with the Department have in some instances re-
sulted in changes in specific performance goals or measurements,
but have been primarily useful in providing a forum in which to
convey to the Department ways in which the performance plans
can be made more understandable and more useful to the Sub-
committee.

All agencies must do a better job of continuing consultations with
the Subcommittee regarding changes in goals, performance plan
structure and performance measurements. The agencies must also
do a better job of discussing annual budget requests in relation to
individual performance plans.

The Department has a planning office that is separate from the
Office of Budget, but both report to the Deputy Assistant Secretary
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for Budget and Finance. This is also the typical design for DOI bu-
reaus (i.e. separate offices reporting to the same higher authority),
although the BIA has planning and budget staff in the same office,
and Geological Survey has at least one person in the budget office
who works on GPRA issues.

The existence of two separate offices has at times impeded effec-
tive cooperation and consultation in the development of GPRA
plans. In a number of cases, information contained in fiscal year
2000 budget documents does not match information contained in
performance plans. The National Park Service is one example. The
Department is encouraged to emphasize closer working relation-
ships between budget and planning offices.

The Forest Service has attempted to actively consult with the
Subcommittee concerning its proposed budget structure changes
and related performance measures. However, despite the Sub-
committee’s request to have this information provided well before
the fiscal year 2001 budget submittal, the agency was unable to do
so. This delay will hamper the Subcommittee’s ability to fully con-
sider these proposed changes and to work with the agency on how
improvements could be made in this regard. Timely responses to
the Subcommittee’s requests will better facilitate the achievement
of GPRA goals in the future.

V. USEFULNESS

While the Department’s bureau sub-plans make for a lengthy an-
nual performance plan, most of the individual bureau plans have
made significant improvements in terms of user-friendliness. The
Department has developed a relatively consistent format for each
of the bureau plans and has streamlined the plans so that there
are fewer, more focused goals and measures. In most cases, one
need not read the individual performance plans in conjunction with
the budgets, as there has been an attempt to link the performance
plans to budgetary information. In some cases there are inconsist-
encies with the agency budget and the performance plans.

The DOI bureaus have generally tried to link funding resources
to performance goals. The component plans, however, did not al-
ways clearly relate the program activities in the President’s budget
to performance goals. For example, it was not always clear how the
funding for budget program activities would be allocated to per-
formance goals in the plans of BIA, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and the Fish and Wildlife Service. The U.S. Geological Sur-
vey, on the other hand, was relatively successful in showing the re-
lationship between performance goals and budget activities. For
the performance plans to be truly useful to the Subcommittee in
evaluating agency budget requests, this linkage must be more
clearly and carefully established across all Department bureaus.

The Department of Energy programs under the Subcommittee’s
jurisdiction have fallen short in linking performance goals to budg-
et activities. While the Department has shown some improvement
by more consistently stating the reasons for annual increases or de-
creases requested for particular budget activities, the relationship
between these budgetary changes and annual performance goals is
not clearly established. The budget justification is replete with sta-
tistics on energy savings, emissions reductions and other perform-
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ance measures for specific programs, but there is little or no discus-
sion of whether the budget requests for these programs are driven
or influenced by these measures. In short, it is difficult to tell
whether the Department is directing resources to the programs
that get the ‘‘biggest bang for the buck,’’ or, if not, why not.

Given the general lack of baseline data for many performance
measures and the still shaky linkage between most agency per-
formance plans and budget documents, the performance plans are
generally not yet useful for making funding decisions. There are ex-
ceptions, however, and most of the plans demonstrate potential to
become valuable decision-making tools once reliable baseline data
is developed and once clearer relationships are established to agen-
cy budgets.

Any improvements to the plan that allow the Subcommittee to
focus on the most critical issues in the plan would be valuable. The
Subcommittee will benefit from the streamlined performance goals
that many agencies adopted, as well as the consistent format that
was developed to make the plans more user-friendly. While there
is the benefit of more focused, streamlined information in the plan,
it is only useful if there is an underlying dedication to ensuring the
accuracy of the data from the field to the regional and national of-
fices. The credibility of the performance plans over time will fur-
ther be measured by the openness of the agencies in assessing the
strengths and weaknesses of their respective plans (e.g. data meas-
urement, validation, choice of goals, etc.), and providing that infor-
mation to the Subcommittee. These documents are not solely in-
tended to be a mechanism for justifying budgetary increases, but
rather to provide an accurate picture of agency performance that
will serve as the guide for future direction.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The goals and measures of the Department of Labor [DOL] are
focused on important objectives of its programs and activities and
cover key aspects of performance. In general, the performance goals
are comprehensive and explicitly cover all program activities in the
Department’s budget, as required under the Results Act and re-
lated guidance.

The Department’s plan includes several goals and measures that
are expressed as outcomes as well as several measures that are ex-
pressed as processes or activities. In several instances, the Depart-
ment has developed outcome goals where it is logical to do so. Also,
its fiscal year 2000 performance plan is an improvement over its
1999 plan in that some prior goals were modified to better focus
on outcomes. While some of the Department’s goals and measures
are focused on processes or activities, the use of such goals and
measures is not necessarily inappropriate. One such goal, for exam-
ple, is meeting or exceeding standards for promptness in paying
worker claims for unemployment insurance and deciding appeals.

The levels of performance DOL seeks to attain, as reflected in its
plan, are understandable in light of, among other things, what is
known about past program performance. However, it is difficult to
judge how challenging all of the goals and measures are without
past performance information for each goal. The first agency an-
nual performance reports (based on their fiscal year 1999 perform-
ance plans) are due this spring. As agencies begin reporting on the
actual levels of performance they have achieved, determining how
challenging performance goals are will become easier. Another com-
plicating factor is that DOL lacks baseline data against which to
measure some goals.

In general, the Department’s performance goals are objective,
measurable, and quantifiable. While baseline data are shown for
most indicators that can be used to compare past performance with
projected performance, baseline data have not been established for
several performance goals. For example, one performance goal is to
increase by 2 percent over fiscal year 1999 the percent of those
leaving the Trade Adjustment Assistance and the North American
Free Trade Agreement-Trade Adjustment Assistance programs
that: (1) get a job immediately; and (2) still have jobs 13 weeks
later. The plan notes, however, that a 1999 baseline will be estab-
lished when a new reporting system under development provides
data on performance. Another problem is that some goals and
measures are based on old data and thus do not depict current con-
ditions. For example, one performance goal is to reduce three of the
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most prevalent workplace injuries and causes of illnesses by 7 per-
cent from baseline levels in selected industries and occupations.
However, the baseline data for assessing workplace injuries are
over 4 years old, raising concerns that some of the Department’s
performance measures may not provide timely assessments of per-
formance.

One of the improvements in the Department’s fiscal year 2000
plan over its 1999 plan is the elimination of some performance
goals that were of limited value or questionable validity because
they did not sufficiently measure performance and/or could lead to
unintended consequences. In the 1999 plan, for example, DOL pre-
sented performance goals that used the number of complaints re-
ceived as indicators of compliance with worker protection and civil
rights laws. Such measures could have the unintended consequence
of encouraging management to discourage the filing of otherwise
meritorious complaints. In the fiscal year 2000 plan, DOL elimi-
nated such measures.

Although the Department’s goals discuss efforts to work with
other Federal agencies, the plan does not identify specific actions
DOL will take to ensure effective interaction with other Federal
agencies. Specifically, the plan does not identify common or com-
plementary performance goals and measures elsewhere in the Fed-
eral government that relate to the Department’s goals and meas-
ures. For example, although two performance goals relate to help-
ing veterans find jobs, no mention is made of how DOL will work
with other Federal agencies, such as the Department of Veterans
Affairs. In addition, to assist youth in making the transition from
school to work, DOL stated in its plan that, working with the De-
partment of Education [DOE], it will continue to expand school-to-
work activities and will build partnerships at the State and local
levels that include employers, organized labor, community leaders,
educators, and parents. However, the plan provides no information
specifying what is being done with DOE to jointly achieve these
goals and how all these partnerships will help DOL achieve its goal
of engaging youth in school-to-work activities.

While mission fragmentation and program overlap are relatively
straightforward to identify, determining whether overlapping pro-
grams are actually duplicative requires a much more in-depth anal-
ysis of program goals, the means to achieve them, and the targeted
recipients. While this task is difficult, DOL could use its Results
Act plans as a mechanism to address such challenges. But, as
noted above, the Department’s fiscal year 2000 plan does not ade-
quately describe how it will actively work with other agencies to
ensure that the Department’s goals are achieved. This is a chal-
lenge for DOL, especially in light of the Department’s decentralized
structure and the numerous Federal, State, and local partners that
share responsibility for its programs. For example, not only does
DOL itself have 22 offices, many with overlapping responsibilities,
but for many of its programs, such as job training, enforcement of
workplace standards, and collection of economic and workforce sta-
tistics, DOL must work with State and local governments or non-
governmental organizations that often manage the Department’s
programs on a day-to-day basis. The 1996 welfare reform legisla-
tion and the Department’s welfare-to-work grant program created
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in 1997, combined with the passage of the Workforce Investment
Act in 1998, have affected the nation’s job training system in ways
that are now just beginning to become apparent. The developments
require DOL to re-evaluate its approach and reach out more effec-
tively to other departments, especially the Department of Health
and Human Services.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

The Department lacks adequate information to assess whether
many of its programs are operating efficiently and are producing
intended results. In its plan, DOL recognizes that it faces chal-
lenges in overcoming three performance measurement issues: (1)
lack of data, (2) insufficient data, and (3) untimely reporting. The
Department further notes that data are missing in some areas and
that data integrity is an issue in other areas where existing meas-
ures are insufficiently precise or are unreliable. These problems
raise concerns about the Department’s ability to accurately meas-
ure the extent to which performance goals are achieved. The De-
partment identifies some activities planned to address the quality
of its data. It will, for example, develop a departmentwide informa-
tion technology architecture as well as departmentwide data stand-
ards to facilitate the efficient collection of timely and reliable pro-
gram data by the DOL components. However, DOL does not pro-
vide enough specific information on the details of its efforts to pro-
vide readers a clear understanding of how or when such efforts will
improve the quality of its performance information.

While DOL identifies data system shortcomings in one section of
its plan, it states in another section that these same data systems
are reliable. Overall, the Department’s plan does not adequately
describe how the lack of complete, timely, and reliable data may af-
fect its ability to assess its performance goals. For example, DOL
notes that GAO and the Office of Inspector General have raised
concerns about Job Corps data, but there is no discussion of how
these concerns affect the measurement of the performance goal re-
lated to the Job Corps program. While the plan discusses some
strategies for overcoming data weaknesses and limitations, the
plan does not provide sufficient information on how or when these
limitations will be overcome.

III. CONSULTATION

The Department did conduct a series of formal consultations with
the House and the Senate Subcommittees on its current strategic
plan.

IV. USEFULNESS

The Department’s plan is fairly well organized and in many
cases effectively uses graphics to inform the reader. In its plan,
DOL presents 42 performance goals and 122 means and strategies
with which to achieve its goals. This number of goals and strate-
gies strikes a balance between presenting so few as not to provide
a comprehensive picture of agencywide performance and presenting
so many that a reader is overwhelmed. In some instances, the
means and strategies presented do not identify how they would
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help achieve the stated goal. For example, one performance goal
states that 60 percent of local employment and training offices will
be part of one-stop career center systems. In a related strategy,
DOL states that it will ‘‘continue its support of the adoption and
implementation of continuous improvement initiatives throughout
the workforce development system,’’ but does not indicate how
these efforts will help achieve the one-stop career center perform-
ance goal.

In general, the Department’s performance plan clearly aligns the
agency’s annual performance goals and its current strategic goals.
To establish the connection between annual and longer-term stra-
tegic goals, DOL links multiple annual goals to intermediate goals,
referred to as ‘‘outcome goals’’ in the plan. These intermediate
goals describe the anticipated results of the agency’s programs and
activities relative to the strategic goals. Each strategic goal is
linked to multiple intermediate goals. The plan also incorporates
an appendix that shows the relationship among all of the Depart-
ment’s program and budget activities and its strategic goals.

The Department’s plan provides a generally clear picture of in-
tended performance across the agency and provides a general dis-
cussion of strategies and resources the agency will use to achieve
its goals. In general, the performance goals and measures are ob-
jective, clear, and measurable. In these respects, the plan is a use-
ful document.

The Department could improve its plan by showing how specific
program activities and their funding relate to more discrete sets of
performance goals. For example, the plan explicitly describes incre-
mental funding requests for new initiatives by strategic goal, but
broadly aggregates the Department’s total budget across the three
strategic goals. In addition, DOL needs to improve the quality of
data being used to measure performance and state in its plan when
it will do so. The Department could also improve its plan by better
explaining how its stated strategies will help DOL achieve indi-
vidual performance goals.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

BACKGROUND ON THE HHS FISCAL YEAR 2000 PERFORMANCE PLAN

The Health and Human Services [HHS] Fiscal Year 2000 Annual
Performance Plan, which was submitted to the Congress as a com-
ponent of the Justification of Estimates of the President’s Fiscal
Year 2000 Budget, consists of several documents: the HHS Fiscal
Year 2000 Performance Plan Summary and the HHS Operating Di-
vision performance plans, which are incorporated directly into the
fiscal year 2000 budget documents. A description of the information
contained in these documents follows:

—The Performance Plan Summary provides the overall Depart-
mental context for the plans, demonstrates how HHS’ perform-
ance goals and measures support the HHS strategic plan, and
addresses performance measurement challenges for HHS.

