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SEVEN YEARS OF GPRA: HAS THE RESULTS
ACT PROVIDED RESULTS?

THURSDAY, JULY 20, 2000

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT,

INFORMATION, AND TECHNOLOGY,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room

2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Stephen Horn (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Horn, Turner, and Maloney.
Staff present: J. Russell George, staff director and chief counsel;

Earl Pierce, professional staff member; Bonnie Heald, director of
communications; Bryan Sisk, clerk; Elizabeth Seong, staff assist-
ant; Will Ackerly and Davidson Hulfish, interns; Trey Henderson,
minority counsel; and Jean Gosa, minority clerk.

Mr. HORN. We are here today to examine the implementation of
the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993. This is a
very important process.

The act was designed to evaluate whether Federal agencies and
programs are accomplishing their missions. Once the law has been
successfully implemented, the American people will be able to ask
and receive an accurate answer to the question, what are we get-
ting for our money? The Results Act encourages efficiency and ac-
countability in government spending by requiring agencies to jus-
tify how they spend their portion of the Government’s $1.8 trillion
budget. The law requires agencies to set goals and use performance
measures for their management and budgeting.

In a 1997 hearing before this subcommittee, Christopher Mihm
of the General Accounting Office testified that implementation of
the act varied among executive branch agencies in quality, utility
and responsiveness to the law. In 1999, the General Accounting Of-
fice found that only 14 of 35 agencies defined some type of relation-
ship between the program activities on their proposed budgets and
the performance goals cited in their plans. Yet, few of the 14 agen-
cies explained how they would use their funding to achieve these
goals.

Clearly, agencies have made progress in linking program plan-
ning with their budget requests. Yet, much work remains before
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Congress can use this performance information as a significant tool
in the budget allocation process. Nevertheless, once the Results Act
has been successfully implemented, it will help us achieve a more
efficient, effective and responsive government.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Stephen Horn follows:]
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Mr. HORN. We are honored to have as our lead witnesses, the
Majority Leader of the House, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
Armey, and the chairman of the House Results Caucus headed by
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Sessions.

We welcome all of our witnesses today and we look forward to
their testimony.

You know the routine here, my friend, and the full statement
goes into the record automatically when you are introduced, re-
sume and all. In a minute, I am going to yield to another gen-
tleman from Texas. This seems to be a Texas day here. I hope the
Texas Society is out here somewhere.

Mr. SESSIONS. Let us hope the rest of the year continues that
way, Mr. Chairman. [Laughter.]

Mr. HORN. I agree with you.
That is how it works and in the meantime, the gentleman from

Texas, Mr. Turner, our ranking member, will have his opening
statement.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Being from California, you certainly defer to Texas. We appre-

ciate it.
This March, for the first time under the Results Act, agencies

Governmentwide were required to report on their results in achiev-
ing their goals. I think we all agree that this bipartisan legislation
we call the Results Act has been an effective tool for enhancing
government performance and efficiency. Its intent is to fundamen-
tally shift the focus of our Federal Government and to be sure that
we move from a preoccupation with staffing and activity levels to
a focus on outcomes in Federal programs.

Outcomes are the results expressed in terms of real differences
in Federal programs and the impact those programs make in peo-
ples’ lives such as increase in real wages earned by graduates of
an unemployment training program, or a reduction in fatality and
injury rates in workplaces or on our highways.

Congress and its committees can and have been involved in the
Results Act at all stages. Committees have a means to develop and
amend the strategic plans as well as the annual performance plans.
Agency officials have said that evidence of real involvement and in-
terest on the part of congressional committees in using perform-
ance goals and information to help in congressional decisionmaking
would help to build and sustain support for the Results Act within
the agencies.

As a result, as Members of Congress, we have an obligation to
work with all of the executive branch’s agencies to be sure GPRA
is the tool that improves the efficiency of the Federal Government.
I believe that a strong and sustained congressional attention to
GPRA is needed to ensure the success of the act and I know that
goal is shared by Chairman Horn. I commend the chairman as well
as my colleagues from Texas for their strong support of this very
critical effort on the part of this Congress.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Hon. Jim Turner follows:]
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Mr. HORN. I thank the gentleman.
Now we have the ‘‘el tremendo’’ gentleman from Texas. We are

delighted to have the Majority Leader here. He has been a backer
of the results-oriented approach from day 1. We are pleased to have
him here. We will have a few questions for him but I know he has
a busy day.

The gentleman from Texas, the Majority Leader, Mr. Armey.

STATEMENTS OF HON. RICHARD K. ARMEY, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND MA-
JORITY LEADER, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES; AND
HON. PETE SESSIONS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS AND CHAIRMAN, HOUSE RE-
SULTS CAUCUS

Mr. ARMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me first appreciate the work that your committee has done.

I think as much as any committee in Congress, this subcommittee
and this committee has led our efforts under the Results Act.

The Results Act, as you know, was passed in 1993 and it was de-
signed to bring accountability and performance in government
agencies to the American people. Every one of us, as a Member of
Congress, will get testimony from back home in that area of our
work which we most often refer to as case work about the extent
to which the agencies are providing the services in the lives of our
constituents, the American people, who pay for these agencies, and
by whose authority the agencies exist. All too often we find our-
selves frustrated along with our constituents in the agency not per-
forming.

This has been, I think, a particularly heart warming experience
for me to be able to be involved in the Results Act. The Results Act
basically says to every agency, have a clear understanding of what
you are doing, be able to express that to us, tell us what your mis-
sion is and give us some evidence of your ability to achieve the re-
sults you desire.

We give the agency a great deal of latitude there. If we have a
quarrel with what they believe and express to be their mission, we
can take that up legislatively, but the fundamental question is, do
you in fact have an ability to demonstrate that you are getting re-
sults, even as you define your mission? We have encouraged this.

I have to tell you, to a large extent, what we did when we passed
the Results Act was ask the agencies to conform to a new regime
of accountability. I, for one, was more than willing to be patient
and encouraging. I have always argued that for any of us in any
occupation of our life, adaptation to change the adoption and the
performance under new regimes are always something we must
have some time and encouragement in doing, and we have done
that.

What you have seen happening simultaneously over the past cou-
ple of years is congressional oversight that has been designed to in
fact encourage greater performance—your scorecards being very
important in that regard—and at the same time, for us to give a
very strong view of the results that are there.

I think, quite frankly, this Congress has been encouraging and
it has been diligent in oversight. You have seen the oversight ex-
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tension go to other committees across Congress and more commit-
tees have taken up the understanding of the implementation of
their role in oversight in this regard.

I have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, despite all the time and effort
that we have spent being encouraging in this manner, I have come
to a moment of some disappointment. Our latest evaluations of per-
formance are frankly disappointing to me. Every agency in the Fed-
eral Government has had a chance to travel that learning curve
and frankly, should be doing better, each and every one of them.

I think we need to appreciate the performance of the General Ac-
counting Office. They worked very hard on this, they have taken
it seriously and they have been very supportive again, both to the
committee and to the agencies, but we have had independent re-
views that have supported their own analysis from George Mason
University and other reviewers across the country that it just isn’t
working well enough for the American people.

I think what we need to do today perhaps is start to just step
it up another level. My friend, Pete Sessions, came to me early on
when we began talking about Results Act and said, I would like to
form a Results Caucus. He and his caucus have been very active
in that and we will hear from Pete in a moment.

While I don’t think we should ever be a singularly discouraging
voice out there, I think while we continue our encouragement, we
must at this point be a little demanding.

Finally, let me say two final points. One, I have taken that ini-
tiative a little bit with something that perhaps you have seen the
‘‘waste-o-meter.’’ We try to keep a better track of this, try to pub-
licize the results and try to arm our budgeteers and appropriators
with real information should it become necessary as we try to im-
plement an overall, rigorous budget process, fighting against de-
mands for new, more spending, to document that spending is not
necessarily justifiable given the levels of waste we have uncovered
from the committees reporting today and the reports we have had,
and the fine work of GAO, some $16 billion uncovered already this
year, that we have talked about.

