OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

PART ASSESSMENTS!

! For each program that has been assessed using the PART, this document contains details of the most recent assessment.
These details are presented in their original form; some programs have revised performance targets and developed or
replaced performance measures since the original assessment. The PART summaries published with the 2006 Budget (in

February 2005) provide current information on follow-up to recommendations and other updates.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Rating

AINETICOTPS . uvvteeiieeiiiieee ettt e e et e e e e e rte e e e e e s baaeeeesenstaseeeesasssaeeeeessssaneessansnens Results Not Demonstrated........
Appalachian Regional CommiSSiON...........cueeeeurieerrirenciieeeiiieesieeescereeesereeesssnenn, Adequate.......ccoceeevieniiiniinieenen.
Asset Management of AFRH Real Property........ccccccooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeiieeceeee Moderately Effective..................
Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property (GSA)........cccccueeeneenn, Effective.....cccoovevceeeeniieeeieee e,
Community Supervision Program (CSOSA)........ccccoeeeiiiiiiieciieee e, Adequate..........cccouvveeieeeiiiieeeenn,
Community Development Revolving Loan Fund--Loan and Technical

Assistance Grant Components (NCUA)........ccccevvveerciireecivee e Results Not Demonstrated........
Compliance -- Enforcement (FEC).........cccocciiiiiiiiieeiee e sveeevee e Results Not Demonstrated........
Consumer Product Safety Commission..........ccccceeeevivieeieeeiiiieieeecciieeeee e Results Not Demonstrated........
CTAC Counterdrug Research & Development (ONDCP).........cccceevvveeerreennneen. Results Not Demonstrated........
CTAC Technology Transfer Program (ONDCP)........ccccvveiieeiiieiieeiiieeeeeeeen, Results Not Demonstrated........
Delta Regional AUthority......c..ccecvieeeiiiieiiiiieeiiie et eree e sre e seree e eaeeenes Results Not Demonstrated........
Denali CommISSION.......cciiiiiiieiieeiiiiiee e et e e eeetreee e e e errreeeeeeserareeeeeesaeraneas Adequate..........cceovveeeiieiiiieeeen,
Drug-Free Communities Support Program (ONDCP).........ccccccecveeevvireecnreeennee. Adequate.......ccooeevieniiiniinieennen.
Electronic Records Services (INARA)........ooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e Results Not Demonstrated........
Enforcement (SEC).......ccooiiiiiiiiieeieeteeieesite ettt Results Not Demonstrated........
Enforcement Program (CEFTOC).......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et Results Not Demonstrated........
Federal Employees Group Life Insurance (OPM)...........cccccvvveeciveeeciieeenree e, Adequate.......ccooeeevieniiiniinieeen.
Federal Employees Health Benefits Program (OPM)...........cccocoevvieiieiinieneeenn. Adequate..........cceevvveeiieiiiineee,
Federal Employees Retirement Program (OPM)...........cccceeeeviiencvieenieeeeiieeeens Adequate.......ccooeeevieriiiniieieen.
FEHBP Integrity (OPM).....c.cooiiiiiiiiiieeiieeieeieeseeeieesveesieesveesieesaeeseeesnseenenesnnes Effective......ccocvercieenienieenieennen.
Fuel Facilities Licensing & Inspection (NRC).......cccceeevieirciiieiiiieeiee e Effective.....cccovveveveeeniieeeieeeenee,
Full Disclosure Program (Corporate Review) (SEC) .........cccovviiiiniiiiieeeeeneen. Results Not Demonstrated........
GSA New Construction (BA51) Program ...........ccccceeeeiiieecieeeniieeeieesveeeniees Results Not Demonstrated........
GSA's Regional IT Solutions Program............cccccceeuviiiiiiiiiiieiieicciieee e Results Not Demonstrated........
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) (ONDCP)........ccccceevvervueenen. Results Not Demonstrated........
LL@aASING SPACE. ....ceiiiiiiiieee ettt e e e e e e e e e bb e e e e e e arraeeeeeannens Results Not Demonstrated........
Multiple Award Schedules...........ccuveeiiiiiiiieeiiie et e e e e eeree s, Results Not Demonstrated........
National IT Solutions Program.............ccccccvvviiiiieiiiieei e Results Not Demonstrated........
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation.............ccceeecuvieeeveeervieesneeessveeesveenns Moderately Effective..................
Nuclear Materials Users Licensing & Inspection (NMULI) (NRC).................. Effective.....cccccoveeiiviieiniiiieeeenn,
Office of Governmentwide Policy (GSA)......c..coeviiiereiiieeiiieeiee e ereeevee e Results Not Demonstrated........
Personal Property Management Program (FBP) (GSA)........ccoovviviiieiiiiiiieenenns Results Not Demonstrated........
Pretrial Services Agency (CSOSA).....cccoiieiiiiieeiie ettt ertee e eevee e Moderately Effective..................
Public Defender Service for the District of Columbia........c.cceevviiiiiiiiinniennn. Results Not Demonstrated........
Reactor Inspection and Performance Assessment (NRC)........cccceeevvveecveeennnennn. Effective.....ccccvveveieeeriieeeieeenee,
Real Property Disposal (PR) (GSA)......cccouiiiiiieiieee et Results Not Demonstrated........
Records Services Program (NARA)......ccciiiiiieeiiieeciee ettt evee e Adequate.......ccooeeeveeniiiniiinieen.
Schools and Libraries - Universal Service Fund (FCCO).........ccoccevviiiiinniiennnen. Results Not Demonstrated........
Supply Depots and Special Order (GSA).......cceevviieeciieeeieeeeie e ereeeeee e Results Not Demonstrated........