—The Operating Division annual performance plans include per-
formance goals and measures for all of HHS’ program activities
and provide the linkage to the budget that is critical to the
GPRA requirements for annual performance plans.
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I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

As required by the Results Act, HHS has established a strategic
plan that identifies the critical and fundamental long-term per-
formance objectives that HHS seeks to achieve with funds appro-
priated for HHS and its programs. In turn, the HHS operating divi-
sions establish annual goals and targets for their program activi-
ties that are consistent with the program’s budget request, the leg-
islative intent of the program and the relevant long-term goals set
out in the strategic plan. In this way, the goals and measures es-
tablished by the Operating Divisions are not only focused on the
objectives of the program activity, but also on the long-term goals
the Department hopes to achieve.

For the most part, the Department’s goals are results-oriented.
Throughout its agencies and programs, HHS has defined a balance
of outcome, output and process measures in its performance plan.
While HHS seeks to measure its results with measures of program
outcomes as a matter of routine, in some cases it is not able to in-
clude these because of the lack of data to measure performance, or
because of the need to work with performance partners (such as
States) to develop mutually agreed upon outcomes. When using ca-
pacity and process measures, HHS programs have provided clear
linkage between the achievement of these measures and longer-
term outcome objectives as appropriate.

HHS has set goals and measures that are consistent with the
legislative intent of its programs and of the Results Act, as well as
with the long-term outcomes the agency hopes to achieve. HHS has
attempted to set goals and targets that are challenging, but could
realistically be met.

Reliability of data was a key criterion in the selection of perform-
ance goals for the HHS fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000 per-
formance plans. Any limitations on the reliability of the data used
to measure goals are discussed in the appropriate sections of the
performance plan. The Department’s performance goals and meas-
ures for programs administered by performance partners rely for
the most part on data sources that have supported program deci-
sion-making for many years. Where it is appropriate, standards for
the validation and verification of data from such performance part-
ners will be consistent with the intended purpose of the data,
which is to ‘‘inform’’ decision-making processes. The HHS Fiscal
Year 2000 Performance Plan Summary includes a Department-
wide discussion of the data challenges faced by HHS programs and
their implementation partners. More detailed, program-specific dis-
cussions of data issues are included in the individual performance
plans of the HHS agencies.

HHS and its Operating Divisions have made an effort to ensure
that performance goals will be high-quality indicators of perform-
ance. Because of the way that HHS programs intersect with those
of State and other non-Federal partners, HHS pursues program
performance measurement with the cooperation and authoritative
participation of its partners. HHS has developed performance goals
and measures with a focused outcome in mind. HHS seeks to iden-
tify high-quality performance data that will inform deliberations of
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HHS and other decision-makers in improving the programs that
serve the health and human service needs of the public.

Throughout the implementation of the Results Act, HHS has en-
couraged its programs to coordinate with other programs, both
within and outside the Department, that share objectives or serve
similar customer groups and to briefly discuss this coordination in
their performance plans. Due to the extensive involvement and au-
thority of non-Federal partners in program implementation and
management, HHS programs have consulted significantly with
their program partners and stakeholders in the identification of
program outcomes and the development of goals and data sources
to measure progress towards those outcomes. For example, the
Health Care Financing Administration has led negotiations with
the States to develop a goal and targets pertaining to the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program. The Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration and Office of Public Health Service have
agreed to use the same goal.

Evidence of the coordination of crosscutting activities can be
found in both the Performance Plan Summary and in the Oper-
ating Divisions’ annual performance plans. The Summary serves as
the source document for understanding the cross-cutting, coordi-
nated nature of HHS approaches to meeting the long-term objec-
tives of the Department. The Summary also highlights coordination
efforts across the Federal government. Program-specific discussions
of coordination activities can also be found in the Operating Divi-
sion annual performance plans.

Many of the programs administered by HHS involve goals and
objectives that are shared by other programs within the Depart-
ment and by other agencies and departments within the Federal
government. The overlap between these programs could be viewed
as being duplicative and redundant. However, they often involve a
range of interventions that are dissimilar and represent com-
plementary—rather than duplicative—approaches. For example, in
the tobacco programs, several agencies contribute to the Depart-
ment’s goals to reduce tobacco use, especially among youth. The
Food and Drug Administration and Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration [SAMHSA] programs limit tobacco
access to minors with an emphasis on enforcement, National Insti-
tutes of Health conducts research on nicotine addiction, and Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention promotes smoking ces-
sation and prevention programs directed at youth. In some cases,
the programs differ from one another because of uncertainty about
what will work. In such cases, the range of interventions rep-
resents natural experiments and provides information to society
about the most effective approach.

DATA RELIABILITY

For the most part, HHS agencies collect data from reliable data
systems that have informed decision-making for several years.
However, the reporting requirements of the Results Act do not ade-
quately accommodate the needs of States, local governments, uni-
versities, other grantees and other performance partners in report-
ing about program performance. Traditionally, reporting of pro-
gram data by such entities requires significantly longer time
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frames than those defined in GPRA. Non-Federal program perform-
ance partners participate in GPRA voluntarily because they are not
specifically required by GPRA to be held accountable for the per-
formance reporting required under the Act. Because they are often
the sole sources for the information on outcomes that is most valu-
able for GPRA assessment, HHS has pursued voluntary coopera-
tion of performance partners in providing data to assess program
performance under GPRA.

II. HIGH-RISK PROBLEMS

In January 1999, GAO published a report identifying high-risk
problems identified in Federal agencies. In his letter to Secretary
Shalala on the matter, Senator Thompson, chairman of the Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee, acknowledged the positive efforts
of HHS to develop performance goals for management challenges
identified by the GAO and the HHS Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral. In its fiscal year 2000 plan, HHS had direct goals for 12 of
14 areas identified as weaknesses. The Subcommittee will continue
to monitor HHS’ efforts to rectify these high-risk problems.

III. CONSULTATIONS

GPRA requires consultation with Congress on strategic plans.
HHS did conduct a series of formal consultations with committees
of the House and the Senate on its current strategic plan, and will
do so in the upcoming revision. HHS did not consult formally on
performance plans, since the Act does not require it.

The Budget Office within the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Management and Budget has the lead for the implementation of
GPRA across HHS. Given the decentralized structure of the sepa-
rate components of HHS and the disaggregated nature of its per-
formance plan, HHS relies primarily on its Operating Divisions to
develop annual goals and measures for individual programs.

IV. USEFULNESS

HHS and its Operating Divisions have worked to make the HHS
Performance Plan Summary and the Operating Division perform-
ance plans clear, coherent and user-friendly. HHS has attempted to
make its presentation of performance as informative and useful as
possible to a wide array of audiences.

The HHS Performance Plan consists of the HHS Performance
Plan Summary and the individual Operating Division Performance
Plans. The HHS Performance Plan Summary provides the linkage
between the Departmental strategic objectives and the annual per-
formance measures used by each operating division and program to
achieve these longer-term objectives. The Operating Divisions base
the annual goals and targets for each program activity on the
longer-term objectives established in the strategic plan, the legisla-
tive intent of the program activity (i.e. its programmatic intent and
daily operations), and the budget request for the program activity.
Each Operating Division Performance Plan provides detailed per-
formance information by program activity that addresses these
linkages.
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As greater amounts of reliable and valid performance informa-
tion become available, the Performance Plan may become more use-
ful as a tool for making budget decisions. However, until perform-
ance information matures over time, the utility of the performance
plans will be somewhat limited. In addition, observations of per-
formance data for a single year will not be particularly definitive
or valuable in making decisions about program improvements or
funding levels.

Over the last year, HHS has responded to valid OMB criticisms
that plans across HHS lacked standardization. As a result, the
HHS-wide GPRA Management Team developed a standardized
presentation format that all HHS components will apply to fiscal
year 2001 performance plans and reports. It is anticipated that
these changes will make the plans more useful and informative.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

In general, the performance goals and measures for the Depart-
ment of Education [DOE] are fairly comprehensive and relate to
nearly all of the Department’s budgeted programs and activities.

In general, DOE’s performance objectives and measures are re-
sults-oriented. They focus on improving conditions or expanding op-
portunities for students and other stakeholders such as teachers or
DOE employees. For example, one DOE objective is to have a tal-
ented and dedicated teacher in every classroom in America. One of
the performance measures states that throughout the nation, the
percentage of secondary school teachers who have at least a minor
degree in the subject they teach will increase annually. Another ob-
jective states that greater public school choice will be available to
students and families. Performance measures provide that by 2003,
25 percent of all public school students in grades 3–12 will attend
a school that they or their parents have chosen.

It is difficult to judge how challenging all of the goals and meas-
ures are without past performance information for each goal. As re-
quired for all agencies, DOE’s first annual performance report is
due this spring. Once agencies begin reporting on the actual levels
of performance they have achieved, determining how challenging
performance goals are will become easier.

Many of the performance goals and measures in the agencywide
performance plan were generally objective, measurable, and quan-
tifiable, but many in the individual program performance plans
were not. The Subcommittee noted that many of the performance
measures for individual programs lacked quantifiable baselines or
targeted levels of performance for the fiscal year, which could
hinder the Department’s ability to assess its performance.

The plan calls for the supporting and funding of education pro-
grams in the States, localities and universities, and effectively
managing the use of these resources, thereby creating the potential
for competing demands. The Subcommittee believes there is a
sense of balance in how the plan approaches these potential com-
peting demands. As an example, one objective discusses how DOE
will provide greater flexibility to State and local educational agen-
cies while maintaining accountability for program performance.
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Nearly all objectives in DOE’s plan include a discussion of the co-
ordination the Department will need with other Federal agencies
to achieve the objective and, in general terms, describe the issues
or efforts that require this coordination. But the plan does not
identify or describe common or complementary performance goals
and measures elsewhere in the Federal government that relate to
DOE’s goals and measures; nor do the individual program perform-
ance plans discuss coordination or complementary goals and meas-
ures.

In its effort to identify duplicate programs, DOE’s performance
plan includes a separate appendix listing agencies with overlapping
or similar programs with which DOE will need to coordinate.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

Data reliability continues to be a problem for DOE. Since the
early 1990s, DOE has been challenged to fully develop accounting
and financial information management systems that would gen-
erate complete and accurate data to support its performance plans
and performance reports. DOE’s OIG reported in its fiscal year
1997 audit report that the Department’s financial management sys-
tems did not substantially comply with the Federal Financial Man-
agement Improvement Act of 1996. For example, DOE does not
have a subsidiary ledger to track guaranty agency activity for both
loans receivable and reserves held by guaranty agencies. In addi-
tion, although it began to use a new integrated financial manage-
ment system in May 1998, the Department continues to experience
difficulties in implementing and operating this system.

More recently, DOE’s preparation of the fiscal year 1998 finan-
cial statements and the related audit were delayed until the De-
partment reconciled the general ledger data and resolved signifi-
cant differences between the general ledger and other related infor-
mation. The independent auditor rendered a disclaimer of opinion
on DOE’s fiscal year 1998 financial statements because of serious
deficiencies in the Department’s systems, recordkeeping, docu-
mentation, financial reporting, and controls.

In general, the DOE performance plan describes the limitations
of its performance data and its efforts to verify the reliability of
performance measures. For example, for one performance indi-
cator—to annually increase the percentage of students and their
parents who obtain information on the academic requirements for
college or other postsecondary education—the Department acknowl-
edges that no data currently exist on the extent to which students
obtain this information. The plan also says that DOE will supple-
ment any data limitations with the results of evaluation studies it
conducts or contracts out as well as with the results of onsite re-
views or routine monitoring by Department staff.

The plan also recognizes that the large number of individual edu-
cation programs in States, communities, and schools makes it even
more difficult to create sound measurement systems, due to dif-
ferences in their data collection and reporting techniques, and that
it may take several years to fully develop and implement measures
to improve reliability.

There are instances, however, where the plan recognizes data
limitations, but does not indicate how some of them will be re-
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solved. For example, there is an objective to ensure that postsec-
ondary students receive the financial aid and support services they
need to complete their education. One indicator for this objective
states that the Department will assess whether the gap in college
graduation rates between low-income and high-income, and minor-
ity and nonminority students is decreasing. The Department ex-
pects to acquire these data from the Beginning Postsecondary Stu-
dents Study, which is conducted only once every 8 years. Until
these data are available, DOE is using data from another source.
But these data do not capture differences in graduation rates by in-
come level, and the plan does not note how DOE will acquire these
data.

III. HIGH RISK PROBLEMS

Of the five major management challenges GAO identified in the
Department, three are addressed through performance objectives in
the plan. For the other two, the plan describes steps DOE will take
to address the challenges, but does not outline specific goals or ob-
jectives to do so.

