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FOREWORD

On behalf of the IBM Center for The Business of Government, we are pleased
to present this report, “Performance Management Recommendations for the
New Administration,” by Shelley Metzenbaum.

Improving the performance of government agencies and programs has been
on the agendas of the past two presidents. President Barack Obama has
promised it will be on his agenda as well. What have we learned over the
past 16 years that can help the Obama administration move forward quickly?

Dr. Metzenbaum, Director of the Edward J. Collins, Jr. Center for Public
Management at the University of Massachusetts Boston, has written several
reports for the IBM Center for The Business of Government in recent years
on improving performance in government. In her 2006 report to the IBM
Center, “Performance Accountability: The Five Building Blocks and Six
Essential Practices,” she wrote, “What is needed is a performance manage-
ment approach that is outcome focused, measurement rich, and inquisitive
but not punitive.” In this report, she describes a performance management
approach that does just that.

This new report reviews performance management initiatives undertaken in
recent years. The report is informed by the author’s experience and interviews
with several dozen individuals who have been involved in the federal gov-
ernment’s implementation of the Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) and the Bush administration’s Program Assessment Rating Tool
(PART). Findings from the interviews are presented in the report.

IBM Center for The Business of Government

David Treworgy
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Metzenbaum also identifies guiding principles for effective performance
management that the Obama administration should adopt as it develops its
own performance agenda. She offers an integrated set of recommendations
to the President, the Office of Management and Budget, cabinet secretaries
and agency heads, and the Performance Improvement Council, including
advice on specific changes regarding the potential use of a revised Program
Assessment Rating Tool in the Obama administration.

We hope that this report will be a useful resource for the Obama administra-

tion, as well as for public managers across the government as they continue
transforming government to be more results-oriented.

AU pppue o Do ¢ Fey

Albert Morales David Treworgy

Managing Partner Partner

IBM Center for The Business of Government Public Sector Financial Management Services
albert.morales@us.ibm.com IBM Global Business Services

david.treworgy@us.ibm.com

www.businessofgovernment.org
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EXECUTIVE

SUMMARY

Two simple tools—goals and measurement—are
among the most powerful leadership mechanisms
available to a President for influencing the vast
scope of federal agencies. Goals and measurement
are useless, however, unless used. They must be
used not just to comply with mandated reporting
requirements, but to communicate priorities and
problems, to motivate through attention and feed-
back, and to illuminate where, when, and why per-
formance changes. The President and his leadership
team must focus their discussions to deliver results
around specific goals and discuss progress and
problems relative to them. Otherwise, the goals
agencies articulate in written plans are likely to be
pushed aside and forgotten in the unending press of
daily crises.

This report examines the evolution of the develop-
ment and use of goals and measures over the past
two presidential administrations and offers insights
and recommendations to the incoming Obama
Administration. These insights and recommendations
are based on extensive interviews with key stake-
holders in agencies, Congress, the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), and outside
groups. It also draws on the government experience
of the author as well as studies of federal perfor-
mance trends by the Government Accountability
Office, academics, and think tanks.

Evolution of Federal Goals and
Measurement Efforts

In 1993, Congress passed the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA). It requires
every federal agency to set strategic and annual
goals (dealing with societal outcomes, not just
agency activities), measure performance, and report

IBM Center for The Business of Government

to Congress, OMB, and the public on progress rela-
tive to selected goals. The Clinton Administration
developed the foundation for generating this

new supply of goals and measures. The Bush
Administration extended it by creating the Program
Assessment Rating Tool (PART) “to give true effect
to the spirit as well as the letter” of GPRA. PART
shifted the focus of goal-setting and measurement
from the agency level to the program level. The next
President will need to decide whether and how to
use GPRA to advance his agenda and, more gener-
ally, to improve the impact and productivity of fed-
eral agencies. To inform that decision, this report
examines recent federal performance management
experience and offers recommendations to the next
Administration.

Interviews conducted for the report identified a few
key findings regarding recent federal performance
management practices:

e Simply stated, there is no comprehensive way
for the public or Congress to see how the fed-
eral government is performing and what agency
goals and program targets are.

e Despite reams of performance material produced
in response to GPRA and PART, it is still remark-
ably difficult to find meaningful government per-
formance information—performance levels,
performance trends, and even targets—because
too little attention has been paid to communicat-
ing targets and trends and too much to commu-
nicating the “percentage of targets met” as the
primary indicator of overall performance.

e Too little attention has been paid to understand-
ing the size and characteristics of problems to
be addressed and why performance levels have
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changed. Few agencies and programs routinely
analyze their performance and other data, as
businesses do, to generate the insights needed
to improve performance.

e The program review process has been overly
subjective, creating unfair inconsistencies and
frustrating disputes about what constitutes
appropriate measures, targets, and evaluation
methods.

e Too little attention has been paid to identifying
key audiences for goals and performance data,
to determining their performance information
needs, and to delivering information where and
when it is needed in a format the target audi-
ences can understand. As a consequence, key
audiences, including Congress, field offices,
delivery partners, and others, have not gotten
the performance information they need.

e Too much attention has been given to program
review, assessment, and control, and too little to
providing expert advice and to stimulating inno-
vation, discovery, cooperation, and assistance.

Guiding Principles to Improve
Federal Performance Management

Based on these findings, this report concludes that
the key performance management challenge facing
the Obama Administration is to use—not just pro-
duce—performance goals and measures.
Specifically, the report offers four guiding principles
that should undergird changes to current federal
performance management efforts:

e Communicate performance trends and targets,
not target attainment and ratings

e Encourage performance improvement with
increased diagnostic analysis, practical experi-
ments, and knowledge sharing

e Present information in ways that meet the needs
of specific audiences

e Structure accountability mechanisms to encour-
age and inspire, not embarrass, reprimand, or
punish

Recommendations

This report offers the following specific recommen-
dations, organized by the agent for action:

Recommendations for the President

1. Clearly Identify Presidential Priority Targets.
The President should identify a limited number
of priority targets, assign responsibility for pur-
suing the targets, and meet at least quarterly
with each Cabinet secretary responsible for the
Presidential priority targets to keep agencies
focused on these targets.

2. Appoint a Chief Performance Officer and
create a White House Performance Unit. The
President should appoint a chief performance
officer (CPO) to work closely with the President
and head of OMB and should charge the CPO
with assembling a dedicated White House
performance unit to advance progress on
Presidential priorities. The CPO and White
House performance unit should work closely
with and be supported by OMB and other parts
of the White House, especially, but not exclu-
sively, the OMB performance team.