Finally, if I might chafe a little under the bit, at or about the
time we created the Results Act, the Vice President of the United
States, Al Gore, was billed as the administration’s leader in this ef-
fort in what he called the whole effort to reinvent government. I
know there was a great deal of public relations there but the fact
of the matter is that the Results Act and any efforts to reinvent
government, enforce accountability in Government lay fallow until
this congressional majority took over in 1995.

Therefore, it irritates me a little bit when constituents come into
my office with severe disappointments, sometimes heartbreaking
disappointments about agencies that just aren’t performing as they
should be for them. People come to my office here, people some-
times with multibillion dollar private agreements that are being
held up by some agency that just won’t make a decision.

We don’t necessarily sit in Congress and say to the agency, you
should make this or that decision but I think we have a respon-
sibility to say, make a decision—a disservice to the people by virtue
of agencies not performing.
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To have the Vice President criticize this Congress that has tried
through all our oversight efforts in so many ways to encourage this
better service, refer to us as a do nothing for the people Congress,
I must say gets under my skin a little bit. I have to say, where
were you, Mr. Vice President, after all the publicity waned over re-
inventing government; where were you when it came time to dig
in as committee after committee has done here and implement the
rigor, maintain the oversight and continue the encouragement and
at times, if necessary, express some anger?

We have done that. Your committee has done that. As I said,
other committees have done that and the fact of the matter is, we
are getting improvement, but it is not coming fast enough. You will
hear further testimony today about that.

I guess my parting word would be, let us not only continue but
continue to expand our effort across the Congress to implement
this because the goal is worthy. The objectives of the Results Act
are laudable. We have said to the American people, we are deter-
mined to not only make it clear in every agency of this government,
a shared understanding of what your mission is, what your duty
is to the American people, but to give one another encouragement,
prodding and at times, if necessary, criticism in seeing to it that
the American people get the services they deserve from the agen-
cies created by this Congress on their behalf.

Let me again thank you for letting me be here this morning. Let
me again encourage you to continue your fine work and I express
my firm belief that as we continue in understanding and imple-
menting GPRA, we will make this government a government that
is a better service in the lives of its constituents and that is what
this government has an obligation to be.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Hon. Dick Armey follows:]
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Mr. HORN. We thank you. Those are very worthwhile bits of wis-
dom. By the way, when we did take over this committee in 1995,
we did offer an invitation to the Vice President on several occasions
and we told him it wasn’t one where we were going to crab a lot
about it, we just thought he was trying to do a good job and we
will give you a forum. We wouldn’t even get that.

Let me ask you on this serious business. I have a feeling, and
I did say it once either in the retreat or in the conference but no-
body listens to humble subcommittee chairs but they will listen to
you.

I think under your leadership, if we can get the chairs of the full
authorization committees, the chairs of the Subcommittees on Ap-
propriations, and get their political counterparts—Presidential
nominees, be it Secretary, Deputy Secretary, Assistant Secretary—
in the same place around a table and say, we have read through
what some of your goals are, show me where in the law this is
based. I just think we have to get a dialog of principals, not just
a dialog of staff. With all due respect to the wonderful staff around
here, the fact is, they are not elected and the executive branch at
least has the imprimatur of the President’s nomination and the
confirmation of the Senate. I think that closure has not been very
good.

Mr. ARMEY. I appreciate that point. I couldn’t agree with you
more. It has to be a full partnership. This is a big government. Any
big enterprise like this, it is easy for people to lay down on the job
and let it be overlooked or to have confusions about what their jobs
are and let that not be clearly understood.

It does take a partnership effort I think between the House, the
Senate and the executive branch to make something that is frankly
this bold and large—imagine this. If you went before any college
class in America and said, my job is to make sure the Federal Gov-
ernment, as large as it is, never misses a beat in serving to the
best of its ability, the needs of the American people, you would as-
tound people with just how enormous that task is. No small group
of people can do that. We must all work on it together.

That is why I have tried to use the authorities of my office to
encourage that and I think your point is well taken. We have to
do a better job all the way around.

Mr. HORN. I thank you and I know you have other things to do
but if you want to stay and listen to Mr. Sessions, fine. We would
welcome you.

Does the gentleman from Texas have any questions for the Ma-
jority Leader?

Mr. TURNER. No.
Mr. SESSIONS. Majority Leader, are you going to stay or stick

around?
Mr. ARMEY. I might stay a little bit because I am so proud of you.

If I may, Mr. Chairman, my good colleague just got a clean bill of
health from Baylor University and they said he was good looking
too, so I am going to stay.

Mr. SESSIONS. It is true, I went in for a little bit of day surgery
and everything turned out all right.

I thank my good friend, the Majority Leader.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, thank you so much for asking me
to be here today.

I would also like to give the same accolades to the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. Turner. He and I have numerous conversations, as
you and I do, Mr. Chairman, and I have found that Mr. Turner is
not only focused on government efficiency, but that his answer to
the problems is right in line with the things you and I are attempt-
ing to accomplish. I would like to applaud the gentleman for his
leadership and work on that also. I thank Mr. Turner for that.

As you know, the Results Caucus is interested in giving this gov-
ernment every single dollar it needs but not a penny more. Today,
you are hearing testimony from Majority Leader Armey from Texas
talk about his observations as the father and leader of the GPRA
and other things that have come through this Congress that would
empower and give stature to government agencies to be able to re-
solve their own problems.

Mr. Armey and I have, for quite some time, decided that there
is a time and a process that would allow this government the op-
portunity to see that a process that would encourage efficiency was
important. We have also decided that we were not going to become
frustrated, that we were going to work with agencies, work with
GAO, work toward resolution of problems.

The fact of the matter is that I believe the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Armey and I concur. It seems like the government has
had time to work through these problems and they have not made
as much progress as either one of us would have wanted.

The Results Act, as you know, was a challenge for agency direc-
tors and those managers of the government to run their agencies
more efficiently. It was created as a challenge, as an opportunity
for them to focus on the near term needs of the government by
them establishing those goals and directions they would like to go
into.

The fact of the matter is that as technology and time has played
its course, many Federal programs are still dramatically under-
performing, inefficient and have become functionally obsolete. This
government and its managers have not even recognized those
changes and taken hold of that.

I believe that the Results Act, which was designed to address
those problems as well as to functionally require that the Govern-
ment managers would be attuned to those changes has not worked.
I have not seen agencies using the Results Act as a helpful man-
agement tool. I will repeat, I have not seen the agencies use the
Results Act as a helpful management tool which it was completely
designed for.

The performance plans the agencies produce are often still too
broad, they are attempting to solve every agency problem with a
large stroke of a brush rather than specifically focusing on a struc-
tured performance plan to focus or to move toward reform by ad-
dressing those immediate problems that face their agency.

I continue to have, as Majority Leader Armey and both you, Mr.
Chairman, and Mr. Turner, regular talks with agencies about their
performance, regular talks with agencies about how they perform
their job. I will tell you that the feedback I hear is that the man-
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agers of the government see the Results Act as cumbersome and
yet just another hoop to jump through.

I am disappointed. I am disappointed because I do not believe
that the agencies have looked at what this is all about. I don’t be-
lieve they have worked hard enough to make it work and I further
do not believe that they view it as a value added process.

We will continue to focus on the job of oversight. Mr. Armey and
I will continue not to be frustrated, but I will tell you, Mr. Chair-
man, we will not yield back to believing that the Government, re-
gardless of how big it is, should not be efficient. We believe a gov-
ernment or an organization, even the smallest in this Government,
should become efficient and should do what its mandate is laid out
to be.

Last, I would say this. While I have said we are not going to be
frustrated, you can anticipate and expect that the Majority Leader
and the Results Caucus led by me will continue to speak out on the
issues where we see problems. We do appreciate what this commit-
tee is doing as well as the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. Burton,
and the whole committee, and we want to continue working with
you.

Today, you are going to hear from people who have specific ex-
amples, ideas about how we can make it better, and I encourage
this committee to address that in the way they choose. We will con-
tinue to be a value added partner.