The Subcommittee believes DOE is committed to addressing
these challenges and has made some progress in addressing man-
agement shortcomings, such as reducing the default rate on Fed-
eral student loans. The performance plan addresses these chal-
lenges; however, progress since its issuance has been sparse. For
example, there is a debate within the Department as to the best
strategy for integrating the information systems supporting the
student aid programs. DOE received a disclaimer of opinion on its
fiscal year 1998 financial statement audit because of weaknesses in
a new automated accounting system, inadequate account reconcili-
ations, and insufficient documentation for transactions.

IV. USEFULNESS

Although it is voluminous (2 volumes totaling around 500 pages),
the Department’s performance plan is generally helpful, inform-
ative and relatively easy to navigate. It is well organized—the de-
scriptions for each goal and objective consistently follow the same
format. The plan shows clear linkages between annual goals and
objectives and the strategic plan, the Department’s budget, and its
mission statement. However, the large number of performance ob-
jectives and indicators make the plan more difficult to comprehend.

Generally, DOE provides clear linkages between and among the
plan’s annual performance goals, the mission and goals established
in the strategic plan, the budget program activities, and its day-to-
day operations. The order in which performance goals and objec-
tives are described in the performance plan mirrors the organiza-
tion in the strategic plan. It contains a separate appendix that gen-
erally relates each of the Department’s budgeted program activities
to one or more strategic plan goals and objectives. However, the
Subcommittee found a few program activities that were not in-
cluded in this appendix—in particular, the departmental manage-
ment account that funds agency operations. Another plan appendix
shows the funding and staffing resources associated with each ob-
jective, but it does not explain how these resource levels were de-
termined from the program activities in DEO’s budget request.
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The description for each strategic objective includes a fairly
lengthy discussion of key strategies for achieving that objective, in-
cluding the role of budgetary resources and legislative initiatives.
The descriptions also list Department programs that support the
objective.

DOE’s plan provides a general picture of intended performance
across the agency, a general discussion of strategies and resources
the agency will use to achieve its goals, and general confidence that
agency performance information will be credible. In these respects,
the plan is a useful document. The plan includes tables linking per-
formance goals and measures to most budgeted programs and ac-
tivities. In addition, the plan includes baseline or trend data for
most performance indicators, discusses need for coordination with
other Federal agencies, describes data limitations and verification
of the reliability of performance measures, and shows how evalua-
tions will be used to supplement for performance measurement
shortcomings.

DOE’s plan could be improved by more completely discussing co-
ordination of specific programs with similar programs in other
agencies, as well as coordination of complementary performance
goals and measures, including separate discussions of how capital
assets, mission critical management systems, or human capital will
support achievement of program results, and indicating how exist-
ing data limitations will be resolved.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

Generally, the Department of Transportation’s [DOT] perform-
ance goals and measures focus on several of the most important
challenges facing the Department. However, one of the weaknesses
cited by the GAO in its review of the Department’s performance
plan was the lack of a consistent link of the performance goals to
the strategic outcomes and the lack of consistent inclusion of goals
and measures for addressing the management challenges facing
the Department. The Office of Inspector General [OIG] identified
the lack of accountability for financial activities as a key challenge
for DOT. It is too early to tell whether the Department’s recogni-
tion of this continuing deficiency has been adequately addressed by
the steps taken in response to the OIG recommendations. Many of
the challenges identified by the GAO and the OIG are long-stand-
ing and will require sustained attention by DOT and the Congress.

The Department’s goals and measures are result-oriented, with
the caveats noted above. The plan’s goals and measures are objec-
tive, quantifiable, and measurable. For all except a few perform-
ance goals, the Department’s plans describe target levels of per-
formance in both annual and multi-year terms.

The Department’s goals and measures vary depending on the
likelihood of meeting the challenge. Almost invariably, the goals
and measures move the Department toward qualitative or quan-
titative improvement in the safety and performance challenges gen-
erally considered to be the primary Federal issues relating to
transportation.

Tradeoffs between competing goals are not readily obvious, and
the Subcommittee has not identified any unintended or perverse ef-
fects from the articulated goals or measures. A more relevant con-
cern might be the myriad activities to address a specific initiative,
i.e., the identified high-risk information technology initiative for
the Federal Aviation Administration’s [FAA] air traffic control mod-
ernization program. The DOT plan could be focused and signifi-
cantly improved in this specific area by consistently including goals
and measures for addressing endemic, long-term problems facing
the Department in the procurement, information technology, and fi-
nancial management arenas.

The DOT performance plan notes the obvious cross-cutting activi-
ties at other Federal agencies, but the Subcommittee believes that
cross-cutting issues present an area ripe for efficiencies or for goal
specialization. For example, the plan states that both the FAA and
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration have similar
performance goals in the area of aviation fatalities. However, the
plan is thin on the nature of the coordination or in describing the
relative roles played by the respective agencies in meeting that
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goal. Further, several possible shared goals with other agencies are
either not articulated at this point or are not areas in which DOT
envisions management or programmatic advantages from greater
coordination. Another danger of plans built with substantial cross
agency participation and support is that, unless the additional
agencies share the Department’s enthusiasm for the program the
Department can quickly find itself the single parent of a very re-
source-demanding program in its infancy. Greater coordination and
reconciling of plans and budget submissions should help foster
cross-departmental initiatives.

The current plan does not identify crosscutting programs.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

In most of the general goal and performance measures, DOT has
information sources available to generate reliable data to support
the performance plan and to credibly report to Congress on the sta-
tus of progress toward identified goals. However, a continuing defi-
ciency for DOT generally has been a lack of accountability for the
Department’s financial activities and an impaired ability to man-
age programs, procurements, and activities in an effective and effi-
cient manner. Since the early 1990s, when the OIG began auditing
the financial statements of certain agencies within DOT, the OIG
has been unable to determine whether the reported financial re-
sults are correct and has accordingly been unable to clear the state-
ment with an unqualified opinion. The main deficiencies have been
the Department’s inability to reliably determine the quantities, the
locations, and the value of property, plant, equipment and inven-
tory. Financial management weaknesses at the FAA contribute sig-
nificantly to this problem. The Department lacks a cost accounting
system or an alternative system for reporting project and activity
costs. This deficiency generally makes it questionable whether DOT
can adequately link costs factors with performance measures in
any area of financial, procurement, or cost effectiveness.

The Department notes that it is pursuing cost accounting im-
provements, but the Subcommittee is concerned that any real im-
provement in this risk area is at least two years off. In addition,
the plan acknowledges identified concerns about limitations and ex-
presses a willingness and intent to remedy shortcomings. However,
on an anecdotal basis, it is difficult to identify actions taken toward
those ends at this time.

The GAO does note that the 2000 performance plan made sub-
stantial improvements over the 1999 plan in the area of perform-
ance measures to address the data issue weaknesses. Whether
these measures remedy the current weaknesses is still an open
question.

III. HIGH RISK PROBLEMS

The Department continues to have substantial problems in two
major risk areas identified by GAO: (1) significant cost overruns,
schedule delays and performance shortfalls experienced by the air
traffic control modernization program; and (2) serious financial
management weaknesses at the FAA. These problems have been
documented and identified by the OIG, GAO, the Department and
Congress, and solutions have been suggested. Although some ac-
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tions have been taken to address these recommendations, major
performance and management challenges persist.

These high risk areas are not new to the agencies or DOT. Solu-
tions have been elusive, but the Subcommittee has no reason to
question the Department’s commitment to finding long term solu-
tions for any of the GAO or IG identified problems.

IV. CONSULTATIONS

The Subcommittee staff has maintained an ongoing dialogue
with Department officials involved with the Results Act require-
ments and effort. The benefit of consultations is more relevant as
the performance plan elements migrate into budget formulation
and execution within DOT and the individual modal administra-
tions. That evolution has yet to fully be embraced by the entire De-
partment, even though Results Act integration responsibilities are
vested in the Office of Budget and Programs. Concurrent responsi-
bility for budget formulation in the Office of the Secretary by itself
does not insure individual modal attention to performance goals or
guarantee that OMB will respect the programmatic requirements
of those goals as annual budgets are formulated and reviewed.

V. USEFULNESS

A second printing of the Department’s performance plan was re-
quired due to other agency interest in the Department’s innovative
plan approaches. The plan is clear, concise and well organized, and
it warrants favorable comparison to other recent publications by
transportation officials and opinion-makers.

The Department’s plan provides the necessary linkages between
performance goals and mission statements. However, the Depart-
ment’s ability to implement performance management is limited by
the lack of a reliable cost accounting system and the management
problems in procurement and personnel management. Clearly,
DOT has made major strides with its performance plan, but that
plan has yet to penetrate the day-to-day operations of the Depart-
ment, the modal administrations, or the procurement or personnel
processes.

The plans are very useful documents for determining how DOT
views the relative and absolute importance of its disparate goals.
In addition, it is a valuable gauge of whether the Departmental
leadership is serious about remedying identified deficiencies or in-
consistencies in programs, activities, management, or direction.

The Department has been recognized as a leader in imple-
menting the Results Act. GAO noted that the Department’s Fiscal
Year 2000 Performance Plan should be a useful tool for decision
makers. It provides a clear picture of intended performance across
DOT, a specific discussion of the strategies and resources that DOT
will use to achieve its goals, and general confidence that the De-
partment’s performance information will be credible.

However, GAO also noted improvements that could be made to
the Department’s plan. Two of the recommended improvements re-
late to the critical management challenges identified by GAO and
DOT’s OIG. GAO suggested that consistently including goals and
specific measures for addressing these challenges and a full expla-
nation of how the Department will address certain financial man-
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agement challenges would improve the plan. Other GAO sugges-
tions include: (1) including at least one annual performance goal for
each strategic outcome; (2) describing the nature of the coordina-
tion with other Federal agencies that have outcomes in common
with DOT and consistently discussing the Department’s contribu-
tion to the crosscutting programs; and (3) improvements in data
systems.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON TREASURY AND GENERAL
GOVERNMENT

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The Department of the Treasury has four key missions in fiscal
year 2000. Fulfillment of these missions requires actions by all
agencies and entities within the Department. However, the Depart-
ment has also developed the following additional performance goals
and outcomes for each mission:

(1) Promote a prosperous and stable American and world econ-
omy (economic mission);

(2) Effectively manage the Government’s finances (financial mis-
sion);

(3) Protect our financial systems and our nation’s leaders, and
foster a safe and drug-free America (law enforcement mission); and

(4) Continue to build a strong institution (management mission).
As reflected in individual agency performance measures, meas-

ures are expressed both as outcomes (maintain or improve eco-
nomic conditions in developing countries) and as processes or ac-
tivities (Customs Service air travel compliance rate of 97.7 per-
cent). Because of the wide-ranging jurisdiction, this appears to be
appropriate.

As a reflection of individual agency goals, most are reasonably
challenging, in some cases (such as Customs Service) the result of
the fine-tuning of measures. There is a combination of recurring
measures, discontinued measures, and new measures, which leads
to the conclusion that the performance plan is an evolving docu-
ment.

Reliable measurement is dependent upon the individual agency
or bureau. The Department required each agency or bureau to rate
its performance data as having either reasonable accuracy or as
having questionable or unknown accuracy. Those isolated measures
which were identified as questionable or unknown are being evalu-
ated to determine what needs to be done to improve the reliability
of the data.

Several agencies contribute to each mission statement. Because
the Department’s performance measures reflect individual agency
measures, it appears that great care has been taken by the Depart-
ment to ensure balance.

There are some cross-cutting programs and activities similar to
those in other areas of the Federal Government, such as the mis-
sion to ‘‘foster a safe and drug-free America’’. While these relation-
ships are not specifically addressed in the Department’s perform-
ance goals, in practice the agencies have formed close cooperative
working relationships with other entities, and these relationships
are reflected in their individual plans.
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II. DATA RELIABILITY

Because the Department’s performance plan relies heavily on in-
dividual agency performance, the level of data reliability varies.
For example, statistical agencies such as the Bureau of Public Debt
have extremely reliable data, and the Bureau of Engraving and
Printing has the ability to track items such as manufacturing costs
for currency. On the other end of the spectrum, the Internal Rev-
enue Service [IRS] is currently struggling with development of a
new information technology modernization project and must rely
upon outmoded technology for data collection. The Department’s
performance plan does not address any potential data limitations
or weaknesses.

III. HIGH RISK PROGRAMS

GAO highlighted four general challenges facing the Department
of the Treasury: (1) IRS management and performance issues, (2)
Customs Service financial management, (3) Financial Management
Service financial management issues, and (4) department-wide fi-
nancial management weaknesses. The performance plans for indi-
vidual agencies reflect efforts to address these issues. The Depart-
ment’s performance plan contains a performance measure regard-
ing the audit opinion on consolidated Treasury-wide financial state-
ments.

The Department’s performance measures for the goal to ‘‘Con-
tinue to build a strong institution’’ contain the measure of an un-
qualified audit opinion in fiscal year 2000. Since there have been
qualified opinions since fiscal year 1998, reaching that indicator
will require a serious commitment on the part of Treasury.

IV. CONSULTATIONS

Individual agency performance plans were discussed with Sub-
committee staff during the annual budget briefings. This is also the
case with the Departmental offices’ performance proposals. Over
the past couple of years, the various agencies have incorporated the
results of these consultations into subsequent submissions, making
the consultations effective from the Subcommittee’s point of view.