3. Run Goal-Focused, Data-Driven Meetings. The
President should use the new White House per-
formance unit to run goal-focused, data-driven
meetings pertaining to his priority targets.

4. Increase Analysis. The President should direct
the CPO and the White House performance
unit to encourage increased analysis of perfor-
mance and other relevant data pertaining to
presidential, cross-agency, agency, and program
targets.

5. Engage Performance Management Expertise for
Cabinet. The President should appoint experi-
enced performance managers to key govern-
ment management positions, especially to the
Deputy or Undersecretary positions in each
Cabinet-level agency, and the CPO should enlist
senior-level performance management experts
to provide counsel to Cabinet secretaries.

www.businessofgovernment.org
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6. Identify and Manage Cross-Agency Targets and
Measures. The President should direct the
White House Policy Councils to work with
the CPO to identify measures, and possibly a
limited number of targets, for problems and
opportunities not elevated to the level of
Presidential priority but where performance
improvement nonetheless needs cross-agency
attention and cooperation.

7. Adjust Accountability Expectations. The
President should instruct the CPO and the
White House performance unit to lead a gov-
ernment-wide effort to adjust accountability
expectations—holding agencies accountable for
the persistent application of evidence, intelli-
gence, and effort to achieve continual perfor-
mance gains.

Recommendations for the Office of

Management and Budget

8. Communicate Targets and Trends. OMB should
direct agencies and programs to communicate
agency targets and the direction of performance
trends for key indicators—showing areas where
performance is improving and areas where it is
declining.

9. Redesign Federal Performance Portal. OMB
should maintain a web-based federal perfor-
mance portal site that makes it easy to find
performance targets, trends, and other related
information.

10. Engage External Performance Management
Expertise for Agencies and Programs. OMB
should strongly encourage agencies to invite
outside expertise and multiple perspectives
to inform the selection of targets, performance
measures, and strategies to improve
performance.

11. Facilitate Cross-Agency Learning. OMB should
expand its role facilitating learning across orga-
nizations by building communities of practice
and creating a reference desk to support federal
agencies and their delivery partners.

IBM Center for The Business of Government

12. Increase Training. OMB should increase training
for its own staff and for agency staff in order to
increase understanding of effective performance
management practices and analytic methods.

13. Revise, but Continue PART. OMB should con-
tinue to conduct program performance reviews,
using a revised and renamed PART process (as
discussed in Recommendations 21 and 22).

14. Continue the President’s Management Council
with Increased Attention to Performance. OMB
should continue to convene the President’s
Management Council as a forum for bringing
senior agency deputies together on a regular
basis to discuss progress toward performance
and management priorities and to reduce
management risks.

15. Expand OMB Performance Management Team.
OMB should increase the size of its perfor-
mance management team in order to accom-
plish its expanded responsibilities to support
performance improvement across the federal
government.

Recommendations for Cabinet Secretaries and

Agency Heads

16. Immediately Review Agency Performance
Trends and Update Priority Targets. Each cabi-
net secretary and agency head should review
and refine their organization’s strategic and
annual targets to reflect and communicate the
new Administration’s priorities, informed by a
review of past performance trends.

17. Run Goal-Focused, Data-Driven Meetings. Each
cabinet secretary and agency head should run
their own goal-focused, data-driven meetings to
keep the organization focused and continually
searching for opportunities for improvement.

18. Identify Information Needs of Key Audiences.
Cabinet secretaries and agency heads must
assure that their organizations identify key audi-
ences for federal performance information,
determine their needs, and establish priorities
among the audiences to be served.
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19.

20.

Improve Federal Information Presentation and
Dissemination Capacity. Each cabinet secretary
and agency head should pay increased attention
to the presentation, dissemination, and use of
performance information in order to communi-
cate more effectively with targeted audiences and
inform their priority-setting and performance-
improving decisions.

Create Agency Web-Based Performance
Portals. Each cabinet secretary and agency
head should direct their organizations to add a
performance portal on their home pages that
makes it easy to find performance targets,
trends, and other related information.

Recommendations for the Performance
Improvement Council

21.

22.

Lead a review of PART. The Performance
Improvement Council should be directed to
lead a process to propose changes to PART for
subsequent action by OMB. This should include
revising and renaming the process to shift the
empbhasis from program rating to performance
improvement, fixing some the questions, and
adding a few new questions.

Consider Specific Revisions to PART. The
Performance Improvement Council should
consider the following recommendations
concerning revisions to the PART process:

e Align program targets with GPRA goals and
allow agencies to define what constitutes a
program

e Revise the PART scoring system and elimi-
nate the ratings

* Increase reviewer perspectives

e Reorder and revise PART questions

www.businessofgovernment.org
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Introduction

10

The Importance of Goals and
Measures

Management issues seldom make their way onto the
political agenda of presidential candidates. Nor do
they rank high among the priorities of an incoming
President. Yet, faced with multiple crises, each of
which demand full attention, a President must
decide how to run government to advance his prior-
ities and prevent new problems. Two simple tools—
goals and measurement—are among the most
powerful leadership mechanisms a President can
use to influence the vast scope of federal agencies.

Goals allow a President to clarify expectations con-
cisely with cabinet members, other agency heads,
and policy advisers. Measurements provide the
means for monitoring progress, informing priorities,
and identifying ways to improve. Also, public report-
ing of goals and measurement communicates priori-
ties and progress succinctly to the public, boosting
accountability.

Of course, goals and measurement are useless
unless used. Once established, the President or a
senior designee acting on his behalf must talk about
specific goals and discuss progress and problems
relative to them. Otherwise, the goals are likely to
be pushed aside and forgotten by an unending series
of daily crises.

In 1993, Congress passed the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA), requiring
every federal agency to set strategic and annual
goals, measure performance, and report to Congress,
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and
the public on progress relative to their selected
goals. GPRA requires government agencies to man-

IBM Center for The Business of Government

Obama Embraces
Performance Management

During his campaign, President Obama
called for the creation of “a focused team
within the White House that will work with
agency leaders and the White House Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) to improve
results and outcomes for federal government
programs while eliminating waste and inef-
ficiency. This unit ... will be ... headed by a
new Chief Performance Officer (CPO) who
will report directly to the President. The CPO
will work with federal agencies to set tough
performance targets and hold managers
responsible for progress. The President will
meet regularly with cabinet officers to review
the progress their agencies are making toward
meeting performance improvement targets.”

age performance, not just processes, by insisting that
every agency choose goals dealing with societal
outcomes to the extent feasible. President Obama
will need to decide whether and how to use GPRA
to advance his agenda and, more generally, to
improve the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of
federal agencies.