I thank you for the opportunity to be here.
Last, I would say this, and ask unanimous consent to say this,

I have a professor to my right, Dr. Armey; I also have a professor
from my university, Dr. Weldon Crowley, who is here. Dr. Crowley
was my history professor. So many times we talk about learning
things in fifth grade, how government works and playing them out
here. In this case, it was at Southwestern University as a young
student where my professor, Dr. Weldon Crowley, a man who is
very distinguished in what he does, to teach me the ways of gov-
ernment and here we are playing them out today with the Majority
Leader and this esteemed committee.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Hon. Pete Sessions follows:]

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:15 Sep 21, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\73837.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



17

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:15 Sep 21, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\73837.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



18

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:15 Sep 21, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\73837.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



19

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:15 Sep 21, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\73837.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



20

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:15 Sep 21, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\73837.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



21

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:15 Sep 21, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\73837.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



22

Mr. HORN. We thank you and we welcome you to the chamber
here. I know it must have been tremendous to get all that knowl-
edge in his head and maybe you should be a distinguished trustee
professor for life as a result of that. [Laughter.]

We thank the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Sessions. He has done
a terrific job with the Results Caucus. We will be putting out our
dear colleague bit which I hope will help you based on the General
Accounting Office, as to where the waste is in a lot of agencies
which we have done about every 6 months or so.

Thank you both for coming.
Unless Mr. Turner has some questions, you have heard mine and

I thank you very much.
We will have now panel two, the Honorable Joshua Gotbaum,

Christopher Mihm, Maurice McTigue and Ellen Taylor.
[Witnesses sworn.]
Mr. HORN. The clerk will note the four witnesses have affirmed

the oath.
We will begin with the Honorable Joshua Gotbaum, Executive

Associate Director and Controller, and Acting Deputy Director for
Management, Office of Management and Budget. I think you have
appeared three times or so this last month. We thank you.

STATEMENTS OF JOSHUA GOTBAUM, EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE
DIRECTOR AND CONTROLLER AND ACTING DEPUTY DIREC-
TOR FOR MANAGEMENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET; CHRISTOPHER MIHM, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, FED-
ERAL MANAGEMENT AND WORKFORCE ISSUES, U.S. GEN-
ERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; MAURICE MCTIGUE, DISTIN-
GUISHED VISITING SCHOLAR, MERCATUS INSTITUTE,
GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY; AND ELLEN TAYLOR, POLICY
ANALYST, OMB WATCH

Mr. GOTBAUM. Yes, Mr. Chairman, but since each of them is
something that is quite important to the business of government,
I am actually grateful.

Mr. HORN. You know the routine which is your paper is already
in the hearing record. We would like a summary of it and you don’t
have to read it because we have read it.

Mr. GOTBAUM. I appreciate that.
I would note that I am joined this morning by a number of folks

from OMB staff, including Jimmy Charney, Texas A&M, 1996, who
wanted me to make sure you knew that Mr. Turner’s colleague was
an alumnus of his.

I don’t want to spend a lot of time in this committee talking
about the importance of GPRA because I think it is crystal clear
that this committee recognizes it is important. I think it is impor-
tant to affirm that the administration does too and that as this
committee knows, each year we put out a set of priority manage-
ment objectives. For the last several years, performance measure-
ment has been PMO 2 because Y2K was PMO 1. This year per-
formance management, using performance data, is PMO 1.

The story of our implementing this law, which was passed with
bipartisan support and which we strongly endorse, is I think a
story of real effort and some real success and a long way to go. I
think we should be honest about that.
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I have listed in my testimony the fact that 100 Federal agencies
have turned out strategic plans and performance plans and per-
formance reports and this year, for the first time, they all turned
out performance reports and we think this is a very important
milestone.

What I would like to do is talk about the risks that we face—
how we go from here—and what the challenges are. I am happy to
talk in questioning about what individual agencies have done.

We are still learning what the right measures are. This is a dif-
ficult task, something the Government hadn’t done before, particu-
larly systematically and certainly not with the force of law. GPRA
is not a one size fits all business. What we find is that as agencies
develop their measures, and try to implement them, there is a trial
and error process. That necessarily involves error and it involves
allowing people to learn from their mistakes.

Let me list one of my personal favorites which is the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration. OSHA wanted to imple-
ment the law, so they said, we are going to measure and keep track
of the number of inspections we do. Then they realized that this
was an intermediate measure, a measure of their effort but not a
result. They said, we are really in the business of workplace safety,
so maybe we should be tracking and measuring and sending our
troops based on where the workplaces are safe or not safe. They
reformed the way they did business.

This had a couple of powerful effects. One, it enabled them to be
more effective in their job, and two, it enabled the businesses they
regulate to understand what the right goals were. I mention this
because I think it is very important as we implement GPRA and
as you provide oversight to both encourage these guys to do it and
allow them to make mistakes and encourage them to correct and
improve the results.

We need both outcome and output measures. There are some
who say that agencies should only be measured by how they are
doing in reducing poverty or improving the quality of housing, or
reducing unemployment rate. We agree that agencies should be
measured by that but it would be a mistake to throw out all meas-
ures of output because it matters to the Government, it matters to
the citizens, and I believe it matters to the Congress how efficiently
agencies do things.

So while I think it is very important that we keep track of meas-
ures of unemployment and how they change as a result of job train-
ing programs, if we can figure that, it is equally important that we
tell the Social Security Administration that they ought to watch
how long it takes for them to answer the telephone.

The real challenge of GPRA is moving beyond report writing. It
is in taking performance information and using it in program man-
agement and budgeting. There are people who argue that we
should measure the success of our implementation of GPRA by the
clarity of reports or the validity of the data used. I must strenu-
ously disagree. They matter but those are output measures. Those
are not outcome measures.

The outcome that we are trying to get is to have performance in-
formation used routinely by agencies to measure how they manage
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their programs and by OMB and you in how you review their pro-
grams and their budgets.

This is hard stuff because it means you have to pick the right
measures, you have to put them out there and get agreement on
them, you have to put them in your management systems and then
you have to use them, but we are beginning.

In budgeting, we have always used and looked for, performance
information. What GPRA has done is added the force of law to that
requirement and as a result, we are increasingly using performance
information in budget decisions. I have listed some examples in my
testimony.

OMB strongly supports this. We are using it. We too are learning
how to incorporate performance information into the budgeting
process. We started by giving guidance on plans and then when we
got the plans saying how do you incorporate this into budget deci-
sions? We then said to the agencies, send us performance informa-
tion with your budget plans. We started using it internally.

This year we moved a step ahead: We said to the agencies, send
us your performance plan as part of your budget submission. What
we were trying to do was ask the agencies to integrate performance
measures and budgeting so that we can do a better job. As a result,
we hope you will agree they will do a better job.

We have a very long way to go. We have a long way to go in im-
proving the measures we use, a long way to go in integrating them
into management and budget, and we have a long way to go in re-
aligning budgets, programs and organizations as a result of those
reviews, but we are, I hope the committee recognizes, beginning.
This leads me to my last point, which is the role of Congress.

We are enormously grateful for the attention that this committee
and this Congress places on the Government Performance and Re-
sults Act. We think it is essential that you review progress and
hold everybody’s feet to the fire.

I view this as an issue of combining patience and pressure. One
of the things for which we are grateful is that the Congress has
recognized this is a trial and error process. We have to keep work-
ing at it. I was enormously gratified at the statements by Con-
gressman Sessions and Mr. Armey because they recognize this
takes time. But you have to hold our feet to the fire.

That is really my last request, which is that you continue to do
so. Hearings like this one, every time you hold one, send a mes-
sage. Your suggestion, Mr. Chairman, of combining forces with ap-
propriations and authorizing committees would make the message
even clearer. We hope it is something the Congress will take to
heart.

In closing, all I will say is, however you choose to do it, we are
committed to working with you, to delivering on the promise of per-
formance, and as a result, to deliver the quality of government the
American people deserve.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Gotbaum follows:]
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Mr. HORN. Thank you. That is a very optimistic view and I am
glad to hear it.

Now we go back to a regular also here and that is Christopher
Mihm, Associate Director, Federal Management and Workforce
Issues, U.S. General Accounting Office, part of the legislative
branch.

Mr. MIHM. Yes, sir.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Turner. Once again, it is an

honor and a pleasure to appear before you to discuss the Govern-
ment Performance and Results Act.