Until recently, there were two separate staffs responsible for
budget and Results Act implementation, with the budget staff over-
seeing the evaluation and linkage issues. The Department recently
merged these responsibilities under one deputy assistant secretary
who is responsible for both budget and planning. While having sep-
arate staffs did not actually impede effective consultation, the
merging of responsibilities will result in a more streamlined effort
and information flow.

V. USEFULNESS

The Department’s concise summary of performance measures de-
lineates the agency measures which impact a particular mission
statement. If any additional information or explanation is required,
it can be found in the individual agency’s plan.

The performance measures are listed as supporting a particular
mission statement which shows a clear link to that mission. How-
ever, because this is a concise summary of individual agency meas-
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ures, it does not include references to budget program activities or
day-to-day operations. Those linkages should be contained in the
individual agency plans.

A summary of the Department-wide missions is extremely useful
in seeing the big picture and as a measure of the role of the enti-
ties contained in the Departmental offices account. It is particu-
larly useful because it shows the evolution of the measures for a
particular mission by the inclusion of continuing measures, discon-
tinued measures, and newly added measures. The Department fur-
ther required individual agency and bureau plans to be integrated
with the budget justification documents, which has been especially
useful.

CUSTOMS SERVICE

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The Customs Service has reorganized its operations around the
following 3 core business processes which enable Customs to man-
age its programs and activities: (1) trade compliance (the commer-
cial importation of merchandise), (2) passenger processing (the
processing of passengers entering and leaving the U.S.), and (3)
outbound processing (the commercial exportation of merchandise).
In addition to these core processes, the enforcement systems area,
when combined with the business processes, encompass all of Cus-
toms’ operational activities. From these processes, Customs has de-
veloped 39 performance measures.

Customs’ mission is to ensure that all goods and persons entering
and exiting the United States do so in compliance with all laws and
regulations. Customs, in conjunction with other Federal agencies,
represents one of the Nation’s principal means of border enforce-
ment. Customs is establishing a framework for seeking improve-
ments in organizational performance by focusing on improving
service to its compliant customers while enhancing effective en-
forcement against willful violators.

Customs’ goals and measures are reflected in terms of general
policy statements such as ‘‘maximizing trade compliance’’, whereby
the agency tries to measure the compliance level. The goals are not
always inherently quantifiable. The majority of the goals and meas-
ures are expressed in terms of processes and activities and not as
outcomes.

Customs has found, through the evaluation of its fiscal year 1998
performance plan, that many of its commercial targets were overly
aggressive and resulted in Customs achieving only 11 of its 28 per-
formance goals. Customs has achieved high levels of compliance in
its air and land passenger processes and in revenue collection com-
pliance. To improve trade compliance, Customs continues to pursue
modernization efforts and will implement a formal set of trade sur-
veys to assess customer perceptions and attitudes, while imple-
menting more aggressive enforcement measures when necessary.

Throughout this process, Customs has realized that some of its
original measures were not sufficient to achieve the goals set forth.
Therefore, the agency has worked to modify or eliminate the inef-
fective measures through a formal evaluation process. In addition,
Customs is implementing new means by which to receive critical
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performance information, particularly relating to the impressions of
those that interact and are the ‘‘customers’’ of the Customs Service.

The largest difficulty Customs faces in terms of measuring per-
formance is that Customs’ mission of compliance and drug interdic-
tion does not have defined scope upon which success or failure can
be statistically based. For example, Customs can state how many
pounds of drugs it has interdicted in any given year, but it cannot
estimate the amount of drugs that are not interdicted or detected
at the border. The biggest challenge for Customs is to translate an
undefinable environment into effective, measurable goals and per-
formance measures.

Of those which are quantifiable, Customs’ performance measures
have undergone major changes during the last few fiscal years. The
agency recognizes that there is still much work to be done, as is
evident in the development of several baseline measures and the
discontinuation of other measures. The 1998 fiscal year for Cus-
toms was a continuous process of improving measures, evaluating
how data was captured and validated, and how to more accurately
capture the outcome and impact of mission related information.
One example is that Customs is working to develop a new set of
narcotic and money laundering outcome measures, which, when
viewed in conjunction with the traditional outputs, paint a better
portrait of the organization’s impact.

Customs will continue the process of identifying and improving
measures and better defining what should be measured within the
organization. The real challenge for Customs is to determine if it
is measuring what it should be measuring, to develop new meas-
ures or refine existing measures, to ensure data integrity of the
new measures, and ultimately to use the data to assist in making
sound resource decisions.

The Customs Service is in a unique position because its role at
the border is shared with the Immigration and Naturalization
Service [INS], and the inspectors for both agencies work side by
side. Currently, the Customs Service and INS are carrying out the
Border Coordination Initiative, a long-term effort to improve co-
operation and performance of INS and Customs resources. Customs
contemplates instituting another intensive narcotics enforcement
effort. It will further refine the operations of its field intelligence
teams for both agencies. The Border Coordination Initiative is spe-
cifically mentioned in Customs’ performance plan.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

Customs is developing tools to ensure performance measurement
data integrity. For most of the data elements used in measuring
performance, Customs has designated a data owner for that ele-
ment. The owner of the data element is responsible for ensuring
the quality and validity of the data and for assigning a ‘‘quality
rating’’ for its respective element.

In general, Customs verifies and validates its data using an
array of methods. These include management inspections, head-
quarters and field reviews, automated edits, program reviews,
other agency validation, private sector feedback, and IG and GAO
audits. An overriding concern continues to be the ability of the
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agency to establish mechanisms which can effectively and reliably
collect the data being sought.

There is an inherent weakness with the data because Customs
operates in an environment that cannot always be quantified. The
primary example is that it is impossible to estimate and measure
the amount of drugs that cross the border undetected. Customs ac-
knowledges this weakness and continues to work with other agen-
cies in a Federal effort to work toward better identification of the
size of the drug problem.

In aspects where Customs can quantify the data, Customs is im-
proving data collection by developing new baselines and using tech-
nology to assist the data collection and improve the validity of the
data collected.

III. HIGH RISK PROGRAMS

The asset forfeiture program, administered by Customs and the
Justice Department, was on GAO’s high-risk list since the inception
of the list in 1990. Since the publication of the list in early 1999,
Customs has been removed from the GAO high-risk list. The De-
partment of Treasury, however, does remain on the list for seized
asset management. There were no specific goals or measures in-
cluded in the fiscal year 2000 performance plan for this issue.
There are, however, action items in the Commissioner’s Action
Plan relating to this problem.

IV. CONSULTATIONS

During the first year of reporting, fiscal year 1998, the Customs
Service provided extensive briefings to get input and feedback from
the Subcommittee. In addition, during this process Customs shared
the means by which it was building its plans and how it wanted
to proceed. As the plans have become more refined over time, the
Customs Service has consulted with the Subcommittee on its per-
formance plans concurrently with the Subcommittee’s review of
Customs’ budget.

As a result of the consultations, the Customs Service and the De-
partment of the Treasury as a whole have completely integrated
their performance plans into their budget submission. Customs has
taken each budget initiative and presented it in terms of its per-
formance plan, which provides the Subcommittee the ability to vali-
date the budget requests against the performance measures, and
vice versa.

The budget document is the vehicle for the performance meas-
ures. The agency’s performance plan is contained within the agen-
cy’s budget submission, but the work is done by a separate plan-
ning staff that is closely linked with the budget office.

V. USEFULNESS

Customs’ performance plan is very clear and concise. It provides
the Subcommittee with sufficient detail without providing too much
information.

There are definitive links between the plan’s goals and the mis-
sion. In fact, the primary component of the plan is the section titled
‘‘Relationship between the strategic plan and the annual perform-
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ance plan,’’ whereby each strategic goal and objective are laid out
against the performance goal to which they are linked. In addition,
the plan includes a section which lists those measures currently
under administrative review because they are being either consid-
ered or validated. Finally, the most informative section of the plan
is the ‘‘Definitions of Performance Measures’’ section which sets out
each budget activity, defines all of the 39 performance measures,
the accuracy and means by which the measure will be verified, and
any current data available.

The performance plan enables the Subcommittee to evaluate the
importance of the budget requests by how well they coincide with
the performance plan. The plan has been a useful tool because, as
a result of the Subcommittee’s oversight, the agency has begun to
ask itself the same questions of relevancy and relation to mission
with respect to initiatives of interest to the Subcommittee. As a re-
sult, the agency and the Subcommittee are streamlining the re-
quests put forth and validating their merit based on the agency’s
ability to stress the initiative’s importance in relation to the agen-
cy’s mission. Those initiatives that cannot be sufficiently justified
are eliminated, and those that are meritorious can be promoted
throughout the appropriations cycle.

One critical piece that is missing from the plan is a section on
those programs which were eliminated because a duplication of ef-
fort was found as a result of implementing the performance plan.
Also, the Subcommittee would find it very useful to have informa-
tion about those initiatives which were eliminated or phased out as
a result of the implementation of the performance plan, i.e., an ini-
tiative that was found to underperform because the plan was used.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The Internal Revenue Service [IRS] has been undergoing a mas-
sive restructuring effort in recent years. This has resulted in the
creation of a new mission statement, goals, and guiding principles.
The mission of the new IRS is to ‘‘provide America’s taxpayers with
top quality service by helping them understand and meet their tax
responsibilities and by applying the tax law with integrity and fair-
ness to all.’’ To implement this mission, IRS has developed three
goals: (1) service to each taxpayer, (2) service to all taxpayers, and
(3) productivity through a quality work environment.

Each of the four major components of the IRS has its own set of
performance plans, some carried forward from fiscal year 1996.
However, the vast majority of the new measurements for fiscal
year 2000 are still under development, and outcomes for specific
measures have not been articulated.

There has been criticism in the past of an apparent lack of bal-
ance between customer service and tax law enforcement. The IRS
believes it has now struck a balance by emphasizing three major
areas: (1) customer satisfaction, (2) employee satisfaction, and (3)
business results. Whether this is actually the case remains to be
seen.

The vast majority of the measurements contained in the IRS per-
formance plans are measured by quality and quantity. For exam-
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ple, the Processing, Assistance, and Management component is fo-
cused heavily on the customer service aspects of the IRS and in-
cludes such measurements as refund timeliness (percentage of re-
funds issued in less than 21 days) and accuracy rates for taxpayer
inquiries.

Most of the existing and continuing measures anticipate a steady
but gradual improvement, and some expect the IRS to maintain ex-
isting performance. For example, availability of data to front-line
employees 99 percent of the time has been the goal since fiscal year
1996 and will continue to be so in fiscal year 2000. Outcomes ex-
pected from the new measurements will be based upon fiscal year
1999 performance and have not yet been determined. However, the
Subcommittee expects the IRS to continue to strive for improve-
ment in each and every category.

Because the operations of the IRS are based upon numbers—tax-
payers, refunds, examinations, collections—most of the objectives
can be reliably measured, subject to the availability of necessary
technology. However, the most important goals—customer satisfac-
tion and employee satisfaction—are much harder to measure. Un-
fortunately, for purposes of this review, those performance meas-
ures are among the many still to be determined.

The IRS must continue to balance taxpayer satisfaction with its
collection responsibilities. Unfortunately, there are many times
when taxpayers are not satisfied when the IRS informs them that
they owe additional taxes under existing tax laws. As a result of
Congressional oversight during the recent past, emphasis seems to
have shifted to customer satisfaction, which has resulted in a re-
duction in enforcement collections. The IRS believes its fiscal year
2000 performance plan strikes an appropriate balance.

The IRS is solely responsible for the enforcement of internal rev-
enue laws and statutes, and for the collection of income taxes, so-
cial insurance and retirement taxes, as well as excise, estate, and
gift taxes. The other entity with tax-collection responsibility is the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, which collects taxes on
alcohol, tobacco, firearms, and explosives. Because their respon-
sibilities are clearly delineated in statute, there are no cross-cut-
ting programs or activities.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

The IRS has been relying upon older information systems for
tracking both revenue and performance measurements. This fulfills
the agency’s requirement that all measures must have reasonable
accuracy. However, it should be noted that after a somewhat shaky
start, the IRS has taken positive steps to ensure that the ongoing
information technology modernization project continues to move
forward at a deliberative, albeit slow, pace. In order to ensure that
funds are spent wisely, which has not been the case in the past,
Congress has required that the IRS outline expenditures before
funding is released.

As a result of careful oversight by Congress, GAO, OMB, and the
IRS Management Board at the Treasury Department, the project
appears to be back on track. While there could be early positive re-
sults in some specific programs, the entire project will take at least



74

10 years to complete. The IRS will continue to use the existing leg-
acy systems to track performance measurements.

III. HIGH RISK PROGRAMS

Unfortunately, GAO has identified seven issues which are de-
scribed as ‘‘formidable challenges’’ facing the IRS which should be
addressed separately.

—Restructuring the IRS organization and business practices to
better balance its efforts between taxpayer assistance and en-
forcement.—As outlined by the summary of its plan, the IRS
has moved forward to redesign the business practices of the
agency into 4 operating divisions, each with responsibility for
a specific segment or segments of taxpayers. Once this transi-
tion is complete, the IRS believes that this redesign will help
it to meet all 3 major goals of the agency.