TV A POWET ..ottt e ettt e e e et e e e e s ttae e e e e enaaaeeeeeennaaeseeens Moderately Effective..................



TVA Resource Stewardship (Non-Power)...........cccoovvviiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiee e, Effective.....cccccoeveviiiiieiiiiieeeenn, 485

Vehicle AcquiSition (GSA)........ccccieeeiiiieeiiieecieeesiieeerteeesveeesreeeesreeeseseeessaeennes Effective.....ccccvveveieeeniieeeieeeenee, 498
Vehicle Leasing (GSA)......coouiiiei ittt ettt e e s eatae e e e e eaareee s e eesaaaeeaeens Moderately Effective.................. 507
World War IT Memorial (ABMO).........ccccvuiieriieeeiiieeiieeesieeeereeeireeeseveeeessee e Effective......cccoveevveerveenieeniennen, 516

Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign (ONDCP)........cccoovvviiiieiiiiieiieeiieeeeeeieeen. Results Not Demonstrated........ 524



Name of Program: AmeriCorps

OMB Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)

Competitive Grant Programs

Section I: Program Purpose & Design (Yes,No, N/A)

Questions
1 Is the program purpose clear?

2 Does the program address a
specific interest, problem or
need?

3 Is the program designed to have a
significant impact in addressing
the interest, problem or need?

Ans.

Yes

Yes

No

Explanation
The purpose of AmeriCorps is to meet community
needs in education, public safety, the environment,
homeland security and other human needs through
direct and demonstrable service.

AmeriCorps is designed to address unmet community
needs in priority areas including education, public
safety, the environment, homeland security and other
human needs. Specific projects include tutoring
children, serving in community policing projects and
building or rehabilitating housing for the homeless.
AmeriCorps also promotes responsible citizenship
through civic engagement community service.