The issuance last spring of the first performance reports showing
the degree to which agencies met their goals and the strategies and
plans they have to meet unmet goals, along with their annual per-
formance plans and strategic plans and the Governmentwide per-
formance plans, represents a new and potentially more substantive
phase of GPRA implementation. That is, we have now completed
the first full cycle of the act in its planning and reporting require-
ments.

For GPRA to be fully useful to Congress and the executive
branch, however, agencies need to make continued progress in ad-
dressing a set of five enduring challenges that we have reported on
fairly consistently: first, articulating the results orientation; second,
coordinating cross-cutting programs; third, showing the perform-
ance consequences of budget decisions which you highlighted in
your opening statement; fourth, showing how daily operations con-
tribute to results—one of the issues that Mr. Gotbaum raised—and
fifth, building the capacity to gather and use performance informa-
tion.

First, in regards to adopting a results orientation, the challenge
confronting agencies is to develop a clear sense of the results to be
achieved as opposed to the products and services the agency pro-
duces. The lack of a comprehensive set of goals that focused on re-
sults was one of the central weaknesses that we saw when we
looked at the fiscal year 1999 annual performance plans.

Important progress was made over the next year and all of the
fiscal year 2000 plans we looked at, the plans the agencies are op-
erating under now, contained at least some goals and measures
that addressed program results. Still, detailed in my written state-
ment, there are plenty of opportunities for continued progress in
that area.

Second, coordinating cross-cutting programs: we have found that
unfocused and uncoordinated cross-cutting programs waste scarce
resources, confuse and frustrate taxpayers and program bene-
ficiaries—as the Majority Leader pointed out in the casework ex-
amples he discussed—and limit overall program effectiveness.

Although the fiscal year 2000 plans indicate that agencies con-
tinue to make progress in coordinating these cross-cutting pro-
grams, we are still finding they need to complete the far more dif-
ficult and substantive task of establishing complementary perform-
ance goals, mutually reinforcing strategies and where appropriate,
common performance measures.

Third, a key objective of GPRA is to help Congress develop a
clearer understanding of what is being achieved in relation to what
is being spent. We are finding that agencies are making incremen-
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tal progress in developing the useful linkages between their annual
budget request and performance plans but that much additional
work is needed in this area as well.

The actions of many agencies during fiscal years 1999 and 2000
performance planning cycles constituted important first steps but,
I would stress, just first steps in forging closer links between the
plans and budgets and could be seen in essence as a baseline from
which to assess future progress.

Fourth, understanding and articulating how agencies’ day-to-day
operations contribute to results is a critical element of GPRA im-
plementation. Mr. Gotbaum mentioned the excellent example of the
experiences over at OSHA and I would underscore that. The point
there is that as OSHA and other agencies begin to move beyond
what they do on a day-to-day basis and consider the results they
are designed to achieve, that often opens whole new avenues for
them to explore in terms of strategies and program initiatives they
should be undertaking that would lead them to more effectively
achieve the results.

Fifth, we found although the fiscal year 2000 plans contained
valuable and informative information relating strategies and pro-
grams to goals, there was plenty of work that was still needed in
that area. Let me mention two in particular.

First, the virtual absence of discussions of human capital, which
as you know from the Comptroller General earlier this week, is a
major concern. The fiscal year 2000 plans suggested that one of the
critical components of high performing organizations, the system-
atic integration of human capital and performance planning, is not
being adequately addressed throughout the Federal Government.

More broadly, any serious effort to fundamentally improve the
performance of Federal agencies must address the management
challenges and program risks including those elements on our high
risk list. This obviously was the point that Mr. Sessions was mak-
ing. Unfortunately, the fiscal year 2000 plan showed inconsistent
attention to the need to resolve these issues.

The fifth and final key challenge we found deals with the sub-
stantial and longstanding limitations in agency ability to produce
credible performance information. In fact, these challenges and the
lack of credible performance information is one of the greatest con-
tinuing weaknesses with GPRA implementation.

In summary, GPRA has the potential and is already beginning
to help Congress and the executive branch ensure that the Federal
Government provides results the American people care about. We
look forward to continuing to support the Congress in this regard
and in any way we can to meet your needs.

As you know from my prepared statement, one of the things we
suggest is under House Rule 10, the oversight plans that the stand-
ing committees must send to this committee could be used as a ve-
hicle for further drilling GPRA into congressional oversight plans.
We look forward to helping you with that or in any other way.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Mihm follows:]
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Mr. HORN. Thank you. We have two more witnesses and then we
will open it to questions. I think it will be a very good dialog from
all four of you.

Our next witness is Maurice McTigue, distinguished visiting
scholar, Mercatus Institute, George Mason University, and a fellow
once parliamentarian. We were delighted to visit Australia and
New Zealand in a trip last year to see if any of your fine work was
still holding forth. In places, it is, so I would like to talk to you
about that sometime.

Go ahead.
Mr. MCTIGUE. Indeed, Mr. Chairman, and I would be delighted

to talk to you about it.
As you indicated, my experience is mainly as a politician and as

a member of Cabinet, and at a time when my country was going
through major changes, most of which were based upon the prin-
ciple that is the founding principle of GPRA.

I think for Congress one of the interesting factors involved in
that process is that while it started 16 years ago, and there have
been three changes of the party in power in governance in New
Zealand, there has been no relaxation in the rigor with which the
performance of government has been pursued.

In the 3-years that I have been here in the United States and
have worked closely with the agencies of government and also with
Congress in terms of sharing some of our experiences, I think the
thing that impresses me most about GPRA is that it does focus on
changing the primacy of measures to a focus on outcomes.

I have heard a number of people make comment this morning
about efficiency. When I talk about the primacy of measures, it is
that the primacy of the measure of effectiveness must outweigh
considerations of efficiency. That is not something that legislatures
have been good at doing in the past.

I think if we were to look at the high spot of government per-
formance over the past 3 years in the United States, it would be
the success of the Y2K project. In my view, the success of that
project was driven in no small part by people like yourself who ac-
tually asked the right questions. The question was the outcome
question—will the computers work on January 1, 2000? It didn’t
focus so much on tell me what you have done, you kept focusing
on ‘‘will the computers work on January 1, 2000.’’

That is outcome-based scrutiny. We want to know the result. Can
you actually deliver for us what you have promised you would de-
liver for us? If we looked at the principle that I think is important
to Congress in considering this whole area of activity, that prin-
ciple would really be this—‘‘that all future decisions by government
would be taken in full knowledge of the consequences of that deci-
sion.’’

In the past, I believe many decisions have been taken in full
knowledge of what will be done but without full knowledge of the
consequences of that decision. What GPRA does is shifts the focus
of accountability to what were the public benefits from the expendi-
ture of that money rather than what were the activities that were
funded from the expenditure of that money?

If we look at GPRA as a tool, then it breaks into four significant
parts. The first part of the process is planning. Give to the public
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a fair expectation of what it is that you are going to achieve. The
second part of it is implementation, putting in place and imple-
menting those outputs that are meant to achieve that outcome.

We have been through the first two stages of that with GPRA
and I like to remind people that GPRA, while passed in 1993, only
took effect for fiscal year 1999, so there is very little evidence at
this stage of the success or otherwise of GPRA.

As an ex-politician and working in a university at the moment,
in my mind the most important part of GPRA is what occurs now.
In March of this year, we saw the first round of disclosure of per-
formance. What was in the reports of the agencies should disclose
what was achieved and now we are at the fourth stage, what does
Congress do in the process of oversight and scrutiny of those re-
ports?

To me that is the most important part. One of the things you
need to do, in my view, is look at the quality of the reporting. Have
you had placed in front of you sufficient knowledge and a high
enough quality of information for you to be able to make decisions
in the knowledge of the full consequences of those decisions? We at
the Mercatus Center did a study on the quality of reporting and
in many instances, the reports do not provide you with that capa-
bility. Some of them were good. Most of them lacked in a number
of areas in terms of being able to identify for you what were the
public benefits from these activities.

In looking at those reports, I think you also need to look at not
only are they open and transparent but is there full disclosure? For
example, we found some organizations that describe their activity
in terms of ‘‘we fully met the goal’’ when what they actually did
was achieve 90 percent of the goal. Ninety percent might be a good
measure in some cases but in some other areas, you might deter-
mine that was quite inadequate.