—Correcting management and technical weaknesses in its systems
modernization efforts.—As previously stated, the IRS is in the
process of implementing its information technology moderniza-
tion efforts. A big step forward was the awarding of the
PRIME contract late last year to serve as the developer and in-
tegrator for this project. The lines of responsibility are being
defined but have not yet been completed.

—Resolving financial management and control weaknesses that
affect its ability to adequately manage its financial oper-
ations.—Because of the age of the existing information tech-
nology infrastructure, the only way to resolve these problems
is with an entirely new, modernized, replacement system.
While those efforts are underway, it is a long process.

—Addressing problems relating to its ability to collect Federal tax
receivables and other unpaid assessments.—The performance
indicators for the collection activity for the Tax Law Enforce-
ment account are still under development, which shows that
the IRS is aware of the problems and working to develop the
necessary performance measures. Fulfilling many of the per-
formance measures is dependent upon completion of informa-
tion technology applications.

—Assessing the impact of various efforts IRS has under way to
reduce filing fraud.—Unfortunately, the fiscal year 2000 per-
formance plan does not mention this problem. The IRS ac-
knowledges that its plan does not address this issue directly,
but assures staff that it will do so in the future.

—Improving security controls over information systems to address
weaknesses that place taxpayer data at risk to both internal
and external treats.—Security is a continuing concern for the
IRS and has been part of the IRS performance plan since fiscal
year 1998. While there have been some improvements over
time, inclusion of this concern on the GAO high-risk list shows
that much more needs to be done. The explanation of the pro-
posed performance plan for the Information Systems account
indicates that as Y2K efforts wind down, staff will be redi-
rected to work on the management of the huge information
technology infrastructure contract. Security should be an inte-
gral part of that contract.
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—Modifying information systems to properly function in the year
2000.—This has been the top priority for the IRS. While the
written performance plan does not include specific measures, it
is obvious that the IRS must ensure the continued operation
of the information systems into the next century. This is clear-
ly articulated in the fiscal year 2000 proposed performance
plan explanation.

The IRS is taking each of the items seriously and has been work-
ing with GAO to address its concerns. The Subcommittee will care-
fully monitor IRS’s efforts and progress in rectifying these prob-
lems.

IV. CONSULTATIONS

The IRS is a huge agency with numerous serious problems. As
a result, the performance plan contains descriptions of several on-
going major efforts. The IRS has consistently kept the Sub-
committee informed of its plans and progress. The Subcommittee
expects consultation efforts to continue as the IRS moves forward
with specific, incremental expenditure plans which must be ap-
proved before funds can be released.

Consultations with IRS management representatives have been
informative for the Subcommittee, and feedback useful for IRS
management.

The Results Act and budget staffs have been separate entities for
the development of existing performance and strategic plans. Each
was handled by a different group, which resulted in some dis-
connects between the strategic plan and performance plans. As
part of the ongoing IRS modernization plan, these entities have
been merged into a Strategic Planning and Budgeting group. This
merger should result in a closer coordination of strategy and per-
formance and eliminate problems (such as no performance plan to
address the need to reduce filing fraud).

The split responsibilities resulted in large numbers of IRS staff
briefing appropriations staff. The new merged responsibility should
make subsequent consultation much easier and informative.

V. USEFULNESS

The IRS performance plan is well presented. It starts with the
overall mission statement, proceeds to the three major goals and
the 5 guiding principles, and then to the 5 levers of change. This
is followed by specific performance for the IRS as a whole, as well
as the 4 major appropriated accounts. Each is clearly stated and
presented in such a way that it does, in fact, inform rather than
overwhelm.

Although the measurable goals of some of the performance plan
expectations are still being developed, the actual performance
measures are articulated, which gives the Subcommittee a clear
understanding of how each performance measure contributes to one
of the 3 major goals.

The IRS performance plan is a useful tool for realizing the mag-
nitude of the task ahead of the new IRS. It clearly shows the in-
tended use of requested funding levels. The fiscal year 2001 per-
formance plan, which is expected to have greater detailed indica-
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tors for specific measures, will be even more useful in determining
whether this year’s funding decisions were appropriate.

The IRS has done a good job of presenting the formidable tasks
facing this evolving entity. The Subcommittee understands that not
all of the newly developed performance measures have defined indi-
cators, especially considering that the fiscal year 1999 performance
will be the baseline for future performance indicators. It is there-
fore difficult to get a clear picture of the existing performance and
the steps needed to improve in those areas.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The General Services Administration [GSA] has 4 strategic goals
that are directly linked to the agency objective to provide, as cost
effectively as possible, the space, supplies, and services Federal em-
ployees need to do their jobs. GSA provides these services through
the Public Building Service [PBS], the Federal Supply Service, the
Federal Technology Service, and the Office of Government-wide
Policy. GSA has the following 4 strategic goals which pervade all
of its functions: (1) to promote responsible asset management, (2)
to compete effectively for the Federal market, (3) to excel at cus-
tomer service, and (4) to anticipate future workforce needs.

GSA’s goals and measures are evenly mixed among outcomes and
processes and activities, for the agency’s role is inherently activity-
based. Agency management is focused on defining and adapting in
a rapidly changing environment. GSA is in the process of re-
focusing its activity-based measures and goals so they are more
outcome based. For example, the plan now includes goals and re-
lated targets for assessing the level of satisfaction among GSA’s
federal customers. GSA is evolving from an operations-based orga-
nization that performs services for Federal agencies to a procure-
ment and contract management organization that provides goods
and services for its Federal customers.

The goals and measures set out in GSA’s performance plan are
reasonably challenging and realistic in that they include items such
as ‘‘Hold annual increases in per mile charges for interagency fleet
vehicles close to inflation.’’ However, there are a few goals which
are not as reasonable. For example, ‘‘Complete all construction
projects on time’’ is a laudable but unrealistic goal. GSA is reevalu-
ating all of its goals and measures on a regular basis so they can
be modified when the goals are either unreasonably challenging or
unrealistic. This is evident in the amount of modification the stra-
tegic plan has undergone since 1998. GSA goals in the fiscal year
2000 plan are more quantifiable than previous years.

GSA’s purpose and functions are inherently measurable because
the agency’s work is process-oriented. For fiscal year 2000, 48 of
the 58 goals have measures, baselines, and targets which are quan-
tifiable. For some of the goals and measures, GSA plans to bench-
mark itself against the private sector in areas such as travel and
leasing costs. These types of goals and measures should be espe-
cially useful in gauging GSA’s future performance.

GSA’s plan did not include any instances of unintended effects
that were avoided.
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The 2000 plan shows improvement in its discussion of cross-cut-
ting issues. In the 2000 plan, GSA mentions the cross-cutting na-
ture of its activities. In addition, GSA has an office, the Office of
Government-wide Policy [OGP], which is singly responsible for
interagency coordination. GSA, through OGP, is authorized to pro-
vide for a Government-wide system for procurement and supply of
personal property and management services utilization of available
property disposal of surplus property and records management. By
this authority, GSA develops, facilitates and interprets Govern-
ment-wide policies in these areas. GSA collaborates with the Fed-
eral community and others to develop policy and guidelines, to pro-
vide education and training, and to identify best practices in the
areas where GSA has or supports policymaking authority. OGP
provides guidance, information and performance measures to make
the Federal Government’s administrative processes more efficient
and effective.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

The 2000 plan discusses the importance of having the techno-
logical capacity to maintain good data, and the plan’s section on
PBS discusses the importance of reliable information and PBS’ im-
plementation of a new system for tracking real property data. All
but 9 of the performance goals have subsections entitled
‘‘Verification/Validation.’’ These subsections generally identify the
source of the data that will be used as a measure, with some iden-
tifying actions to be used to identify data problems, such as audits
of financial records and systems.

However, the information on data reliability is too general and
does not list GSA’s planned actions to verify and validate the data
that will be used to monitor progress and gauge results. As with
many agencies, GSA is struggling to identify the most effective and
efficient means to collect this data and analyze how it compares
with its current data collection systems. In addition, GSA is still
refining what data to collect. In its plan, GSA does not address how
it will meet these shortfalls until it has a sufficient data collection
system in place; however, GSA does acknowledge the importance of
data reliability.

The plan acknowledges the weakness of data, which is impor-
tant, but does not delve into how the agency plans to change its
approach in order to sufficiently verify and validate its data and
the limitations of the current data collection systems. There is no
specific mention of the actions or the need for a plan to fully ad-
dress how the agency will overcome this weakness. In addition, the
agency does not currently have all the necessary systems in place
needed to accurately assess the data collected. However, GSA is
fortunate because it is a process-oriented agency which lends itself
naturally to data collection and systems.

III. HIGH RISK PROGRAMS

GSA is not on the GAO’s high-risk list.
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IV. CONSULTATIONS

During the first year of reporting, fiscal year 1998, GSA provided
extensive briefings to get input and feedback from the Sub-
committee. In addition, GSA shared during this process the means
by which it was building its plans and how it wanted to proceed.
As the plans have become more refined over time, GSA has con-
sulted with the Subcommittee on its performance plans concur-
rently with the Subcommittee’s review of GSA’s budget.

As a result of the consultations, GSA has made the plan avail-
able for discussion simultaneous with the Subcommittee’s review
the agency’s budget. Unfortunately, the agency has not completely
integrated its performance plan into its budget submission; the doc-
uments are provided separately.

A separate person is responsible for developing the performance
plan. This person coordinates the planning staffs and the work
they do in the 4 services of GSA and reports directly to the head
of the agency budget office.

V. USEFULNESS

The plan is very clear and concise. It begins with an overview
and a clear, charted section on the performance measures. Most
importantly, in a detailed section on performance measures, it in-
cludes a breakout of strategy and verification/validation and their
relationship to each strategic goal and objective.

The plan does not always show a clear connection between the
performance goals and the specific funding and program activities
in the budget. Without such linkages, decision-makers will have
difficulty relating the performance goals in the plan to the program
activities in the budget. In addition, it will be difficult for GSA to
allocate its anticipated budgetary resources among its performance
goals. Less than half of the performance goals contain a direct,
identifiable link to the budget; and, beyond that, there are some
goals which are not linked to any performance goals at all. How-
ever, there are instances in which the direct connection of the
budget to a performance measure is made. For example, the goal
to reduce the amount of non-revenue producing space identified
$77,000,000 from the Basic Repair and Alterations program activ-
ity.

From the Subcommittee’s perspective, the linkage of the plan to
the budget is the most critical component in order for the plan to
be useful to budgetary decisions made throughout the fiscal year.
Such a plan would enable the agency and the Subcommittee to
streamline the requests put forth and validate their merit based on
the agency’s ability to stress the initiatives’ importance in relation
to the agency’s mission. Those initiatives that could not be suffi-
ciently justified would be eliminated and those that are meritorious
could then be promoted throughout the appropriations cycle. That
is not to say that the current plan is not useful without this infor-
mation; however, the information is much more difficult and time
consuming to garner without this linkage. In general, the plan en-
ables the Subcommittee to ask relevant questions about perform-
ance that would not otherwise be a topic of oversight.
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The plan would be more useful if every aspect of the budget were
linked to the plan and vice versa. In addition, it would be useful
to have a section on cost-savings resulting from the use and imple-
mentation of the plan. This section should not only include the
under-performance of some of the agency’s activities, but also the
elimination of duplicative efforts carried out both within GSA and
within the Federal Government as a whole.

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The Office of Personnel Management [OPM] is divided into 10
separate components: Office of Merit Systems Oversight and Effec-
tiveness, Employment Service, Retirement and Insurance Service,
Workforce Compensation and Performance Service, Investigations
Service, Office of Workforce Relations, Executive Resources, Admin-
istrative Services, Executive and Other Services, and Office of In-
spector General.

OPM has developed 5 separate overarching Strategic Goals, with
objectives which span several agency divisions and functions. As
the Federal Government’s personnel office, those responsibilities
are wide-ranging, which results in many shared goals. To achieve
the Strategic Goals, each individual division has its own set of per-
formance goals. For example, Employment Service has 24 goals,
and Retirement and Insurance Service has 16 goals. While each
performance goal is an important objective for the individual divi-
sion, the total number of performance goals for the agency is volu-
minous.

There is a mixture of measures. For example, OPM relies upon
the annual Customer Satisfaction Survey of client agencies to de-
termine whether they are meeting Goal I: ‘‘Provide policy direction
and leadership to recruit and retain the Federal workforce required
for the 21st Century.’’ On the other hand, Goal IV: ‘‘Deliver high
quality, cost-effective human resources services to Federal agen-
cies, employees, annuitants and the public’’ is measured by accu-
racy of payments and response times.

The goals and measures are, on the whole, reasonably chal-
lenging. While the Strategic Goals state the obvious functions of
the agency, the performance goals articulate the steps the agency
plans to take, or continues to take, to reach that goal. In some in-
stances, it appears that OPM has developed a performance goal to
simply continue to do what it has always done. At the other end
of the spectrum, the goal of implementing a long term care pro-
gram for Federal employees is totally dependent upon enactment of
legislation.

OPM relies upon customer satisfaction surveys and employee
surveys to determine whether most performance goals are realized.
The reliability of that measurement depends upon the reliability of
the responses to the surveys and the actual response rates.