Goals, reinforced by measurement, also strengthen
democracy by clarifying agency priorities to the
public, allowing Congress and the public to take
action if they disagree with the choices that have
been made. Goals and measurement can also be
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used as control mechanisms, but problems arise
when goals and measurement are implemented in
ways that place more emphasis on control than on
improving societal conditions. It is important for
agencies to understand the underlying causes of
performance change and apply that understanding
to develop and implement sound strategies to
improve societal outcomes.

Performance Management
Implementation in the Federal
Government

GPRA successfully increased the production of goals
and measurement. It did not, however, always moti-
vate enthusiastic use of these goals and measures.
While a handful of agency leaders, such as those in
the Department of Transportation, the Department of
Veterans Affairs, the United States Postal Service,
and parts of the Department of Defense wholeheart-
edly embraced goals and measurement as a power-
ful leadership tool, most did not. In most agencies,
change was initially minimal—only enough to com-
ply with the law. Central offices chose targets, found
measurement they could report, and wrote strategic
and annual plans and annual reports as the law
required. Once the reports were submitted to OMB
and Congress, however, the agencies did little with
the documents and the data that filled them.

When the Bush administration took office, it intro-
duced the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)
“to give true effect to the spirit as well as the letter”
of GPRA. PART shifted the focus from agency
goals—to which many in an agency might contrib-
ute but for which no one but the most senior man-
ager was wholly responsible—to program-level
targets with clearer lines of responsibility. By con-
ducting PART reviews, scoring and rating of every
federal program at least once every five years, PART
compelled all federal programs to try to find sensi-
ble outcome-focused targets and decide how to
measure progress toward the targets.

In addition to GPRA and PART, the Bush White
House created the President’s Management Agenda
Scorecard to grade agencies on their management
practices in five priority areas, one of which was
“performance improvement.” Every quarter, OMB
awarded federal agencies a red, yellow, or green

light indicating OMB’s assessment of how well an
agency had completed a checklist of actions.

Together, GPRA and PART successfully motivated
widespread adoption of goals and measures, includ-
ing those more focused on societal conditions than
had previously been the case. Four GAO surveys
conducted between 1997 and 2007 found that the
percentage of federal agency managers and supervi-
sors who reported having outcome measures and
other kinds of data available to a “very great” or
“great” extent increased significantly between 1997
(the year all agencies were expected to be compli-
ant with GPRA) and 2007. By 2007, agencies
reporting a “very great” or “great” availability of
measures ranged between 40 and 60 percent, vary-
ing by kind of measure. About 50 percent of manag-
ers reported the availability of outcome measures
gauging changes in societal conditions to a “very
great” or “great” extent in 2007, up from 19 percent
in 1994 and 32 percent in 1997. While progress has
been made, more progress is clearly needed.

Interviews conducted for this report suggest that
PART reviews were key to motivating greater agency
attention to outcome-focused goal-setting and pro-
duction of outcome-focused measurement, although
other changes made in the same time period and
evolving familiarity with the purpose and require-
ments of GPRA might also explain increased avail-
ability of measurements. The interviews also suggest
that the President’s Management Agenda Scorecard
motivated agencies to change their practices, but
not necessarily in ways likely to improve outcomes.

What GPRA and PART did not motivate, however,
was widespread use of the goals set and measure-
ments collected. This is unfortunate, because goals
and measurements are obviously useless when not
used in daily and strategic decision-making. They
are seen as costly and burdensome to the agencies
that produce them, rather than as powerful tools
that improve government programs and better com-
municate government choices and their impact to
the public. The challenge facing the Obama admin-
istration is to make better use of outcome-focused
performance goals and measurement to improve
societal outcomes, boost program productivity, and
strengthen democratic decision-making.

www.businessofgovernment.org
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Performance Management Mechanisms Used by the Bush
Administration to Supplement GPRA

Adapted from John Kamensky, “Bush’s Performance Management
Legacy,” PA Times, October 2008

President George W. Bush built on the Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993 with program-
level assessments, linking budgets to program per-
formance, requiring agencies to conduct quarterly
reviews, and tying program performance to execu-
tive pay. In the last year of his administration, he
created via executive order a network of executives,
mostly career, to focus on agency performance.
Following are some of the key elements of the per-
formance management framework the Bush admin-
istration put in place during its eight years in office.

Program Assessment Rating Tool

OMB created and started using the Program
Assessment Rating Tool (PART) in 2002. It reviewed
about 200 programs a year and posted the results on a
website, www.expectmore.gov. As of mid-September
2008, OMB had reviewed 1,017 programs, covering
nearly the entire budget. It rated 193 (19 percent)

as effective, and only 27 (3 percent) as ineffective.
OMB did not determine the effectiveness of 173 (17
percent) because it felt that those programs did not
collect sufficient performance information to make

a judgment. OMB says agencies have identified over
6,000 performance measures that track program
outcomes, outputs, and activities that increase effi-
ciency, and have undertaken 4,000 specific program
improvement actions identified as a result of the
PART assessment.

Performance Budgets

Agencies are required by GPRA to develop a stra-
tegic plan, an annual performance plan, and an
annual performance report. In recent years, OMB
encouraged agencies to integrate the annual plan
into their annual budget justifications to Congress.
OMB guidance to agencies states, “Your submis-
sion should include descriptions of the means and

IBM Center for The Business of Government

strategies, including resources, processes, and tech-
nologies, to be used in achieving the performance
goals.” Beginning with the fiscal year 2005 budget,
OMB required agencies to submit a “performance
budget” that would integrate the annual perfor-
mance plan and the congressional budget justifica-
tion into one document.

Agency Reviews

The Bush administration also required agencies to
conduct quarterly reviews of their performance and
progress toward their goals and targets.

Performance Improvement Officer

President Bush signed an executive order in
November 2007 instructing all agencies to desig-
nate a Performance Improvement Officer. The order
encouraged agencies to designate a career senior
executive to this position. A number are their agen-
cy’s chief budget officer. Others are their agency’s
lead in strategic planning or performance measure-
ment.