In other cases, they described adequate performance as anything
above 67 percent of goal. Those are very arbitrary and I think what
you need to know is what was the percentage of each goal that was
achieved rather than a broad-based measure like that. So that is
full disclosure in my view and it is very important to the success
of Congress’s security of Government.

What then might Congress do through committees like yourself?
I believe what Congress has to do is to learn to conduct scrutiny
based on outcomes rather than conduct, scrutiny based on process.
What you need to be able to do is to look at a particular outcome:
you are examining an agency, you pick a particular activity, look
at that outcome. If you were to follow that outcome through, you
would be able to say how much of the public good for this particu-
lar issue comes from this agency and how much from others.

By following that outcome and looking at the effectiveness of
each program, you can then make comparisons and finally get to
a position of saying if we have optimal utilization of resources, here
is the potential public benefit. The cost to the American public for
suboptimal utilization of resources is the difference between opti-
mal allocation and the status quo. We, the public could have had
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this quantity of benefit and we are shortchanged by the amount
that was placed in ineffective programs.

That is the end of my testimony and thank you for the oppor-
tunity.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McTigue follows:]
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Mr. HORN. Thank you.
We have a vote on the floor now, so we are going to have to re-

cess for 20 minutes. I think it is just one vote but why don’t you
all have a cup of coffee. Just go down to the basement and you can
get plenty of coffee.

We will be recess until at least 11:05 a.m.
[Recess.]
Mr. HORN. The committee will come to order.
We will now continue with the last presenter, Ellen Taylor, pol-

icy analyst, OMB Watch. You might just tell us in a couple of sen-
tences what OMB Watch is. This is your chance to plug it.

Included that because I was afraid no one would know.
Ms. TAYLOR. Thank you for this opportunity to testify. For those

who don’t know, OMB Watch is a nonprofit, research and advocacy
organization that seeks to promote greater government accountabil-
ity and citizen participation.

For the past 3 years, we have actively sought to increase the par-
ticipation of nonprofits as one kind of stakeholder under GPRA in
the implementation of the act. I believe this work, including our
lack of success in persuading nonprofits of the importance of
GPRA, and our reflection on that, gives us a unique perspective
from the others presented here. I hope it will be useful in these de-
liberations.

This has already been said a number of times but it is very im-
portant that Congress and the executive agencies work together in
a constructive way to accomplish GPRA. Second, Congress should
mandate stakeholder involvement in the performance planning
process, encouraging the active solicitation of comments on per-
formance measures and ensuring that agencies have adequate re-
sources to obtain outside comments.

It is already part of the law that stakeholders must be involved
during the strategic planning stage, but we would argue that the
performance planning stage is the real meat and potatoes of GPRA
and it needs outside involvement, and it needs involvement of
State and local grantees who are involved in Federal programs.

Third, Federal agencies must make greater use of the Internet
to make data and performance measurement transparent and ac-
cessible to the public. I would suggest this kind of public exposure
can actually help improve the quality of the data and mitigate
some of the problems in data and in benchmarking.

There is no doubt that GPRA is an important tool and yet we re-
main skeptical about whether it can achieve the purposes for which
it was made into law. These three changes may help GPRA to
strengthen government accountability and enhance public trust. I
would like to look more closely at our recommendations.

First, GPRA’s success depends on government’s commitment to
it. Otherwise, it will simply become another kind of exercise in a
long series. Government agencies we have seen are taking GPRA
very seriously and they are taking it not as just another paperwork
exercise, but as a real potential to do things differently, and to do
things better.

This can only happen with a concerted and constructive involve-
ment of Congress, not as an antagonist but as a partner. In this
regard, we encourage congressional committees to exercise their

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:15 Sep 21, 2001 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00106 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 C:\DOCS\73837.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



103

oversight authority but we would caution if that oversight is done
in the context of partisanship or as a way to wage ideological bat-
tles, it will be detrimental. We should always remember that GPRA
is about improving government and performance, not about
downsizing or not about privatizing, or not about bean counting.

While we recognize one of the distinguishing features of GPRA
is its linkage to the budget, we also think it is important to realize
that it is not a panacea for difficult budget decisions. Performance
measurement may be a helpful tool in determining resource alloca-
tions but quantifiable measures of performance will never be
enough.

Finally, we think Congress has a golden opportunity here not
only to emphasize the problems in government but to highlight
those government programs that do work, that are effective and ac-
complish goals for citizens. Recent studies have shown that citizens
rate government almost on a par with private services. Yet, mis-
trust of government as a whole is still a problem. We think one
way of overcoming that is to start focusing on the successes of
GPRA and not just on the failures.

Our second recommendation is stakeholder involvement in per-
formance planning. While we know the public can’t become privy
to Federal budget decisions, the performance plans are too impor-
tant to disallow public engagement on the selection of benchmarks
and performance measures. Performance information can be pulled
out of the budget submissions and made available to stakeholders
without impinging on the privileged nature of the budget.

Finally, agencies need to use the Internet to make their GPRA
plans and reports available but also to provide the public with the
underlying data and the information used in their plans to meas-
ure performance. We believe that public exposure and input can
positively affect the quality of that data.

For example, even though the EPA never identifies specific
amounts of reduction in emission of toxic chemicals, the public ac-
cessibility of their toxics release inventory helped to create an
amazing 45 percent reduction in toxic emissions it was easy to find,
easy to access.

To conclude, frankly, we don’t know whether the Results Act has
achieved results during the past 7 years. We have doubts but we
remain hopeful. GPRA was not meant to be perfect in the first go
around and this really has been the first go around. We think it
may succeed in its purposes if there is meaningful stakeholder in-
volvement in the performance plans, including that of Federal
grantees, if underlying data as well as plans and reports are pub-
licly accessible and open and transparent, and if Congress will
work in a constructive partnership with agencies to achieve
GPRA’s potential.

Thank you for allowing me to speak.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Taylor follows:]
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Mr. HORN. We appreciate your presentation and we are now
going to go to questions. It will be 5 minutes for each and we will
alternate between myself and Mr. Turner.

Let me start with you, Ms. Taylor. I would be interested, based
on your analysis, in what are the three top Federal departments
and agencies that have successfully implemented the Results Act,
if you were asked that question, which you just have been, what
would you say?

Ms. TAYLOR. I think I would hedge. I think maybe that is the
wrong way to go about it, trying to identify the agencies that have
done the best.

Mr. HORN. We need some role models in this work.
Ms. TAYLOR. Right. I think we should pick out parts of each

agency’s plans that meet the mark and use those as examples so
other agencies with similar programs or for whom that information
could be transferred.

Mr. HORN. Give me an agency where they have something that
has really made a difference in terms of using the Results Act.

Ms. TAYLOR. I haven’t read the results reports carefully so I am
really at a loss to try to specifically give an agency. I think my ex-
ample of the EPA and the toxics release inventory is an example
of an agency who made information available and accessible and
through that, allows the public to start urging accountability which
aids the agency ultimately in their performance. I am sorry to be
vague.

Mr. HORN. Do you have any evidence that they have used meas-
urements that would apply to other types of environmental prob-
lems?

Ms. TAYLOR. I think that approach would be transferrable to
other agencies, to other kinds of problems government is trying to
solve. I think we all agree that sometimes the data is lacking and
the agencies are struggling to come up with the right
benchmarking and starting measures to show they have measured
performance, so I think the openness of the data so the public can
see it and can know what they are starting from and where they
are trying to go is really important.

Mr. HORN. Mr. McTigue, what is your answer to that question?
Mr. MCTIGUE. This is an opportunity to make myself very un-

popular with a lot of people. The three I would pick I would pick
for different reasons. I would pick the Department of Transpor-
tation because in my view they are using comprehensively the prin-
ciples of the Results Act to influence their decisionmaking.

One of the things that impressed me most about the Department
of Transportation is that in their internal budget negotiation
round, what they do is identify 10 priority areas and other areas
of activity and if necessary they have to concede resources to those
10 priorities. Those priorities are set very much on the basis of the
outcomes we need to achieve. So I think there is a good example
of making comprehensive use of the principles of GPRA.