The individual program performance goals identified with each of
the 5 Strategic Goals appear to result in a balanced approach.

OPM is the Federal Government’s personnel office and has the
statutory responsibility and authority to ensure government-wide
adherence to civil service principles and laws. The performance
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goals in these areas clearly outline ongoing and continuing out-
reach and oversight of Federal agencies. As outlined above, the ob-
jectives of each of the 5 Strategic Goals clearly show the respon-
sibilities of each division of the agency in reaching that goal.

II. DATA RELIABILITY

OPM relies heavily upon the information received from various
surveys, the reliability of which is questionable. Additional infor-
mation is provided through the use of outside audits of various ac-
counts. The plan does not appear to recognize the potential inad-
equacies of survey results.

III. HIGH RISK PROGRAMS

The GAO High-Risk Update issued in January 1999 included a
section regarding basic financial accountability, which noted that
OPM’s retirement fund and life insurance fund each received un-
qualified audit opinions. This achievement was noted as a perform-
ance result in OPM’s fiscal year 2000 Plan. However, GAO also
noted that the revolving funds, health benefits account, and sala-
ries and expenses account audits received disclaimers. While none
of these audit reports reached the level of inclusion on the GAO
high-risk list, unqualified audit opinions in these accounts in fiscal
year 2000 are important performance goals (Retirement and Insur-
ance Service Goal 5).

OPM’s fiscal year 2000 Plan contains an update on efforts to re-
solve this problem, leading the Subcommittee to conclude that
there is indeed a serious commitment.

IV. CONSULTATIONS

OPM’s Strategic Plan was developed in fiscal year 1997 to span
fiscal years 1998 through 2002 as a result of formal and informal
discussions with both authorizing and appropriating committees of
Congress. It is updated annually. Various aspects of the plan are
discussed with the agency representatives during briefings on the
budget request.

Subcommittee staff has noted that requests for expanded infor-
mation during budget briefings result in improvements in the sub-
sequent Strategic Plan update.

OPM has established an integrated GPRA working group con-
sisting of representatives of each function of the agency. At last
count, there were 24 staff on this permanent working group.

V. USEFULNESS

While overwhelming in its volume, the performance plan is set
up in a logical and informative manner. Each strategic goal is list-
ed with references to individual division performance goals in sub-
sequent pages.

The OPM plan clearly establishes the annual performance goals,
Strategic Plan mission goals, and budget program activities. How-
ever, day-to-day operations are much less apparent.

The Strategic Plan and performance goals are of great help in
understanding the totality of the responsibilities and functions of
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the agency. Of particular usefulness is the notation of the resources
provided for each activity.

Huge responsibilities result in huge explanations. The combined
Strategic Plan/performance plan/budget justification document is
365 pages long. However, it is difficult to know how to reduce the
size of the document and still be responsive to the statutory re-
quirements and GAO recommendations.
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1 HUD has been designated, most recently in 1999, as a high risk area by GAO vulnerable
to waste, fraud, abuse and mismanagement; the only agency ever designated as high risk on
an department-wide basis. In addition, at various times, GAO, the HUD Inspector General and
NAPA have identified substantial concerns with HUD’s ability to administer its programs.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

I. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MEASURES

The Results Act is an important management tool for the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], which continues
to face a number of critical management and program issues that
undermine the capacity of the agency to meet its many program re-
sponsibilities.1 In particular, HUD is the principal Federal agency
responsible for programs and activities designed to meet the Na-
tion’s housing needs, promote community development and assist
in the economic development of States and communities. In car-
rying out these programs and activities, HUD administers: (1)
mortgage and loan insurance programs that assist families to be-
come homeowners and facilitate the construction of affordable rent-
al housing; (2) rental and homeownership subsidy programs, such
as the Section 8 and Public Housing programs, that provide rental
assistance for low-income families who otherwise could not afford
decent housing; (3) programs to combat housing discrimination and
which affirmatively further fair housing opportunities; (4) pro-
grams designed to ensure the availability of an adequate supply of
mortgage finance credit; and (5) programs that aid neighborhood
rehabilitation, community and economic development, and that pre-
serve and revitalize distressed urban areas.

Because of HUD’s broad and far-reaching responsibilities, the Re-
sults Act is a very important tool for linking housing and commu-
nity development programs with funding decisions to ensure a com-
prehensive and focused approach to these issues. To meet the re-
quirements of the Results Act, HUD adopted a 5-year strategic
plan on September 30, 1997, which covered fiscal year 1998
through fiscal year 2003. Since that time, HUD has continued to
refine its strategic planning process through its business and oper-
ating plans and through its annual performance plans [APPs], with
the Fiscal Year 2000 Annual Performance Plan as its most recent
Results Act strategic planning document. And while the fiscal year
2000 APP reflects a growing sophistication by the Department in
implementing the Results Act, HUD has not made the necessary
connections between the strategic plan and the allocation of re-
sources, as provided in HUD’s annual budget request. These con-
nections are critical to ensure that HUD decisionmaking is based
on measurable goals and outputs.
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HUD also has been in an almost constant state of reinvention
over the last 6 years, most recently in July, 1997, when Secretary
Cuomo released the HUD 2020 Management Reform Plan which
announced a set of major initiatives, including changes designed to
reduce the number of HUD programs; reduce the number of staff;
reorganize HUD’s 81 field offices; modernize and integrate the fi-
nancial, management, and data information systems; and restruc-
ture program and activity authority in a manner designed to inte-
grate more fully HUD programs and activities.

As part of HUD’s reinvention process, HUD contracted with the
National Academy of Public Administration [NAPA] for an assess-
ment of HUD’s implementation of the Results Act. In response,
NAPA issued a report entitled GPRA in HUD: Changes for the Bet-
ter (July 1999). While the NAPA report credits HUD with using the
Results Act as a primary tool for management reform and decision-
making, the report also raises significant concerns about HUD’s
failure to link output data with output targets in its APPs, includ-
ing the fiscal year 2000 APP. In addition, the NAPA report advises
that HUD’s business and operating plans still focus on program
specific outputs and not in the multi-disciplinary cross-cutting out-
come terms which are needed to strategically manage HUD. Also,
while the Department is developing a Resource Estimation Alloca-
tion Process [REAP] system to help measure HUD’s resource ef-
forts per specific work requirements, there remain serious concerns
regarding the availability of accurate and timely performance
measurement data which meets sound data quality standards. As
a result, data reliability is an area of paramount concern to the
Congress. Finally, the NAPA report concludes that HUD now needs
to link its management activities more directly to outcomes in-
cluded in its strategic and annual performance plans.

II. CONSULTATIONS

While HUD’s progress in implementing the Results Act is posi-
tive, it remains very difficult to assess the degree or the effective-
ness of the Department in implementing the Results Act. In par-
ticular, the fiscal year 2000 APP fails to make HUD’s mission,
goals, and objectives adequately outcome-oriented in a meaningful
way and, more importantly, it fails to make the necessary connec-
tion between the APP and funding decisions, which for the Sub-
committee is the primary criteria for the successful implementation
of the Results Act. This also underlies the Subcommittee’s concern
that the Department has not worked adequately with the Congress
on the implementation of the Results Act.

For example, HUD’s fiscal year 2000 Budget Justifications iden-
tified 3 performance indicators for the Housing Certificate Fund,
which is the primary appropriation account for the funding of the
Section 8 rental assistance programs. These 3 performance indica-
tors set goals: (1) to increase the percentage of section 8 families
with children living in low-poverty census tracts; (2) to increase the
percentage of the head of households with children who move from
welfare to work while assisted by tenant-based section 8; and (3)
for the Section 8 Management Assessment program, to improve the
performance of the agencies that administer section 8 assistance.
While these issues are important as indicators, there are larger
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and more important issues which underlie this account that need
to be addressed. For example, there is significant evidence that
many low-income families with section 8 vouchers have a difficult
time in finding (or are unable to find) affordable and available
housing in many areas of the United States. This is a very signifi-
cant issue that goes to the heart of the Section 8 program, one that
is as important or more important than the issues identified by
HUD in its performance indicators.

III. USEFULNESS

Finally, it is still too early to evaluate adequately the implemen-
tation and usefulness of the Results Act as both a budget tool and
as a measure and benchmark for the effectiveness of an agency in
fulfilling its mission. While there is a significant disconnect be-
tween HUD resource allocations and program benchmarks and
goals, it is only beginning on March 31, 2000 that agencies are to
prepare annual performance reports covering the preceding 3 fiscal
years, including performance measurement data. At that time
HUD is expected to describe its performance indicators in its per-
formance plan and assess its performance with respect to these in-
dicators.

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

The mission of the Department of Veterans Affairs [VA] to care
for and serve veterans is clear, and its performance plan explicitly
describes VA’s plans to fulfill that mission. VA offered consulta-
tions with the Subcommittee on its performance plan; however, its
usefulness to the Subcommittee has been limited, as the budget
justification continues to be the key agency document for the Sub-
committee’s deliberations regarding VA programs. Because the
budget office is largely responsible for overseeing implementation
of the Results Act, there is a connection in the development of VA’s
budget with the attainment of performance measures.

VA’s goals and objectives are results-oriented; the plan explains
where the Department is coordinating with other agencies, particu-
larly the Department of Defense, in running its programs. In addi-
tion, the plan describes how VA is working to coordinate better
within the Department, acting as ‘‘one VA’’ rather than 3 indi-
vidual agencies as has been its tradition.

VA’s critical role as a health care provider and benefits deliverer
to veterans makes it quite difficult to withhold funding owing to
poor performance. In fact, poor performance at the VA often spurs
quite the opposite effect: more funding is often provided when per-
formance lags because interest groups virtually always cite inad-
equate funding as the reason for performance problems, such as
poor quality of care or slow delivery of benefits. This makes it quite
difficult for the Subcommittee to use the budget as a tool to ensure
implementation of a performance-based system at the Department.

Implementation of the Results Act is well underway within the
Veterans Health Administration [VHA], which has undergone a
significant reorganization, including the implementation of numer-
ous ‘‘management efficiencies’’ aimed at reducing redundancies and
improving the use of health care dollars. In addition, managers are
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being held to results-oriented performance measures with retention
and promotions at risk. Hundreds of millions of dollars have been
saved over the past few years while more veterans are being pro-
vided health care, and quality of care indicators have improved.
However, given the size of the system and its decentralization,
there is a wide variety in the degree of ‘‘success.’’ Moreover, there
remains much to be done to continue to improve the system, elimi-
nate inefficiencies, and improve quality. Momentum may be lag-
ging in eliminating remaining redundancies and in redirecting sav-
ings to health care.

With respect to the Veterans Benefits Administration [VBA], far
more needs to be done to develop a results-oriented system. VBA
has put together a new way of measuring its results—called ‘‘the
balanced scorecard’’—which moves toward a performance-based
system of measuring its activities. Yet its 59 regional offices are far
from meeting the goals the Department has set forth, and a culture
which has consisted of 59 largely autonomous regional offices has
been slow to adapt to change. Most of the goals it has set forth are
currently not being met within VBA.

While there is strong support for the Results Act at the top level
within the budget office, continued successful implementation of
GPRA is currently at-risk at the Department owing to the lack of
leadership within the Department and within VHA.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The Environmental Protection Agency’s [EPA] progress in imple-
menting the Results Act has been mixed. EPA has taken some no-
table steps in attempting to move toward a performance-based sys-
tem, such as developing a new system to improve its working rela-
tionship with States, establishing a new Office of Information
aimed at improving the quality of EPA data, and initiating pilot
projects aimed at providing flexibility in exchange for account-
ability to regulated entities in meeting environmental require-
ments. However, much of EPA’s activities aimed at performance-
management have been at the margins of EPA’s activities and have
not resulted in changes to core EPA activities. According to GAO,
participants in EPA’s ‘‘common sense’’ initiative—the centerpiece of
EPA’s regulatory ‘‘reinvention’’ initiatives—spent much of their
time on process-related issues.

EPA did have multiple consultations with the Subcommittee as
it developed its strategic plan and reoriented its budget structure,
with some useful changes made as a result of these consultations.
The agency also established an Office of Planning and Analysis,
with implementation of GPRA as its key function. This office re-
ports directly to the Chief Financial Officer, ensuring a linkage be-
tween the budget process and implementation of the Results Act.

EPA’s mission is wide-ranging, and with its responsibility to im-
plement 12 major environmental statutes, a simple performance
plan would be nearly impossible. Even so, EPA’s performance plan
is extremely cumbersome, containing far too many objectives and
sub-objectives. Moreover, a number of its 10 goals are questionable.
For example, EPA cites ‘‘a credible deterrent to pollution’’ as one
of its 10 goals. Yet most analysts agree that enforcement should be
a policy tool, not a goal in and of itself.
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In addition, it is not clear whether many of EPA’s performance
measures are appropriate, and whether these measures represent
a ‘‘stretch’’ or whether they would be met under ‘‘status quo’’ cir-
cumstances. For example, EPA has a goal of preventing harmful
pesticides exposure, and one of its measures is a 5 percent decrease
in incidences in pesticide poisonings. Why 5 percent? This is not ex-
plained or justified.