Performance Improvement Council

The executive order also created a government-wide
Performance Improvement Council comprised of
the agency performance improvement officers. It
has been meeting monthly since it was formed in
early 2008 and has focused on improving individual
agency goals and plans to achieve them. It is cur-
rently chaired by a highly regarded career executive
in an agency, supported by OMB staff.

The Council is divided into subcommittees that
develop and bring issues to the broader group.
These include:

e A subcommittee on program evaluation

e A subcommittee that gathers best practices
to share across agencies
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e A subcommittee on reporting and transparency
that provides advice to OMB and agencies sur-
rounding the contents of required reports and a
timetable for their release

The council has developed a plan of action that will
continue through 2009. This plan includes training
and information-sharing activities.

Transparency and Reporting

One of the boldest actions President Bush took in
performance improvement was the public release
of extensive amounts of information related to the
performance of individual programs assessed under
PART and reported in the budget. The website
www.expectmore.com included PART scores, the
backup materials used to develop these scores, and
a list of what agencies have committed to do to
improve.

In addition, agencies publish performance-related
reports each year. Most agencies publish combined
performance and financial reports by November 15,
as required by OMB in Circular A-136. Early in the
Bush administration, the due date for these statu-
torily required authorized reports was accelerated
from March 30 (six months after the end of the fiscal
year) to November 15 (six weeks after the end of the
fiscal year), so that this information would be avail-
able during the budget development process.

About 10 agencies are piloting separate financial
and performance reports. The pilot agencies are pre-
paring three separate reports. Financial reports were
submitted on November 15, 2008; performance
information as an integrated part of their budget
submissions will be submitted in February 2009;
and a “citizens’ report,” not to exceed 25 pages in
length, was published in January 2009. All other
agencies were encouraged to submit reports but
were not required to do so.

All agencies were also asked to prepare, for the

first time, a two-page “performance snapshot” pub-
lished in January 2009. This snapshot is intended

to provide an overview of each agency’s mission,
organization, budget, and performance and financial
results.

John Kamensky is a senior fellow with the IBM Center for The
Business of Government. He is also an associate partner with IBM
Global Business Services and a fellow of the National Academy for
Public Administration.

www.businessofgovernment.org
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About This Report

This report identifies four guiding principles that
should undergird changes to current federal perfor-
mance management efforts. It presents a series of
findings based on interviews with knowledgeable
individuals about their perception of federal perfor-
mance management practice today and the impact
of GPRA and PART. It then offers recommendations
based on the guiding principles, interview findings,
and relevant literature. The recommendations pro-
vide a roadmap to improve federal efforts to manage
for results.

The report is based on 30 formal interviews of 25
agency officials (central office, program managers
and field managers; one political appointee and oth-
ers career), four congressional staff (Senate and
House staff from both parties; four appropriations
committees and one authorizing committee), and
two citizen group representatives. The interviews
focused on what the respondents liked and did not
like about both GPRA and PART. (Some intervie-
wees have held multiple positions since GPRA and
PART began, and therefore numbers in subsets do
not add to totals.)

Those formally interviewed all dealt with the same
four cabinet-level agencies. Interviews were coded
to identify common themes that informed the formu-
lation of the guiding principles and recommenda-
tions. This report was also informed by previous
studies on GPRA and PART, studies of performance
management efforts around the United States and
the world, comments from public interest groups
about GPRA and PART, and four GAO surveys con-
ducted since 1997 capturing federal agency man-
ager and supervisor opinions about performance
management and the PART. In addition, the findings
and recommendations of this report were informed
by ongoing conversations in recent years with doz-
ens of agency, OMB, and GAO practitioners about
GPRA and PART. Feedback on the report’s recom-
mendations were received at an October 2008
Government Performance Workshop to discuss
actions that the new administration could take to
strengthen federal performance systems.

IBM Center for The Business of Government

Goals and Measures

Goals and measures are powerful tools that leaders
can use to drive improvements in priority areas:

¢ To identify societal problems that need attention

to:

Better understand the causes of the problems,
especially those that are preventable

Assess the relative import of the problems to
inform priority-setting

¢ To identify interventions that appear to be effec-
tive to:

Test whether and when they can be replicated

Find ways to speed adoption of effective
methods

¢ To identify interventions that don’t seem to work
and need to be adjusted

e To communicate information on goals and
measures to those who can use the information
to improve performance and make better policy,
management, and personal decisions, including:

The President and political appointees
Congress (especially appropriators)

Career agency officials in headquarter offices
and in the field

Delivery partners, including other levels of
government and non-profit and for-profit
contractors

Citizens and taxpayers
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Four Guiding Principles
for Improving Federal
Performance Management

Federal programs have made noteworthy progress
since passage of GPRA using outcome-focused goals
and measures to improve program impact, cost-
effectiveness, and accountability, but much work still
needs to be done. To stimulate needed innovation and
discovery and to achieve the performance improvement
breakthroughs that should be possible, the following
four principles, which address the performance-
inhibiting problems described in the Findings section
of this report, should guide future federal performance
management improvement efforts.

Principle One: Communicate
Performance Trends and Targets,
Not Target Attainment and Ratings

Government should pay increased attention to com-
municating performance trends and targets. Despite
the fact that federal agencies have been expected to
set agency goals, measure progress toward them,
and report performance to the public for more than
ten years under the Government Performance and
Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) and to do the same at
the program level since the inception of PART, it is
still surprisingly difficult to find federal performance
trend information. OMB and agency summary charts
have not shown performance trends.

Instead, federal performance reports and summary
charts show the number and percentage of “targets
attained,” PART ratings, and traffic light scores on
the President’s Management Scorecard as primary
indicators of program and agency performance. This
has focused agencies on meeting targets and raising
PART and President’s Management Scorecard ratings
but diverted their attention from undertaking the full
range of assessments, analyses, and actions needed
to improve societal conditions.

OMB reinforced the message to agencies, perhaps
inadvertently, that performance trends were not as
important as target attainment and PART ratings
when it chose as exemplary agency Performance
and Assessment reports (in its 2008 A-11 budget
instructions) the reports of four agencies that
showed the percentage of targets met, not the direc-
tion and size of performance change, to summarize
agency performance.

Targets are powerful management tools, especially
when they specify factors such as time, quantity,
place, and population, etc. They are useful for
focusing, motivating, and communicating priorities
within an organization and to people beyond it and
for enlisting outside assistance and resources. PART
reviews, too, provide useful feedback to agencies on
areas of program strength and weakness. The per-
centage of targets attained and PART performance
ratings do not, however, effectively or objectively
communicate performance.