If I looked at who has been most successful in changing their
outcomes, I would say Veterans Health because Veterans Health
starting about 5 years ago, moved the emphasis of that entire orga-
nization to the imperative of improving the wellness of veterans,
and they direct their resources to that particular end goal.
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They have some wonderful information that looks at the efficacy
of different health procedures inside veterans hospitals and other
facilities and how the efficacy of those procedures has significantly
improved over time to the point now where they are equal to or
better than those procedures in public and private hospitals. That
is a dramatic outcome improvement.

If I was to look for the organization where Congress and the
American public are getting the greatest benefit in terms of their
tax dollars, I would say it is FEMA because today FEMA is doing
about 20 percent more for about 25 percent less money in its ad-
ministrative budget while managing more disasters.

In addition to that, it has also moved to a new and very impor-
tant focus on mitigation. How can they continually reduce the con-
sequences of a disaster on individuals and communities so that at
the same time they are dealing with their base cause, which is
helping people get their lives together, after a disaster they are
also looking at how they can minimize the impact.

Those would be my three choices but for three very different rea-
sons.

Mr. HORN. What is your suggestion, Mr. Mihm?
Mr. MIHM. One of the advantages of being third is that it gives

me to time to think. The disadvantage is when someone steals
some of the best ideas, so I am going to agree in large measure
with what has been said.

I think the Department of Transportation as a department is
clearly one of the leaders. That is, when you look across their var-
ious modal administrations, you see a lot of leadership from the
Coast Guard, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration is
certainly one of the leaders in this; FAA, despite a lot of other high
risk problems, is beginning to come along as well.

Social Security Administration, I would put as one of the leaders.
I think that is a function of two things, one, their experience in
doing accountability reports under the Government Management
Reform Act led them early to be thinking about how they pull to-
gether and talk about what they are doing and accomplishing. I
also think it is a function in SSA that a lot of their outcomes are
more outputs, making sure the right check gets to the right bank
account on the right day. Nevertheless, they have done a fairly so-
phisticated job in thinking about their goals and presenting them
in that regard.

I would also agree with Veterans Health Administration. The
chronic disease prevention index that they have has become quite
sophisticated looking across a variety of diseases such as: diabetes,
obesity, heart disease. It is a quite sophisticated index that they
are able to evaluate the performance of VHA generally as well as
each of their integrated service centers, and to talk about how they
are doing.

We are doing a review at the request of Mr. Burton that is look-
ing at how the performance goals are being drilled into the con-
tracts of senior managers at VHA and elsewhere. So I would put
them among the leaders as well.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Gotbaum, I want you to answer the question last
because you have the overall view from the executive branch. Then
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I will give 10 minutes to Mr. Turner for his questioning because
we are obviously going over 5.

Mr. GOTBAUM. I am sure you have run into this dilemma; what
do you say when everything has been said but not everyone has
said it. I don’t disagree with these particular analyses, so what I
would like to do is elaborate on a couple of points.

One, Veterans Affairs. The work that was done in Veterans
Health has been very impressive. I would note the Department of
Veterans Affairs is now taking the next step we talked about,
which is that they are trying to both realign their budget accounts
so they follow program lines and to modernize their financial sys-
tems to take them into account.

I mentioned moving from output measures and asking how good
the reports are, to outcome measures, how much is incorporated
into management. The Department of Veterans Affairs is really
trying to go this next step, for which I personally commend them.

Social Security and NASA are interesting cases because these
agencies really were concerned with accountability and were a little
slow to develop the skill on the performance side but have clearly
gotten it, and gotten it very well. The nice thing is, because they
were so concerned with accountability in the first place, each has
produced reports that cover both financial accountability and per-
formance. That achieves the goal that you mentioned which we
agree is quite important: people want to know what they get and
what they pay for with their money.

The last one I want to mention is Education. I want to mention
it because of two things. One, the task is hard. A large part of the
Department of Education budget is programs in which they send
checks to States and local governments who implement their pro-
grams. So one of the real tasks and real difficulties for Education
is: what is it I measure? What is it I am accountable for? Am I ac-
countable for merely how quickly I send the check or how carefully
I review the State agency’s plan, or should I be accountable for lit-
eracy levels in local jurisdictions?

In my view, one of the impressive and honest things in the De-
partment of Education’s accountability report is how clear they are
that they are keeping track of both but they haven’t yet figured out
what is the best tie between their activities and final results. I
commend them, partly because they have improved dramatically
over the last year, and partly because they are honest about the
linkage question which is, for those of us in the Federal Govern-
ment, really very important.

Mr. HORN. Thank you very much.
Ten minutes of questioning to the gentleman from Texas, Mr.

Turner.
Mr. TURNER. One of the areas I want to spend a little time with

each is discussing the role of the Congress and the committees in
successful implementation of the Results Act. I want to do that be-
cause I think when we look honestly at the origin of this legisla-
tion, it did begin as a bipartisan effort.

As I recall, Mr. Conyers and Mr. Clinger were the co-sponsors in
the House and Senator Roth was the sponsor in the Senate. I
frankly believe the success of GPRA not only will lie with the abil-
ity of the agency managers to put GPRA and the performance
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measures in place and to properly evaluate them, but it is going
to depend on the ability of Congress to carry out its role in GPRA.

I think we need to jealously guard the bipartisan nature of this
legislation. Frankly, I really think it is not only important to jeal-
ously guard it to ensure its success, I think it is probably poor poli-
tics to do otherwise because if you make an effort to make effi-
ciency and effectiveness of government a partisan issue, it is like
trying to make motherhood a partisan issue. I don’t think the pub-
lic is going to buy into it. I think they understand both sides of
aisle believe in efficiency and effectiveness in government.

I think if we can ensure the Congress approaches this legislation
in that manner, I think we have the hope of its ultimate success.
If we fail to do that, I think we sow the seeds of its destruction.

In keeping with those thoughts, I want to first ask a question
perhaps of any of you who would like to respond. I think I might
want to start with Mr. Mihm.

One of the key things we all know ultimately GPRA is all about,
as I think Mr. McTigue expressed in his testimony, is that Con-
gress should be able not just to see government agencies manage
activities and then hope for results, but as you said in your testi-
mony, GPRA makes it possible for Congress to choose to do only
those programs that will produce results.

With that concept, we will change the way the Congress conducts
oversight and review of our agencies. So what I would like to do
even though I acknowledge GPRA is in its infancy and this is only
the first year, even though passed in 1993, of full implementation,
I would like you all to give me an example, if you have one, of
where the Congress has made a decision, based on your observa-
tions of the work of the committees, to either fund or not fund a
program based upon the Results Act and the information flowing
from a given agency produced by the Results Act.

Mr. MIHM. I think we would be hard pressed to point out here
is where a budget was increased or decreased because the appropri-
ators saw and said we are doing this because of GPRA.

However, one of the things we need to guard against is setting
the bar so high that if someone doesn’t say they are doing some-
thing because of GPRA, we call the law a failure. In other words,
when you take a look at the appropriations committee reports—we
have examined committee reports that have come out of the appro-
priators—there is plenty of language in there that talks about how
performance information was being used in their decisions, that
talks about the goals and the actual performance of a program.

GPRA is not often mentioned. However, it is very clear where
that information that is being used is coming from. It is coming
from GPRA plans and products. The point I am making is that
while I would be hard pressed to say here is something that hap-
pened only because of GPRA, we are seeing the conversation
change, more attention to performance information. GPRA is con-
tributing to that environment and so in that sense, we are seeing
appropriations decisions are beginning to be influenced or at least
colored by a greater attention to performance and performance in-
formation.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Gotbaum, have you seen examples where
GPRA results have affected the funding decisions of the Congress?
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Mr. GOTBAUM. I believe so. I meant what I said in my testimony.
I believe that we have always—we at OMB and the Congress in its
deliberations—looked for information about programs. What is it
doing? What is it actually accomplishing? GPRA provided the force
of law and the process and the language that enhanced that.

I agree and accept Chris’ point which is I am not sure I can hand
you a case in which I can tell you the chairman of an appropria-
tions subcommittee said, based on the Social Security Administra-
tion’s performance report, I change their level. I don’t think that
is the right test.

I think there are lots of cases in which the fact the discussion
is based on performance and not on dollars has changed the discus-
sion. Let me mention one. This is one which was controversial.