AmeriCorps accomplishments are difficult to measure,
but its reported impact is small. According to a recent
study, 83.9 million Americans volunteer. While that
number may be slightly inflated and not representative
of the number of people who volunteer intensively (as
opposed to occasionally), still the nationwide impact of
AmeriCorps is relatively small. AmeriCorps leverages
its resources through its recruitment of additional
volunteers; however, reliability of recruitment data is
limited (estimates range from 7 to 12 recruits per
member). CNCS is developing a methodology to better
quantify its recruitment results. AmeriCorps results are
reported in terms of the amount of services participants
perform, rather than community or participant impacts.

Weighted

Evidence/Data Weighting Score
National and Community Service Trust 20% 0.2
Act of 1993 (P.L. 103-82)
AmeriCorps State/National Direct Five- 20% 0.2
Year Evaluation Report (Sept. 1999);
www.AmeriCorps.org.
"National Service Programs: Two 20% 0.0

AmeriCorps Programs' Funding and
Benefits," GAO Report HEHS-00-33
(Feb. 2000). "Giving and Volunteering in
the United States 2001", report by the
Independent Sector.
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Questions Ans.

4 Is the program designed to make Yes
a unique contribution in
addressing the interest, problem
or need (i.e., not needlessly
redundant of any other Federal,
state, local or private efforts)?

5 Is the program optimally designed No
to address the interest, problem or
need?

Total Section Score

Explanation Evidence/Data
Unlike most volunteers, AmeriCorps members provide "Giving and Volunteering in the United
intensive, services to the community. A full-time States 2001", report by the Independent
AmeriCorps member commits to serving 1,700 Sector.

hours/year (142 hours/mo). According to a report by
the Independent Sector, overall, volunteers to formal
organizations average about 24 hours/month.
AmeriCorps State and National is not the only Federal
program that incorporates this type of intensive service -
- the Corporation's NCCC and VISTA programs have
similar service components, similar participants and
similar goals. However, though these programs have
separate authorities and separate appropriations,
CNCS avoids duplication and redundancy between
them by running the three programs as if they were one,
to the greatest extent possible. There is a single
recruitment and on-line application process for all three;
projects are selected for funding using the same board-
approved funding criteria; outreach and public relations
activities promote AmeriCorps broadly rather than as
three separate programs; and a unified state planning
process coordinates service activities at the state level.

Congress currently is considering legislation to H.R. 4854 - Citizen Service Act of 2002.
reauthorize AmeriCorps. The Administration's proposal "Principles and Reforms for A Citizen
and House bill include significant changes designed to  Service Act: Strengthening AmeriCorps,"

strengthen effectiveness, including: (1) authorizing April 2002 legislative proposal by the
grants for homeland security; and (2) improving Bush Administration. See
accountability through the establishment of direct, www.nationalservice.org/about_leg.his-
statutory authority to set national, outcome-oriented E17tory.html.

performance standards and take actions for non-
performance (current authority limits performance
related reductions and terminations to occur as part of
the grant renewal cycle -- the statutory authority would
allow mid-grant cycle corrections for compliance and
performance).

Weighted

Weighting Score

20% 0.2
20% 0.0
100% 60%
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Questions

Ans.

Explanation Evidence/Data

Section II: Strategic Planning (Yes,No, N/A)

1

Does the program have a limited No
number of specific, ambitious long-

term performance goals that focus

on outcomes and meaningfully

reflect the purpose of the

program?

Does the program have a limited No
number of annual performance

goals that demonstrate progress

toward achieving the long-term

goals?

Do all partners (grantees, sub- Yes
grantees, contractors, efc.)

support program planning efforts

by committing to the annual

and/or long-term goals of the

program?

CNCS FY 2001 Performance and
Accountability Report.

AmeriCorps has 6 goals: (1) Mobilizing Volunteers; (2)
Meeting Community Needs; (3) Strengthening
Communities; (4) Expanding Opportunities; (5)
Encouraging Responsibility; (6) Supporting Service
Infrastructure. These goals are neither specific nor
measurable; all but one do not include numerical targets
or timeframes; and no baseline exists against which
progress can be measured.