It is far more informative and objective to communi-
cate whether, where, in what direction, and by how
much performance and related indicators are moving.
Reporting performance trends indicates whether or
not program outcomes and interim outcomes are
going in the direction desired, suggesting whether
agency actions are working as intended, not simply
whether a target has been met or a commitment ful-
filled. Reporting trends also highlights sudden or unex-
pected changes in direction and size. When agencies
follow up on these unexpected changes to under-
stand their underlying reasons, it often leads to the
discovery of effective government interventions wor-
thy of replication. It can also lead to the discovery of
underlying causal factors contributing to performance
declines (or gains) that government can influence.
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“Target Attainment” is a Limited Indicator

of Performance

Targets are a powerful management and communi-
cation tool, but reporting target attainment commu-
nicates control, not priorities, problems, and
progress. Measuring the percentage of targets met
conveys little information about performance to
those not involved in target negotiations unless the
targets are known, the reasons they were selected
are understood, and the reasons and targets them-
selves are accepted. The emphasis on target attain-
ment sends a message that Congress and the public
should accept the targets selected by agencies with
OMB approval.

Measuring the number or percentage of “targets
attained” can be a useful indicator for internal man-
agement purposes, but “targets attained” is not a
good performance indicator for multiple reasons:

e Knowledge of targets is essential to the value of
“target attainment” as a performance indicator.
While it has been relatively easy to find sum-
mary charts of federal performance showing the
number and/or percentage of targets attained,
PART scores, and PART ratings, it is not easy to
find a summary list, even by agency, of the tar-
gets set by federal programs. Interested readers
must dig down into the details of agency and
program performance reports to identify what
the targets are. Summary charts that show target
attainment but fail to show what the targets are,
which were exceeded, which were attained,
and which were not attained communicate only
whether agencies met White House and agency
leaders’ expectations, but not actual government
performance. Without knowledge of what the
targets are, summary charts reporting that a pro-
gram or agency attained, say, 85 percent of its
targets convey little useful information about the
state of the world and program performance.

e Acceptance of targets is essential to the value
of “target attainment” as a performance indica-
tor. For Congress and others to care about target
attainment rates, they must not only know, but
also accept, the reasonableness of the targets
chosen. While Congress sometimes writes tar-
gets in law that agencies then use when setting
targets, agencies more often must narrow the
broad goals and even the specific targets

IBM Center for The Business of Government

Congress sets because budgetary resources are
insufficient to tackle them all. Explicitly or
implicitly, agencies make decisions about which
problems, which populations, and which geo-
graphic areas to serve first. To understand these
priority-setting decisions, Congress and the pub-
lic need to know not only what the specific tar-
gets are, but also the reasons agencies choose
them. It can be hard to find these reasons in
agency documents.

Reporting on target attainment is not helpful
unless agencies confirm awareness and accep-
tance of the targets with key congressional
offices. Congressional staff interviewed for this
report indicated that they heard little from agen-
cies about what their performance data showed,
why agencies selected the targets they chose,
why they chose specific strategies, and where
fund reallocations among targets might be
appropriate.

With a few noteworthy exceptions, most
exchanges that did occur were formal, and
confined primarily to official documents and
congressional hearings. This seldom afforded a
useful means for clarifying misunderstandings
and digging more deeply into unanswered
questions. Some congressional appropriations
staff interviewed for this report indicated they
would welcome more informal discussions
about targets, trends, and strategies, although
agency and OMB officials indicated that some
agencies offered to brief key congressional
committees with little response.

Target attainment does not always correlate
with performance gains. An agency or program
that chose targets lower than prior-year perfor-
mance could meet all of its targets even if actual
performance had declined. Adoption of more
lenient targets did occur, yet neither agencies
nor OMB tracked the number or percentage of
targets set at levels lower than prior-year perfor-
mance and target levels. Without companion
information showing how targets compared to
past performance, summary charts indicating
targets met or even exceeded cannot accurately
convey the direction of performance change.

Tracking target attainment rather than perfor-
mance trends as the primary performance indi-
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cator can motivate measurement manipulation.
Experience shows that some organizations,
eager to meet targets or earn higher ratings,
“cream-skim.” They serve populations or places
more easily served. “Cream-skimming” can also
arise when agencies track trends, but the inten-
sified pressure of meeting a target makes it more
likely to occur when target attainment is used as
the primary performance indicator.

» Tracking target attainment also intensifies the
temptation to choose timid targets that programs
know they can meet, rather than the sort of
“stretch” targets that research has shown can
lead to larger performance gain. To earn high
PART scores, programs were expected not only to
set ambitious long- and short-term targets, but also
to meet them. By definition, this is highly unlikely.
Ambitious targets are those that cannot be met all
of the time. In other words, the chance that a pro-
gram could earn a “yes” score on the two PART
questions about ambitious targets and also on the
PART question about meeting targets is, by defini-
tion, extremely small. The PART scoring penalty for
programs that failed to meet their targets was exac-
erbated by the summary charts that implied, by
their use of target attainment percentages, PART
scores, and PART ratings, that programs that dared
to set but failed to meet ambitious targets had
lower performance.

Ratings are Limited Indicators of Performance
OMB and the White House used PART performance
ratings (effective, moderately effective, adequate,
ineffective, and results not demonstrated) as another
performance indicator. Using PART ratings (rather
than performance trends) as a performance indicator
was a sensible start-up strategy. It provided a mecha-
nism for recognizing progress while programs built
their capacity to measure outcomes. However, using
PART ratings as an ongoing way to measure and
communicate program performance, or the rating of
the President’s Management Agenda Scorecard, has
serious limits for the following reasons:

* Ratings are subjective and therefore likely to be
inconsistent and reflective of reviewer bias. The
structure of the PART review process that pro-
duces PART ratings, with single but different
individuals making multiple decisions about the

adequacy of program practices along multiple
dimensions, creates inconsistency and bias
problems.

Inconsistent PART reviews are not the fault of indi-
vidual OMB examiners; they are inherent to any
review dependent on the opinion of an individual
evaluator. Olympic scoring for events such as gym-
nastics or diving, where winners are determined
not by the cross of a finish line but by opinion,
accepts the inevitability of reviewer bias. To con-
tain it, expert judges from different countries use
explicit scoring criteria. Even then, reviewer bias is
anticipated, and the high and low scores are
tossed out. With all these adjustments, bias by
judges is still seen as a problem.