In addition, EPA’s performance measures are replete with proc-
ess-oriented ‘‘bean counts’’, such as the number of permits to be
issued. Indeed, only about 12 percent of EPA’s performance meas-
ures are true results-oriented measures. Moving to true perform-
ance measures is difficult because, as EPA acknowledges in its an-
nual plan, factors other than EPA activities—such as State and
local agency activities—often play a direct role in whether perform-
ance measures are met. In the limited instances where EPA uses
true performance measures as opposed to traditional bean counts,
it is not at all clear that EPA activities can be linked directly to
the performance measures it has set forth. Also, assessing the ef-
fectiveness of its activities has not been one of EPA’s strong points
as the agency lacks a program evaluation capability.

With respect to data reliability, as mentioned earlier EPA has
taken the first step of establishing a new Office of Information.
However, the quality of information continues to be a major man-
agement weakness identified by the Inspector General, and far
more needs to be done to ensure that the data EPA uses to meas-
ure its effectiveness are accurate and reliable. This will be a multi-
year effort and will require significant action on the part of State
environmental agencies as well.

EPA’s budget process illustrates the difficulties EPA has had in
implementing the Results Act in a meaningful manner. On the one
hand, EPA has taken significant steps to link its budget with its
strategic plan. Beginning in fiscal year 1999, EPA restructured its
entire budget process consistent with its strategic plan, including
in the budget justification appropriation requests for each of the
myriad goals, objectives and sub-objectives. Yet in restructuring
the budget, key program information has been lost and must be ob-
tained through a series of complicated budget crosscuts. Unfortu-
nately, the usefulness of the budget document has declined because
appropriation decisions are made primarily on the basis of program
information rather than objectives and sub-objectives. Moreover, at-
tributing agency program activity to sub-objectives is an inexact
and subjective process. EPA admitted that ‘‘the resources under
each goal do not and cannot reflect all resources that could be rea-
sonably associated with achieving the goal.’’

And, the new budget process has not resulted in any significant
change in the allocation of EPA resources to ensure that dollars are
allocated to those activities yielding the largest results—the largest
reduction in risk to human health and the environment. The stra-
tegic plan does not address the need to prioritize activities accord-
ing to risk, despite the fact that this has been an issue of chief con-
cern to this Subcommittee.

Finally, one of the largest EPA programs, the Federal toxic waste
cleanup program known as Superfund, continues to be designated
by GAO as a high-risk program subject to fraud, waste and abuse.
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It has held this designation for a decade, despite EPA claims that
it has reformed the program. EPA’s performance plan does not di-
rectly address the key problems identified by GAO, such as the
need to control Superfund contractor cleanup costs.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA] has made
some important strides in moving toward a performance-based sys-
tem as envisioned by the Results Act, including ‘‘reengineering’’ its
public assistance program to streamline the process by which dis-
aster relief funds are allocated for municipal infrastructure
projects, and implementing a new teleregistration process for pro-
viding benefits to disaster victims. These initiatives are resulting
in lower administrative costs and improved customer satisfaction.

However, FEMA has not linked its budget to its strategic plan,
and it is not clear how the development of FEMA’s budget would
be impacted if performance measures are not met. The Agency’s
budget staff is not involved in preparation of the annual plan or
oversight of the Results Act. Moreover, there continue to be signifi-
cant concerns with the management and allocation of FEMA’s dis-
aster relief fund, such as whether hazard mitigation grant funds
are being spent on the most cost-effective projects.

FEMA’s goals and measures are results-oriented and seem to be
reasonably challenging. FEMA is working to improve its informa-
tion systems, an area of concern identified by the IG. FEMA is ex-
panding the use of information systems to capture performance in-
formation to help manage its programs. While FEMA does identify
activities that cut across other Federal agencies, it does not address
the need to eliminate duplication in such areas as anti-terrorism
and hazard mitigation.

The plan does address major management challenges, and
FEMA’s efforts to implement improvements in such areas as devel-
oping disaster declaration criteria are commendable. However,
while FEMA has proposed using emergency management perform-
ance grants as the means of providing pre-disaster assistance to
States—a more flexible and streamlined means of providing this
assistance than the traditional multi-grant process—it is not clear
that FEMA is doing enough to hold States accountable in the use
of these funds, e.g., improving their preparedness for disaster
events. Also, while FEMA acknowledges that disaster cost contain-
ment is a key concern and has taken some steps to reduce costs,
it has not done enough in this area. The fundamental mission of
FEMA’s disaster relief program as envisioned by the Stafford Dis-
aster Relief Act is to supplement, and not supplant, State and local
capability. The strategic plan and annual plan do not adequately
affirm this or address the need to limit FEMA’s role to a supple-
mental one.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
[NASA]

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration [NASA] is
making good progress in implementing the Results Act. Beginning
in October 1996, NASA issued a Strategic Management Handbook
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2 The NASA IG indicates that the Senior Management Council did not assess NASA progress
in achieving the established goals and targets until August 1999. The IG advises that the Coun-
cil assessments need to occur earlier and that NASA needs to establish formal procedures and
schedules to ensure that assessments are accomplished in a timely manner.

which documented management policies, procedures, guidelines
and the responsibility for strategic management. The first Strategic
Plan was issued in September 1997 and covered fiscal year 1998
through fiscal year 2002. Subsequently, NASA issued Annual Per-
formance Plans [APP] for both fiscal year 1999 and 2000. In each
case NASA has made progress in effectively implementing the Re-
sults Act.

Nevertheless, there is still progress to be made, and in many
ways, it is premature to evaluate adequately the implementation
and usefulness of the Results Act as both a budget tool and as a
benchmark to measure the effectiveness of NASA in meeting its
mission. A number of these concerns will be addressed on March
31, 2000, when agencies are required to submit annual perform-
ance reports covering the preceding 3 fiscal years, including per-
formance measurement data.

In addition, the Subcommittee believes a recent GAO report on
NASA’s Fiscal Year 1999 APP as well as an audit by NASA’s In-
spector General on NASA’s implementation of the Results Act re-
main useful and accurate assessments of the strengths and weak-
nesses of NASA’s implementation of the Results Act. In brief,
NASA’s APP reflect NASA’s mission statement and goals as stated
in its strategic plan, and link strategic goals with NASA’s perform-
ance plans’ goals and performance targets; incorporate performance
measures that are generally objective, able to be quantified, and
useful for assessing progress in meeting the APP performance ob-
jectives; and provide for annual external reviews by the Advisory
Council and semiannual internal reviews by the Senior Manage-
ment Council to validate NASA’s progress in meeting its goals and
objectives.2

On the other hand, NASA’s annual performance plans must bet-
ter connect performance goals and measures to the program activi-
ties in NASA’s budget; more fully explain NASA’s procedures for
verifying and validating the data used to assess performance to en-
sure that the data is accurate, complete and credible; and provide
more insight into the development of NASA’s goals and perform-
ance measures. NASA also needs to work more closely with the
Congress in implementing the Results Act. In particular, the Sen-
ate Committee on Appropriations needs to be consulted on the im-
plementation of the Results Act since the primary criteria for its
successful implementation is the connection between NASA’s stra-
tegic plan and the APP to resource allocation, as provided in
NASA’s annual budget request.

Moreover, NASA is converting its budget to full cost accounting
by fiscal year 2001. This revised accounting structure should pro-
vide more clarity to the budget process and resource allocation.
However, the principles of full cost accounting must be tied into the
Results Act procedures.

Finally, NASA has traditionally used performance-based deci-
sionmaking in the development of NASA’s many highly technical
and specific deliverables (from satellites to space shuttles to new
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propulsion systems). The more difficult issue is how NASA can use
the Results Act to match the often highly uncertain research and
development goals with a process that is intended to link funds ex-
pended today with an outcome that may not occur for a decade or
more.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

The National Science Foundation [NSF] has made significant
progress in implementing the Results Act, in spite of difficult chal-
lenges in developing performance outcomes that are measurable
due to the nature of the agency’s mission of advancing basic sci-
entific research and promoting education in science and math. The
Fiscal Year 2000 Annual Performance Plan lists five outcome goals,
which are generally consistent with the mission of the agency: (1)
discoveries at and across the frontier of science and engineering; (2)
connections between discoveries and their use in service to society;
(3) a diverse, globally-oriented workforce of scientists and engi-
neers; (4) improved achievement in mathematics and science skills
needed by all Americans; and (5) relevant, timely information on
the national and international science and engineering enterprise.

Despite the challenge in developing performance measurements,
NSF has made significant progress in meeting the goals of the Re-
sults Act by using more qualitative performance goals instead of
quantitative performance targets. Specifically, NSF, as permitted
by the GPRA statute, established performance goals in the form of
statements that describe ‘‘successful’’ and ‘‘minimally effective’’ per-
formance. The use of this alternative format allows for expert judg-
ment, i.e., expert peer review, to consider both quantitative and
qualitative information on performance. The scientific community
strongly believes in this approach since many believe that outcomes
of basic research cannot be captured by quantitative measures
alone.

Reviews by the Congressional Research Service and GAO have
generally praised the Foundation’s efforts in developing its per-
formance plan, but both have pointed out the need for further im-
provement in order for the plan to be useful to policy-makers. Two
of the major deficiencies in NSF’s plan are: (1) NSF’s failure to pro-
vide clear information on the linkages between its budget and its
performance goals, and (2) limited confidence that the information
it provides will be credible. Resolving the first deficiency will be of
special interest to the Subcommittee since it is important to under-
stand the rationale for how NSF’s resources contribute to accom-
plishing the expected level of performance.
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1 The Fiscal Year 2000 Agriculture and Related Agencies Appropriations Act provided
$20,000,000. Title III of H. Rept. 106–354.

2 The Fiscal Year 2000 Housing and Urban Affairs, Veterans, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act provided $30,000,000. H. Rept. 106–379.

3 The Fiscal Year 2000 Housing and Urban Development, Veterans Department, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act provided $11,376,695,000 for housing activities.

4 H. Rept. 106–379.

IV. PROGRAM DUPLICATION AND OVERLAP

In order to ensure that Federal taxpayers get the most ‘‘bang for
their buck,’’ not only must Congress and the Administration ensure
that programs achieve their desired goals through measurable per-
formance objectives, but they must eliminate duplication of effort.
Unfortunately, for a variety of reasons, many Federal programs
perform essentially the same function.

For example, the Rural Development Administration, through
the Rural Community Advancement Program 1, operates a water
and sewer improvement program in isolated Native villages in
Alaska and remote colonias along the United States-Mexico border.
The Environmental Protection Agency runs nearly identical pro-
grams through its State and Tribal Assistance Grants Program.2
Both agencies require a 25 percent local match and have similar
program requirements.

The good news is that double the resources have been dedicated
to provide running water and flush toilets for a forgotten segment
of Americans. The bad news is that two separate agencies are run-
ning the same program with two sets of rules, two sets of applica-
tions required, two sets of personnel processing paperwork, and two
sets of reporting requirements. The Indian Health Service also pro-
vides resources for rural water and sewer programs, as does the
Army Corps of Engineers.

Fortunately, at least in Alaska, the Federal agencies have
worked together with the State of Alaska to form a Village Safe
Water Program which administers all the funds once they are
transferred to Alaska. One priority list is established, and projects
are funded off that list regardless of which agency provides the
funds. Unfortunately, two agencies still must process the paper-
work to make it work, while a third, the Indian Health Service,
helps implement the program.

An even more glaring example arises with respect to housing
programs. The Department of Housing and Urban Development
[HUD] is the lead agency responsible for providing affordable hous-
ing in the nation.3 Yet, over the years a number of other agencies
have assumed segments of that mission. For example, the Veterans
Department operates the Veterans Housing Benefit Program, an
indirect and guaranteed loan program, a Native American Veterans
Housing Loan Program, and a Guaranteed Transitional Housing
Loan Program for veterans 4 of the Armed Forces that mirror HUD
programs. In addition, the Rural Development Administration, an
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5 The total subsidy required to support the program in fiscal year 2000 is $181,560,000. Con-
ference Report on the Fiscal Year 2000 Agriculture and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
H. Rept. 106–354.

6 United States General Accounting Office Report to Congressional Committees, February
1999. ‘‘Homelessness: Coordination and Evaluation of Program are Essential’’, page 2.

7 Id.
8 The Economic Development Administration was funded at $361,879,000 in the Fiscal Year

2000 Commerce, Justice, State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. H.
Rept. 106–398.

9 The Economic Development Initiative was funded at $275,000,000 in the Fiscal Year 2000
Housing and Urban Development, Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act.
H. Rept. 106–379.

10 The Rural Business-Cooperative Service was funded at $16,615,000 which supports a loan
program of $38,256,000 for fiscal year 2000. H.Rept. 106–354.

11 The Fiscal Year 2000 Housing and Urban Development, Veterans Affairs, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act provided $55,000,000 for urban empowerment zones and
$15,000,000 for rural empowerment zones which was transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture.

12 The Fiscal Year 2000 Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act provided $45,245,000 for empowerment zones, enterprise communities, and Rural Economic
Area Partnership Zones.

arm of the Department of Agriculture, operates the Rural Housing
Service, a $4,600,000,000 housing loan program.5 The Department
of Defense has a separate military housing program.