The President proposed a couple of years ago what we call the
Class Size Initiative. He said, I would like to provide funding so
that school districts in grades 1 through 3 didn’t have to have class
sizes larger than 18. This got translated into 100,000 teachers.

I don’t mean to raise this so that we can talk about the merits
of that particular proposal, but I think it is important that we rec-
ognize that was a proposal that was framed not as let us expand
the budget of the Department of Education by $1 billion. That
wasn’t what he said and that wasn’t what the debate was.

He said, let us focus on class size. The interesting thing was the
congressional debate then became should we tie Federal dollars to
class size or should we work on a more generic block grant. So that
is a case in which I think the debate was affected very powerfully
by the fact that it was framed in terms of performance measures.

There are to be sure intermediate measures. Class size is not lit-
eracy but it is a heck of a long way from the let us just increase
the budget of the Department of Education by 10 percent.

I think we all recognize and everyone is conscious of the fact that
performance information alone isn’t going to take away the need to
make choices. The President and Congress are going to have to say,
I think we should do more in education versus defense, environ-
ment or whatever, but I really do feel and I have watched it in the
budget process in case after case after case, the more debate goes
toward measures other than dollars, the more focused the debate
is and in my view, the better the ultimate decisionmaking.

I am enormously grateful for your point about the bipartisan
support for GPRA. We feel that very strongly. My colleague from
OMB, Walter Groszyk, although he generally doesn’t admit it,
helped draft GPRA. We think it is very important that the Con-
gress work on it, work on it aggressively, work on it expansively
and work on it in a bipartisan fashion.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. McTigue, do you have any examples you could
cite where you have seen Congress or a committee actually make
a decision on funding based on results?

Mr. MCTIGUE. The first comment I would make is with all due
respect, I think your question is a little bit premature because you
are only now seeing the first of the annual reports based on that.
Quite frankly, the quality of the reporting at the moment does not
provide you with information where you could clearly say we
should cancel this activity.
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To approximate an answer to your question, I think the prin-
ciples that probably led to the writing of GPRA in 1993 have cer-
tainly been applied by Congress to a number of organizations. If
you take the five, in my view, highest performing organizations in
government, each and every one of them has been subjected to in-
tense scrutiny by this Congress in the last 10 years.

FEMA was slated by Congress to be wiped out in the early 1990’s
unless it was able to improve its performance. Today, it is one of
the best performing government organizations and meeting the cri-
teria of GPRA. You can say exactly the same thing for the Depart-
ment of Transportation, for NASA, post the shuttle crash, that in-
tense congressional interest dramatically changed the way in which
that organization focused and delivered. You can say exactly the
same sort of thing for Veterans Health. I think in those areas Con-
gress has played a very significant role in improving a total organi-
zation and its culture.

What could Congress do now? I think there are two things that
I believe are very important right now for Congress. You should in-
sist on greater transparency in the reporting that you get from
agencies and greater disclosure. That would be very helpful to your
role. The second thing is controversial and it is internal and that
is Congress should conduct some reform itself. That reform would
be that the processes of oversight, authorization and reauthoriza-
tion should be used as a means of informing the process of appro-
priation, not commanding it but the knowledge built up in hearings
like this should be used to inform whether or not an appropriation
is appropriate for this particular program or activity.

Mr. TURNER. Ms. Taylor.
Ms. TAYLOR. I would agree with Mr. McTigue about the fact that

we can’t use GPRA right now in making budget decisions. It really
is too early and I think the important thing Congress should be
concentrating on right now is the issue of performance, not to make
agencies terrified that they are going to lose their budget because
their performance rates are low because we don’t want this to lead
to performance goals that are so low that an agency can easily
meet them and say, look, I met my performance goals.

Rather, they should be striving for higher goals. I think we
would all agree. I am just afraid if we directly tie it to the budget
at this point, the only performance reports will be good perform-
ance reports and yet they won’t be meaningful in terms of the act.

Mr. TURNER. I didn’t expect any of you really to give me any real
concrete examples and frankly only asked the question to make the
point that as we look at the agencies and their efforts to implement
GPRA, Congress has an equal responsibility to begin to use GPRA.
Though the Congress, being the deliberative body and elected by
the people, may not always choose to fund programs based on re-
sults, it does need to become a part of the culture of the Congress.
I frankly think the Congress is a long way from that kind of ap-
proach.

I think Mr. McTigue, you put it very well when you suggested
that in order to win the confidence of the public and improve the
quality of government performance, the scrutiny provided by the
Congress must be robust, focused on results, committed to reward-
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ing superior activity and equally committed to punishing poor per-
formance.

I am not sure that is really a part of the process, not to say that
process would result in the ultimate decision because other consid-
erations may override and maybe appropriately so in certain cir-
cumstances. Somehow, as we try to train the managers in the
agencies, we in Congress are going to have to be trained as well.

I thank each of you for your comments.
Mr. HORN. Thank you. You and the chairman of the full commit-

tee seem to be on the same track. Your questions and his if he were
here, wanted to ask the point you had made on what is Congress
doing on this.

Let me go back to the reverse of what I was going from Ms. Tay-
lor back to Mr. Gotbaum. Starting with Mr. Gotbaum, please name
the Federal departments and agencies that have been unsuccessful
in their implementation of the Results Act. Can you give me three
or four?

Mr. GOTBAUM. As we have discussed before, usually Mr. Ose
asks this question but he always asks it, and I know it is a con-
cern.

Mr. HORN. So you came prepared?
Mr. GOTBAUM. I came prepared with the same response, unfortu-

nately, I gave each of the two times he asked. I think in order for
OMB to be effective in its role as supervisor, encourager, combina-
tion cheerleader and sanctioner of agency performance, we need to
use a combination of public praise and private criticism. So I have
to resist the temptation to mention by name any of the agencies
that disappoint. There certainly are several agencies whose per-
formance reports look like they haven’t taken the time to think
through what they are trying to do and whose performance reports
look an awful lot like they are describing their programs instead
of describing their results and performance.

There are certainly agencies whose performance reports look ex-
actly like their organizational chart and their measures don’t ap-
pear to have been linked to programs, which obviously is a prob-
lem. There are agencies whose performance reports don’t include
what intermediate output measures, efficiency measures, we think
matter. There are plenty of grantmaking agencies that don’t in-
clude information and don’t even collect information on what is the
turnaround time from the time a grant is applied for to the time
a decision is made, and what is the turnaround time from the time
a decision is made to actually delivering the check.

I mention those as shortcomings in a range of agencies reports.
I would, with the committee’s forbearance, like to avoid naming the
names but instead naming the sins because I think the sins are
pretty clear.

Mr. HORN. Did you read Mr. McTigue’s study on who was ahead
and who was behind?

Mr. GOTBAUM. I did.
Mr. HORN. Would you say he gave a fair appraisal there?
Mr. GOTBAUM. I think he gave a fair appraisal of part of the

things that we would like to look for. As I mentioned, clarity mat-
ters, linkage matters, and those are some of the things that Mr.
McTigue’s review focused on.
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We think there are other things. I view those in this process as
outcome measures. What he was doing and was forced to do was
evaluate the performance reports. What we are trying to do, we
hope, is implement what we think is the outcome of GPRA, which
is the extent to which these agencies are developing performance
measures and using them in management and budget. For exam-
ple, I give very high marks to the Department of Veterans Affairs,
not just for the fact that they have clear measures in health but,
that they are actually trying to realign programs and information
systems. For me that is a very substantial task.

That is not something which would necessarily be evident from
reading their report. So I would say Mr. McTigue’s report is an in-
complete measure of what agencies are doing. The fact is that mov-
ing beyond reports to implementing this is a harder job and it is
a job at which we are still at the initial steps. So his analysis cov-
ers most of the things you can see right now.

I wouldn’t want it to be seen as the complete measure because
the best reports in the world, the clearest reports in the world with
the finest measures in the world, if they are not actually used, are
just paper. So we hope we in our analysis, and you in your over-
sight, will not stop at judging the quality of reports, that you will
continually ask agencies, ‘‘This is great, you got a good report, but
what are you doing with this information? Are you managing to it?
Are you changing your management systems? Are you changing
your information systems? Are you really doing what GPRA was
supposed to do?’’