Reviewer subjectivity creates problems beyond
inconsistency. As the vast literature on cognitive
bias has found, reviewers are influenced by
their professional perspectives, experience,
expertise, and values. OMB examiners, by the
nature of their budgeting and central office
responsibilities, are likely to hold a professional
bias toward cost-cutting over performance
improvement. They are also likely to have an
inclination to play more of a controlling than an
assisting role.

Ratings hide multiple, relevant dimensions of
performance. Ratings, whether grades or labels
such as “effective” or “ineffective,” hide valuable
information when distinct dimensions of product
performance are not easy to see. Consider how
Consumer Reports (CR) presents its ratings to
make them useful to readers. CR charts show
how each product fares on multiple dimensions
of performance. CR communicates its summary
preferences in two ways: ranking in order of
quality across all performance criteria and high-
lighting “best buys” that, while not the top qual-
ity product, are considered best for the price.
Summary charts also show how each product
fares on each performance dimension, allowing
readers to assess whether they agree with CR’s
summary assessment and to adjust that assess-
ment to incorporate their own preferences.

OMB summary charts of PART ratings do not
make it easy for readers to see how well a pro-
gram fared on different dimensions of perfor-
mance. Summary charts showing performance
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trends for each key indicator would convey that
information more succinctly.

* Ratings influence choices among alternative
products and qualify entities for certain situa-
tions, but PART ratings are not needed for
those purposes. Consumer Reports ratings help
buyers compare products. Ratings are also use-
ful for qualifying people and organizations to
enter specific competitions, assume responsibili-
ties, or earn special privileges. The use of a
PART rating is less clear, however. Neither
Congress nor OMB s likely to use PART ratings
to choose among producers of different federal
functions, because federal programs seldom
compete directly with one another; they tend to
be created to address very distinct needs not
provided by any other program. Programs with
similar functions can find it helpful to look at
other federal programs with a higher PART rat-
ing to identify practices worth replicating, but
they could gain more insight by looking at
scores on individual PART questions and
changes in the scores over time.

Ratings, arguably, motivate some programs,
but not necessarily in the ways intended. For
example, several agency officials report that,
over time, they learned how to “get to green”
on the President’s Management Agenda
Scorecard and improve their PART score by
figuring out minimal actions they could take to
earn an upgrade even though the changes did
not improve operational or program effective-
ness. Actual performance trends are likely to
be a better indicator of progress than ratings
and are more likely to align agency actions
with organizational objectives.

* Ratings do not recognize continuous improve-
ment. The PART rating system cannot recognize
improvement in areas where an agency has
already earned the highest “effective” score.
OMB could add new conditions to motivate fur-
ther improvement, but that would have the
unfortunate side effect of lowering scores for
those who had already reached the top. Ratings
have no way to recognize further improvement
by those already doing well.
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Principle Two: Encourage
Performance Improvement with
Increased Diagnostic Analysis,
Data-Driven Discussion, Practical
Experiments, and Knowledge Sharing

Principle One argued that agencies and OMB
should communicate targets and trends when
reporting agency and program performance.
Reporting is not, however, measurement’s only or,
arguably, its most important use. Measurement is
most valuable when organizations use the data they
collect not just to report, but to illuminate, commu-
nicate, motivate, and allocate.

Recent federal performance management practices
have paid too little attention to the diagnostic analy-
sis of data to understand the nature of problems
more precisely, the factors affecting performance
trends and variations, and the government actions
that can influence them. They also paid too little
attention to sharing insights from those analyses
with people in government and others that design
and deliver programs.

Agencies need to pay more attention to:

e Understanding the size and characteristics of
problems to be addressed and opportunities to
be pursued

e Discovering why performance levels change
or vary

e Finding effective interventions for different types
of problems

e Sharing knowledge of problems and solutions so
it can be applied in program implementation

Agencies also need to pay more attention to sharing
the data they collect to make it easier for others to
analyze, to discover patterns and possibilities, and
to inform policy decisions and personal choices.

Specifically, federal agencies and programs need to
use the performance measurement they collect to:

e [lluminate problems needing attention, their
causes, and interventions worthy of replication.
Analyzing performance data helps agencies
determine the size and characteristics of social
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and system problems needing attention so they
can set priorities among them. It reveals promis-
ing programs worth continuing and problems
that need adjustment. Studying unexpected
changes, variations in performance levels, and
anomalies can lead to a deeper understanding of
causal factors that can be influenced to improve
outcomes.

e Communicate measurements, lessons and data.
Communicating and discussing performance
trends for priority targets sends the message that
previously set targets continue to be a priority.
Communicating performance trends, supported
by information about the timing of new inter-
ventions, helps to speed adoption across agency
delivery partners of practices that improve
trends and slow adoption of those that do not.
Communicating data helps to stimulate external
analysis and support coordination among multi-
ple delivery partners cooperating to advance
shared goals.

e Motivate with measurement by using it to pro-
vide fast feedback. This can energize people by
providing a sense of accomplishment when
progress is being made and by creating a sense
of urgency for making programmatic changes
when it is not.

¢ Allocate resources to activities with the greatest
performance impact relative to time, money,
and other resources invested.

When analysis of performance data does not reveal
effective, efficient practices, federal agencies may
need to experiment to discover increasingly effective
and cost-effective interventions. Once promising
practices are found, they may also need to experi-
ment to find successful methods for promoting their
adoption by other agencies and delivery partners.

Principle Three: Present Information
To Meet the Needs of Specific
Audiences

One of the most significant findings from the inter-
views conducted for this study is that, despite near
consensus about the value of performance measure-
ment, so few—in Congress, in agency field and
headquarters offices, among those served or
regulated, in advocacy organizations—found the

numerous documents and websites with federal per-
formance information useful. There were some note-
worthy exceptions, such as the Department of
Education’s budget justification, which was singled
out as a model for other agencies in a House appro-
priations bill. Most performance-linked documents
were viewed as confusing and disappointing, how-
ever. They paid too little attention to figuring out who
wanted and needed performance information, how
they could use it, and how to meet those needs.

There are several possible explanations for this
problem. Budget justifications, the content of which
was specified by OMB Circular A-11, irritated
congressional appropriators because current year
budget proposals could not be compared to prior-
year information. The GPRA-required performance
reports that agencies submitted to Congress were
overwhelming because they packaged copious
amounts of financial and management risk informa-
tion together with performance data in a single
Performance and Accountability Report (PAR), the
content of which was prescribed by OMB Circular
A-136. The emphasis on target attainment status and
commitment fulfillment rather than goals, targets,
trends, analysis, and strategies rendered most perfor-
mance reports of limited value to would-be users.
Also, while the President’s Management Agenda
Scorecard ratings functioned as a useful checklist of
management activity expectations for the White
House, it imparted little information to others.