With respect to homeless programs alone, there are 50 separate
programs run by 8 different Federal agencies according to GAO.6
A February 1999 GAO Report noted that:

‘‘in some cases, programs operated by more than one
agency offer the same type of service. For example, 23 pro-
grams operated by four agencies offer housing, such as
emergency shelter, transitional housing, and other housing
assistance. Twenty-six programs administered by six agen-
cies offer food and nutrition services, including food
stamps, school lunch subsidies, and supplements for food
banks.’’ 7

Some programs have separate eligibility criteria, separate intake
workers, separate personnel to process applications, and separate
rules and regulations. So instead of providing services to the home-
less, the Federal Government spends a substantial portion of its re-
sources providing resources for paper pushing.

Economic development offers yet another example. The Com-
merce Department’s Economic Administration 8 is very similar to
HUD’s Economic Development Initiative.9 A similar program, the
Rural Business-Cooperative Service, only with a rural flavor, can
be found within the Rural Development Administration.10 Both the
Department of Housing and Urban Affairs 11 and the Department
of Agriculture 12 offer enterprise zone programs, and the Small
Business Administration funds Hub Zones.

Why do these duplications occur? Because both Congress and the
Administration want to do what is right. When the 1996 Farm Bill
came to the Senate floor, the Alaska Congressional Delegation
amended it to ensure that rural Alaska received the same treat-
ment as the colonias. When the Environmental Protection Agency
was reauthorized along with its urban water and sewer program,
the border States amended the bill to make sure that their unique
needs received the same treatment as urban locales.

Likewise, with respect to homeless programs, the proliferation of
programs came out of a strong desire by both branches of Govern-
ment to help homeless people. The Administration looks for every
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13 Pub. L. 105–220, the Workforce Investment Partnership Act of 1998.
14 The Distance Learning and Telemedicine Program was funded at $20,700,000 in the Fiscal

Year 2000 Agriculture, Rural Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. H. Rept.
105–354.

15 The Public Telecommunications Facilities, Planning and Construction Program was funded
at $26,500,000 in the Fiscal Year 2000 Commerce, Justice, State, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act. H.Rept. 106–398.

16 The Veterans Administration budget included $750,000 to develop a telemedicine network
for veterans. H. Rept. 106–379.

17 The Indian Health Service budget included $5,500,000 to develop a telemedicine network
for Indians. H. Rept. 106–406.

18 The Department of Defense budget included $3,800,000 to develop a telemedicine network
for members of the Armed Services. H. Rept. 106–244.

opportunity, both in the Federal budget process and as agency pro-
grams are reauthorized, to ensure that a particular issue like
homelessness receives attention. Members of Congress, depending
on their committee assignments, look for similar opportunities. A
member of the Appropriations Committee might approach home-
lessness one way while a member of the Veterans Affairs Com-
mittee may focus on homelessness among veterans, while the In-
dian Affairs Committee may focus on Native housing programs. All
have the best of intentions.

This phenomenon reached its zenith with respect to job training
programs. Before the recent and massive reorganization, there
were over 200 separate job training programs in nearly every agen-
cy of the Government.13 All, no doubt, were good ideas at the time
and when considered in isolation. But in the aggregate, the system
made no sense at all.

The Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee under-
took a major overhaul of Federal job training programs, with the
support of and in cooperation with the Administration, and consoli-
dated them into one stop job services. Instead of visiting dozens of
job training programs or even bouncing from program to program,
a person seeking training now makes only one visit to access all
Federal job training programs. Resources can now be focused on
training instead of bureaucracy.

This model should be used in other areas where collective efforts
to do right have gone very wrong. For example, the internet and
other high technology solutions have become the hot new trend in
providing both health and educational services. A virtual bidding
war has ensued to see which branch can do more in these rapidly
emerging fields.

Dozens of Federal agencies now provide such services including
the Distance Learning and Telemedicine Program in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture 14, the Public Telecommunications and Facili-
ties Program within the Department of Commerce 15, the Coast
Guard health program within the Department of Transportation,
the Veterans Department,16 the Indian Health Service,17 the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, the Department of De-
fense 18, and even independent agencies like the Federal Commu-
nications Commission’s schools and libraries program.

There is tremendous duplication of effort, both within depart-
ments and even within single agencies. There are 174 education
programs just within the Department of Education. The President
has proposed eliminating 18 of those programs when the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act is reauthorized, but adding 19
more. One of those 174 education programs awarded grants to
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nearly a dozen separate graduate equivalent degree [GED] pro-
grams to enable high school drop-outs to earn their high school di-
plomas through the internet. If the programs are universally avail-
able on the internet, how many GED programs do we need?

In Alaska, this issue is being addressed in two ways. Senator Ted
Stevens, Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, ad-
vised his constituents that Congress would provide no money for
telehealth in Alaska unless all the interested parties worked to-
gether to develop one statewide initiative. Prior to that, telemedi-
cine projects were developing across the State with no rhyme nor
reason. For example, in the remote community of Dutch Harbor,
two separate and competing telehealth clinics were built in a town
of 1,000 people while other communities had no clinic at all.

With a $100,000 planning grant, the State Commissioner of
Health and Social Services, Karen Perdue, worked with all affected
Federal, State, and local agencies and private caregivers to develop
a comprehensive, unified statewide telemedicine network. It is
being funded through the 4 Federal agencies whose clients will
benefit from Coast Guardsmen to veterans to Indians to servicemen
and women. But one agency is administering the program.

A similar effort is currently underway in Alaska to develop one
statewide teleeducation network which will include local school dis-
tricts, all colleges and universities in the State, the National
Guard, the Department of Defense, and various segments such as
hospitals which require a training component to make their pro-
grams function.

To maximize economies of scale, this effort must become a na-
tional initiative. The Senate Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee plans to require a comprehensive approach in its
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
Chairman Jim Jeffords should be commended for his foresight in
developing this legislation, which will make the full range of serv-
ices available to every American and will do so in a much more cost
effective way.

Alaska has worked to save money by consolidating other services.
For example, Indian Health Service clinics in rural Alaska provide
medical care to veterans and are reimbursed by the VA, assist poor
people and are reimbursed by Medicaid, provide health care to the
elderly and are reimbursed by Medicare. Similarly, the Department
of Defense, working in conjunction with the Veterans Department,
reserved 10 beds in its new regional medical hospital for Alaska’s
veterans who had no hospital to make specialty medical care af-
fordable.

Another effort underway in the State’s capital city of Fairbanks
would consolidate Federal, State, and social service delivery mecha-
nisms. One-stop shopping centers would be established for parents
and their children. One case worker would provide access to what-
ever services were needed from child care assistance to Head Start
to immunizations to nutrition counselling. One common application
form would be used to avoid multiple agencies processing multiple
applications.

To assist in this effort to consolidate social services, the Senate
Appropriations Committee included a provision in the Fiscal Year
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19 Section 515 provides: ‘‘The Director of the Office of Management and Budget shall prepare
an inventory of existing Federal grant programs including formula funds, competitive grant
funds, block grant funds, and direct payments. The inventory shall include the name of the pro-
gram, a copy of the relevant statutory and regulatory guidelines, the funding level in fiscal year
1999, a list of eligibility criteria both statutory and regulatory, and a copy of the application
form. The Director shall submit an inventory no later than 6 months after enactment to the
Committee on Appropriations and relevant authorizing committees.’’

2000 Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act 19 di-
recting OMB to submit an inventory of grant programs to the Com-
mittee along with relevant eligibility guidelines. That information
will assist in the effort to consolidate programs, or at a minimum,
consolidate their administration. The Women, Infants, and Chil-
dren’s Program is a good model. Case workers not only provide nu-
trition services and counseling, but access to immunizations, lead
screening, and other services for babies and young children.

More needs to be done. The new President will have a tremen-
dous opportunity to make recommendations to Congress to elimi-
nate duplication, consolidate programs, and form interagency col-
laborative partnerships to streamline administration and maximize
coordination. With the support of Congress, services could be im-
proved, duplication eliminated or at least reduced, and more Fed-
eral resources could be devoted to providing services. The taxpayers
deserve no less.
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V. OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSION

Observations
Successful implementation of the Results Act depends upon a

transformation in the methods used by the Executive and Legisla-
tive branches to formulate and evaluate budget requests for Fed-
eral agencies. Because implementation is an evolutionary process,
this report assesses only the current cycle in which performance
plans were delivered to Congress in conjunction with the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2000 budget. As this report illustrates, the quality
and usefulness of the performance plan is directly impacted by the
following factors: (1) the quality of the agency’s goals and meas-
ures; (2) an agency’s vulnerability to external factors in achieving
its goals; (3) the accuracy of agency data; (4) agency responsiveness
to GAO and Congressional concerns and/or recommendations, such
as GAO high risk areas; (5) the quality and frequency of the con-
sultation process between the agency and Congressional staff; and
(6) the commitment of agency staff to comply with the Results Act’s
requirements. A brief discussion of these factors follows.

The quality of the agencies’ goals and objectives varies both
among agencies and within a single agency. For example, the De-
partment of Justice performance plan for fiscal year 2000 outlines
3 strategic themes. The Subcommittee evaluation determined that
some aspects of the plan are stronger than others. An uneven per-
formance plan results in uneven agency performance. Across agen-
cies, the Department of Agriculture generally presented clear, real-
istic goals that were capable of measurement. On the other hand,
the goals for USAID were evaluated as ‘‘too ambiguous to lend
themselves to credible evaluations of success or measurement of
benchmarks toward that success.’’ Similarly, the performance indi-
cators for the International Trade Commission did not include
quality control mechanisms. The usefulness of an agency perform-
ance plan to the Appropriations Committee is commensurate with
its clarity, reliability and goal achievability. The Appropriations
Committee anticipates that the performance plans will improve
with subsequent budget submissions as the agencies benefit from
performance plan evaluations by Congress, GAO, other entities,
and the agency itself.

A performance plan is only as reliable as the agency’s informa-
tion sources and data reliability. Likewise, a performance plan is
useful to the Appropriations Committee only if it is based on reli-
able data. In most performance plans, data reliability was de-
scribed as a major agency concern. For example, with respect to
DOD data, the Defense Subcommittee expressed concern for ‘‘the
credibility of data from DOD’s financial, accounting, and other in-
formation systems.’’ The Interior Subcommittee noted that DOI and
several bureaus within its purview ‘‘are attempting in several in-
stances to upgrade or modify information systems in order to better
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support their performance plans.’’ Improved data reliability re-
quires the allocation of adequate resources in the agency budget
process and careful consideration of the requested funds during the
appropriations process.

Most Federal departments and agencies are at a disadvantage in
achieving their stated goals because they are highly vulnerable to
outside influences. For example, the Department of State faces a
challenge in developing dependable performance measures because
American foreign policy is subject to the actions of other nations,
transnational organizations and international business.

Imperative to the success of the Results Act is the consultation
process between Federal agencies and Congressional staff. There is
no substitute for dialogue to ensure that information is both shared
and explained to the satisfaction of the Committee prior to the pas-
sage of the appropriations bill. Since time is a precious commodity
for both agency and Congressional staff, consultation should occur
simultaneous with the agency’s presentation of its budget request.
This coordinated effort will encourage the integration of the Re-
sults Act with the budget process and facilitate an understanding
of the link between performance plans and budget requests.

The Results Act is a tool for Federal agencies, Congress and
other entities that use Results Act information in making funding
or other agency-related decisions. Thus, the agency’s responsive-
ness to Congressional, GAO or other entity concerns is critical to
the success of the Results Act. The high risk areas GAO has identi-
fied in many Federal agencies are examples of the types of prob-
lems the Results Act was designed to prevent or eliminate. Within
the Department of the Interior, GAO has highlighted several man-
agement problems that cost the Federal Government and American
taxpayers over $3,800,000,000. An agency’s performance plan
should provide goals and measures for remedying any verifiable
high risk area.

An obvious key to the success of the Results Act is compliance
with the Act’s requirements. For example, timely delivery of the re-
quired performance plans ensures that the Subcommittee staff will
have ample opportunity to review and use the information. The
plan itself should contain the information the Act was designed to
elicit, and the information should be presented in a clear and usa-
ble format. Compliance is evidence of an agency’s commitment to
the Results Act and the goal of performance-based governance.

Conclusion
The Senate Appropriations Committee, like the Federal agencies,

has begun to integrate performance plans into the appropriations
process to provide adequate funding for those programs and
projects properly within the jurisdiction of the Federal Govern-
ment. This integration is an ongoing process, and its success de-
pends largely on the quality of information contained in the per-
formance plans and performance reports. The Committee has and
will continue to monitor agency compliance with the Results Act in
an ongoing effort to streamline agencies and eliminate waste,
thereby achieving efficiencies within the Federal Government. The
robust economy will not deter the Committee in this endeavor. As
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David M. Walker, Comptroller General, testified before the Senate
Budget Committee on February 1, 2000:

‘‘* * * [E]ven if the budget surplus continues, it does
not signal the end of fiscal challenges. Nor does it elimi-
nate the need for prudent stewardship of our national
economy. Projected surpluses do not absolve government of
its responsibility to make good use of taxpayer dollars.’’

Only through a continued Congressional commitment to holding
Federal agencies accountable to performance-based budgeting can
the goals of continued prosperity and an efficient, effective Federal
Government be achieved.
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