Mr. HORN. We went through this with Y2K. Nothing was being
done by OMB, period. Nothing was being done by the administra-
tion in April 1996. We had to just get them in here and say, what
are you doing, started the grading aspect and all that, and that fi-
nally shook them up a little. Two Cabinet office friends of mine
said keep at it. It is the only way I can get this bureaucracy work-
ing. It worked.

I am not a Mr. Fuzzy type. I am anything but that. All I can say
is the question has been asked, it should be answered, you are
under oath and we want the information. I want to know what are
the ones that have not done as good a job as they should have.
That ought to help you, unless they cry too much and say, I won’t
do it. That is nonsense. Tell us which ones aren’t producing.

Mr. GOTBAUM. I think that this is a case that is in some respects
different from Y2K for a bunch of reasons. Frankly, it is a harder,
more complicated job. As I mentioned in my testimony, I think this
is a case in which we at OMB have turned on the heat progres-
sively, I would hope progressively more effectively. We started by
saying send us reports, then saying send us information but these
are, as Mr. Turner mentioned, as Mr. Armey mentioned and Mr.
Sessions mentioned, sufficiently early days in that process so that
I don’t think we can say and I wouldn’t pretend that we are there.
We are not at the promised land. I kind of think of this in biblical
terms as maybe we have crossed the Red Sea but we have a long
time in the desert yet.

I really do think that we can be most effective not by dropping
the dime on people but by talking about what are the standards
we think they should meet, hoping you will agree or disagree.
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Mr. HORN. People have had 8 years and you don’t say they
shouldn’t be noted if they haven’t produced much after 8 years?

Mr. GOTBAUM. The issue is not whether agencies are producing
plans and reports. They are. This is not a case in which any signifi-
cant agency has just dropped the ball entirely and said, I am not
going to implement GPRA. That is not what is going on here.

Every significant agency—we have 100 strategic plans, 100 per-
formance plans, almost 100 performance reports. The issue is a lit-
tle more subtle than that which is, when you read these things, are
they picking measures that are relevant, then getting to the point
that Chris mentioned and Ellen mentioned, are they picking meas-
ures, are they picking goals that are either too high or too low. We
get a lot of that.

I guess if I wanted to be a cheerleader, I could say the good news
is we have 100 agencies complying with the law, they are turning
out reports but I think and I hope your oversight, like our over-
sight, goes beyond that and says, are they picking the right meas-
ures. We have a huge range. We have agencies like DOT that did
pretty well the first time and are doing OK and we have agencies
like Education that didn’t do so well the first time and SSA that
didn’t do so well the first time and are getting better, and we have
agencies where I think it is clear they have a ways to go in terms
of their measures.

If the question is, are they complying with the law, they are com-
plying with the law, but I know our goal and I believe your goal
as well is that they do more than comply with the law, that they
use the stuff and incorporate it, that they are working on it.

Mr. HORN. Have you got a unit under your control in OMB that
is working on types of measurement across the various parts of the
executive branch?

Mr. GOTBAUM. We have some efforts and I don’t want to mislead
the committee. We have some efforts that are cross-cutting efforts.
For example, on the procurement side, the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy, which is in OMB, developed a set of Government-
wide measures for efficacy on the procurement side which they are
now putting out which will enable people to benchmark procure-
ment.

On the grant side, partly as a result of pressure under a different
law, Public Law 106–107, an act out of this committee, that said
review grants. We have set up a process where we are trying to get
agencies to come together and talk about where grant programs are
on either a common constituency or for a common purpose, how we
can simplify and consolidate and measures will be part of that ef-
fort.

I can say yes, we are making some efforts in that area.
Mr. HORN. So there is a unit that you can count on in terms of

developing measurements for various programs?
Mr. GOTBAUM. Yes.
Mr. HORN. Mr. Mihm, since the witness from the administration

refuses to answer the question, will you answer the question and
we will follow your advice and have them all in here. Please tell
us what you think are the ones that aren’t really conforming and
have been unsuccessful in implementation.
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Mr. MIHM. If I was going to pick out of the 24 CFO Act agencies
a handful of agencies having the biggest trouble with this, I would
include the Office of Personnel Management, the Department of
State and the Small Business Administration.

One of the things that brings the three of them together is that
they are agencies that have real challenges to try to determine that
critical point of how what they do makes a difference. All of them
are really struggling with that.

In the case of OPM and SBA, it is an even larger issue as to
their relevance and it is something that is beginning to be raised
and questioned. Those are the agencies that are really having a
real struggle.

I would agree with one thing Mr. Gotbaum raised and that is
there is no agency that has got this entirely licked and no agency
that hasn’t made improvement over the last couple of years. Every-
one is moving and moving in the right direction but clearly there
are some agencies that are lagging the rest. I think those three are
among them.

Mr. HORN. What do you think is the reason on the three you
picked?

Mr. MIHM. I think in part it deals with the difficult in connecting
what they do on a day to day basis to a larger result; in some cases
it was because of that difficulty I think senior leadership at the
agency was slow to embrace GPRA and understand the seriousness
of the Congress. The first couple of annual performance plans from
the Department of State, I hope senior management wasn’t too in-
volved in putting those together. The most recent one does reflect
the use of qualitative goals which is allowed by the Act with OMB’s
authorization. As a result, you now have a far more sophisticated
discussion of what State is trying to achieve and how it will hold
itself accountable.

In the case of SBA, we have seen a couple of years in a row
where their mission statement is right in the sense that it is based
on statute and the goals are now outcome oriented goals. The per-
formance measures for those goals are things like contacts to small
businesses, numbers of loans made. This is little connection be-
tween those performance measures and the results they are trying
to achieve.

In the case of the Office of Personnel Management, there is an
agency whose relevance and real fundamental mission is now
under question. It is not as though the annual performance plan
is going to resolve that but the annual performance plan I don’t
think gives a real indication of the struggle or how they are trying
to work their way out of that.

Mr. HORN. Mr. McTigue, do you agree with Mr. Mihm’s OPM,
State, SBA? Is that what your study would confirm?

Mr. MCTIGUE. I couldn’t actually confirm that. I suspect that
what he is saying is correct because we haven’t actually conducted
a study of who are those organizations that missed their goals by
the most. Even that may not be very informative because in the
first instance, some organizations set really strict goals and 95 per-
cent of that goal might be very good performance where others set
fairly easy goals and 100 percent performance may not be very ade-
quate.
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I think we have been able to note what I would call the conglom-
erate organizations, like Agriculture, Justice and Labor, those that
have a huge number of stovepipes have found it more difficult to
implement GPRA because there is not a common mission. Some of
that is due to mission creep over a long period of time inside the
government, so they are doing some odd things that don’t really be-
long in their portfolio.

The other is that it is quite difficult to get a single purpose or
an imperative for that organization and they are still battling with
what is the imperative that drives us as the Department of Agri-
culture or the Department of Commerce. I think you will find that
is one of the missing factors with those organizations. They are try-
ing but they are finding it more difficult. It’s easy to write a mis-
sion statement, it is easy to have an imperative if you are NASA,
FEMA or Transportation or something like that. It is much more
difficult if you are the Department of Agriculture with 78 different
stovepipes that you have to account for.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Gotbaum, would you agree with what Mr. Mihm
has selected there in terms of the three agencies.

Mr. GOTBAUM. Actually, no, I wouldn’t. The State Department
has conceded publicly that they were late to the party and that
they are now paying more attention, that they have a ways to go
and I agree with that.

On SBA and OPM, I guess everything in life is relative but I
can’t remember personally the OPM report but in the SBA report,
they were clearly making efforts to link their programs to results
and to benchmark them, so let us just say there are other agencies
which as I say I would prefer not to name, that have not, as far
as I am concerned, made that attempt, made that basic linkage,
whereas SBA I know has and I think OPM too, at least attempted
to make the linkage.

So I allow the State example and I would suggest there are some
other places that GAO might want to look.

Mr. MIHM. We will take your suggestions off-line.
Mr. HORN. The gentleman from Texas?
Mr. TURNER. Nothing else, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
Mr. HORN. Thank you very much.
We appreciate your coming. We do expect the answer to that

question.
With that, we are in adjournment.
[Whereupon, at 12 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
[Additional information submitted for the hearing record follows:]
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