In addition, as previously noted, performance trend
information, of great interest to the public and those
looking for successful programs to replicate, was
remarkably hard to find. Too often, PART reviews and
agency performance reports shared only a few years
of performance trend data and only for some, but not
for all, of the relevant indicators. When agencies

The Reports Consolidation
Act of 2000

The Reports Consolidation Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-
531) authorized agencies to consolidate their finan-
cial and performance reports, perhaps encouraging
but not mandating the consolidation that produced
the PAR reports everyone found so overwhelming.
OMB Circular A-136 translated that authority to a
requirement.
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The Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)

PART was launched as a pilot in February 2002 and
introduced in the President’s FY 2003 budget as a
tool to be applied to every government program.
PART is a list of “Yes/No” questions asking programs
how they use goals, measures, and evaluation. The
questions are grouped in four categories:

e Program purpose and design
e Strategic planning

e Program management

e Program results/accountability

(Appendix | contains the full list of PART questions.)
PART is more than a list of questions, though. It also
involves third-party review and public reporting.

PART tackled what agencies and Congress identi-
fied as one of GPRA's biggest weaknesses—the use
of what some described as the “10,000-mile high
indicators” used in GPRA documents. While GPRA
goals and measures could be powerful when used
by senior management to drive change, enhance
coherence, and spur cooperation across agency
programs, they often lacked relevance for program
offices and congressional decision-makers unless
agencies explicitly articulated what was expected of
each program to advance GPRA goals. Some agen-
cies took the time to sort out and communicate the
link between GPRA goals and program expecta-
tions—what some call cascading down and rolling
back up. Most, however, did not.

PART translated the goal-setting and measurement
requirements of GPRA to the program level, the
scale at which most agency operations function
and at which funding decisions are made. By shift-
ing attention to programs and at the same time
announcing that OMB would review 20 percent of
agency programs each year so all programs were
reviewed at least once every five years, PART sig-
naled that all federal programs, not just agency
central-office staff, were expected to adopt outcome-
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focused performance management practices.
Programs could request follow-up PART reviews
(before the scheduled five-year review) to earn a
higher PART score and rating earlier, and many did.

PART uses several distinct motivational mechanisms to
increase agency attention to goals and measurement:

* Focus on the Program Level. PART requires pro-
grams, not agencies, to select goals and mea-
sures. This pushed responsibility for goal-setting
and measurement adoption beyond the central
budget, planning, or performance office of an
agency to the program level.

* Questions. PART provides a detailed set of
questions that every federal program is required
to answer at least once every five years. This
compelled agencies to consider basic program
management questions that program managers
often wanted but never found the time to con-
sider.

e External Review. OMB, not the agency, con-
ducts the reviews of each program’s perfor-
mance management practices, which compels
agencies to consider how each program fares
relative to each of the PART questions. Programs
cannot ignore a question as irrelevant without
being able to defend that decision to OMB. The
review process varies by OMB reviewers and is
up to the discretion of the examiner.

e Scores. OMB provides a binary “Yes/No” score
and commentary on each question, providing
programs with feedback about specific areas of
strength and weakness. Questions are weighted
and summed to tally a total program score, up
to 100 percent. The PART score for each ques-
tion is posted for public review on the Internet,
along with short explanatory notes. The aggre-
gate PART score is also posted.

e Ratings. OMB uses the total PART score to deter-
mine a rating: effective, moderately effective,
adequate, ineffective, and results not demon-
strated. OMB rates a program “results not dem-
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onstrated” when it concludes that insufficient
measurement is available to determine program
impact. Some agencies reported their programs
were motivated to earn a higher rating.

e Improvement Commitments. Following a PART
review, each agency and OMB agree on a list of
specific actions each program commits to take.
Programs periodically provide OMB and the
public, via the web, a written update on actions
they have taken to fulfill the commitments.

e Transparency. Program ratings are prominently
displayed in OMB summary charts and OMB
shares the following underlying scoring details
with the public:

e The PART score for each question
e Comments on each question

e The total score for each program
e An overall program rating

e The list and status of improvement
commitments

All of this information was available to view at
www.expectmore.gov, the OMB-run website which
facilitated public access to PART reviews, strategic
plans, and performance reports.

In addition, a second OMB website, www.results.
gov, contained hints and examples intended to

help agencies improve their performance manage-
ment practices. This site also featured summary data
about the status of agency implementation of the
President’s Management Agenda Scorecard.

were required to submit other annual reports to
Congress with relevant performance and other data,
too few agencies created coherent connections
between the content of those reports, GPRA docu-
ments, and PART reviews.

Nor did many agencies try to show how their GPRA
goals and PART targets connected. Also, the online
posted versions of PART reviews were often disap-
pointing because they lacked much of the information
congressional staff and the public sought. For example,
when the PART website cited an evaluation study, it
often failed to provide a full citation or URL to make
the study easy to obtain.

OMB has recognized the problem with the
Performance and Accountability Report and has
encouraged agencies to experiment with a short
performance highlights document. But changing the
document size will not fully address congressional
and public frustration. Performance reports must
deliver the information key audiences need.

GPRA, PART, and relevant OMB circulars do not
ask agencies about target audiences for their perfor-
mance information. The websites www.expectmore.
gov and www.results.gov did not organize informa-
tion to serve different audiences, despite progress
on that dimension by many other federal agency
websites. For performance measurement to be use-
ful, and not just filler for documents required by
law and OMB, agencies need to think more explic-
itly and strategically about who the key audiences
for performance information are and how to meet
their needs. They need to learn how to present
information so it is understandable and useful to
each target audience and how to confirm its use
and usefulness. They also need to learn where and
when to distribute it so key information reaches
users in time to inform their decisions and actions.
In short, every agency and program should think
more explicitly about who needs what information
to make better choices and improve performance.
They should think explicitly about when they need
it, where they need it, and in what format.
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Principle Four: Structure
Accountability Mechanisms

to Encourage and Inspire, Not
Embarrass, Reprimand or Punish

The accountability mechanisms of the federal per-
formance management system—the expectations set
and incentives used—are askew and need adjust-
ment. As discussed earlier, the mechanisms OMB
uses to motivate agencies focus on the wrong objec-
tives: target attainment, PART ratings, and President’s
Management Agenda Scorecard green lights.
Focusing on these objectives implicitly punishes
programs when targets are not met even when a
program applies smart strategies based on available
evidence, collects relevant data, and exerts strong
effort. Moreover, OMB fails to take advantage of
some of the strongest motivators for government
workers, including a sense of accomplishment, gen-
uine positive feedback, and ongoing opportunities
to discuss problems and brainstorm solutions with
other knowledgeable individuals.

GPRA sensibly requires agencies to set goals and
measure performance toward them. GPRA does not,
however, call for penalties for agencies that do not
meet their targets.

PART introduced penalties. It penalizes programs
with a lower total PART score when they fail to attain
short-term ambitious targets and fail to make ade-
quate progress toward long-term ambitious targets.
Lower PART scores translate to a lower PART rating,
which is treated as a proxy for agency performance in
numerous venues. PART successfully increases
agency attention to setting outcome-focused goals
and measuring performance, but also creates a per-
verse incentive: it tempts agencies to pick timid tar-
gets they know they can meet, not ambitious targets
more likely to stimulate the kind of innovation and
energy that achieves higher performance levels.

The notion that it is problematic to penalize agen-
cies that fail to meet their targets is somewhat coun-
terintuitive. Nonetheless, it can be a serious
problem. Misaligned accountability expectations
can quickly compromise a healthy performance-
improving dynamic. It is important for agencies and
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programs to set specific targets, and it is stimulating
when they select a few in priority areas that are
ambitious. It is also important for managers to push
their organizations to meet targets and to achieve
continual performance improvement.

Yet if those targets are, in fact, ambitious, it is nei-
ther fair nor motivating to penalize people or orga-
nizations for not meeting them. It is discouraging
and irritating. Penalties are useful for calling atten-
tion to problems that would otherwise be ignored
and are necessary to assure attainment of standards
(such as non-discrimination or caps on allowable
releases of specific substances to the environment).
Penalties levied for non-attainment of, or slow prog-
ress toward, an ambitious target are unfair, however,
when intelligence, evidence, and effort have been
applied. It is far better to hold agencies accountable
for collecting and carefully analyzing evidence per-
taining to problems, growth opportunities, and past
experience, and for adopting and implementing
cogent strategies to meet targets and improve
performance.

Ambitious targets can be motivating, but only when
they are also realistic given available skills,
resources, and authority. Penalizing programs not
meeting or making progress toward their targets
when the programs request but do not receive
changes in legislative authority can undermine the
initiative of those otherwise doing their best. The
PART process unfairly penalizes programs that lack
needed legal authority to make program changes,
even when a program proposes legislative changes
to OMB and Congress.

The current performance system also makes insuffi-
cient use of several proven motivators: a sense of
accomplishment, genuine positive feedback, and an
opportunity to discuss problems with people who
have relevant expertise to understand the evidence
better and to brainstorm smarter strategies.

PART reviews assess and rate. They reward well-run
programs with a good PART score and rating, but
few OMB reviewers provide much constructive ver-
bal feedback. Indeed, it might seem inappropriate
for an OMB reviewer to praise a program manager,
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since few OMB reviewers have enough program
management expertise to provide program manage-
ment guidance. The problem is that no one else
provides that verbal feedback, either. Some OMB
reviewers sensibly broker expertise when they see
it is needed, but most assess, score, rate, and negoti-
ate with agencies. Agencies are commended at
meetings of the President’s Management Council for
“getting to green” on the President’s Management
Agenda Scorecard, but not recognized for improving
performance trends.

The new administration needs to adjust the motiva-
tional mechanisms of the federal performance man-
agement system to reduce fear and the perceived
unfairness in the system. It needs to adjust the
accountability expectations and increase use of pos-
itive incentives that tap into intrinsic inclinations to
do well and altruistic instincts to do good.
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Findings from Interviews

24

The guiding principles in the previous section of this
report and the recommendations in the next section
are based on findings from interviews conducted in
2008 with over 30 individuals in agencies, Congress,
and interest groups, as well as a look at prior studies
on performance management and web-based
comments about GPRA, PART, and the President’s
Management Agenda Scorecard.

The guiding principles address several common
themes that emerged from interviews conducted for
this report:

* The concept of performance management in
the federal government is sound and agencies
should continue producing, reporting, and
using outcome-focused performance goals
and measurement.

e GPRA and PART have had positive effects that
should be preserved.

e At the same time, past federal performance
management practices were inhibited by several
problems that need to be fixed:

e There is no comprehensive way for the
public or Congress to see how the federal
government is performing and what agency
goals and program targets are.

e Too little attention was paid to the direction
of performance trends and too much to
“percentage of targets met” as the primary
indicator of overall performance.

e Too little attention was paid to understand-
ing why performance levels changed, to
understanding the size and characteristics of
societal or system problems to be
addressed, and to sharing that understand-
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ing so it could be applied in program
implementation.

e The program review and evaluation process
was overly subjective.

e Too little attention was paid to identifying
the audience for goals and measurement
and to determining and meeting their per-
formance information needs.

e Too much attention was given to review,
assessment, and control and too little to
providing expert advice and to stimulating
innovation, discovery, cooperation, and
assistance.

This section of the report presents interview findings.

Findings from Interviews with
Congressional Staff Members

Finding One: Congressional staff members
reported an interest in performance
information.

During interviews conducted for this report, con-
gressional staff members indicated a strong interest
in using performance information when readily
available. However, many staff members expressed
frustration that they could seldom find what they
needed. Despite that frustration, most not only sup-
ported the concept of GPRA, which Congress had
written, but also supported most aspects of the
OMB-created PART process. They felt PART had the
potential to improve the quantity and quality of
information they had available to review programs
before making funding decisions. They also noted
that, when program reviews were done well, they
were very helpful.
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Summary of Interview Findings

Congressional staff reported:
* An interest in obtaining performance information from agencies, but...

e Difficulty finding relevant performance information, despite GPRA and PART

Agency staff reported:

e GPRA and PART encouraged agencies to articulate outcome-focused objectives, measure them, and
work more strategically and cooperatively to achieve shared objectives and

e Many aspects of PART were helpful, but ...
e GPRA and PART significantly increased agency workloads
e The lack of linkage between GPRA and PART was a problem

e PART reviews were highly subjective, but lacked effective mechanisms for fairly and quickly resolv-
ing differences about what constitutes a program, appropriate progra