14%

The services provided by AmeriCorps are enormously "National Service Programs: Two
varied and often provided in small portions -- the effects AmeriCorps Programs' Funding and
on end beneficiaries are hard to detect. Presently, Benefits," GAO Report HEHS-00-33
AmeriCorps' annual performance indicators measure  (Feb. 2000). "Outcome Indicators and
outputs or intermediate outcomes such as: percent of  Outcome Management", a report by the
members who earn an education award and percent of Urban Institute.

members using the education award funds for which

they qualify. The Corporation's annual goals do not

contribute to the long-term goals. CNCS has

undertaken periodic evaluations to assess program

outcomes in specific areas, but does not gather

outcome data annually at this time. CNCS has recently

completed a review of its performance measurement

system, conducted by The Urban Institute, and will be

incorporating recommendations to improve outcome

measurements over the next fiscal year.

14%

CNCS has a Web-Based Reporting System (WBRS)
that captures grantee and sub-grantee program
objectives which, while based on locally determined
needs, must also derive from the strategic goals of
AmeriCorps. All grantees and sub-grantees are
required to report on-line: 1) member enrolliment and
exit data; 2) financial status reports; 3) project
accomplishments; and 4) project progress reports.

CNCS FY 2003 Congressional
Justification and Web Based Reporting
System at http:wbrs.net.

14%

Weighting

Weighted
Score

0.0

0.0

0.1
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Questions Ans.

Does the program collaborate and Yes
coordinate effectively with related
programs that share similar goals

and objectives?

Are independent and quality Yes
evaluations of sufficient scope

conducted on a regular basis or

as needed to fill gaps in

performance information to

support program improvements

and evaluate effectiveness?

Explanation Evidence/Data
Coordination is fostered at the State and local level CNCS/FEMA MOU. Sect. 178(e)(1)
through a Unified State Plan process that requires of the National Community Service

States to develop a national service plan through an Trust Act of 1990 (Statutory
open, public process that encourages participation from requirement for unified State
national service programs within the State, diverse planning).

community based agencies serving underrepresented www.usafreedomcorps.gov
populations, the State Educational Agencies, ’ ’ ’
community and faith based organizations, and non-
profits. AmeriCorps is a prominent partner in USA
Freedom Corps and was the lead agency responsible
for creating a website that includes a comprehensive
online system for finding volunteer opportunities. CNCS
has a MOU with Federal Emergency Management
Agency that specifies the support that AmeriCorps
programs will provide to emergency management
efforts. Also, AmeriCorps State and National is well
coordinated with the other national service programs
housed in the Corporation -- NCCC and VISTA. For
example, there is a single application and recruitment
process for these programs.

Since inception in 1994, CNCS has conducted a Bibliography of Research on
number of program evaluations including: surveys of AmeriCorps, James Perry, School of
members; a study of the effects of living allowances and Public and Environmental Affairs,

educational awards on members; and a study of Indiana University. Ongoing Studies:
tutoring outcomes. Several studies are currently AmeriCorps Education Award Utilization;
underway including a long-term study of member AmeriCorps Attrition Overview;
outcomes. The study will use national comparison Volunteer Generation Study; Citizenship

groups to identify service impacts on: civic values and  Training Materials Implementation and
involvement; educational aspirations and achievements Outcome Study; and Long-Term Study
employment skills, aspirations and achievements; and of Member Outcomes.

life skills, social attitudes and behaviors. As part of

PART discussions, CNCS has agreed to strengthen this

study (which is currently solely based on participant

responses to surveys) by verifying survey responses

against relevant administrative and other records

conditioned on CNCS maintaining its commitment to the

original terms and conditions of confidentiality promised

to respondents of this study.

Weighted

Weighting Score

14%

14%

0.1

0.1
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Weighted

Questions Ans. Explanation Evidence/Data Weighting Score
6 Is the program budget aligned Yes AmeriCorps' performance goals are stated in terms of FY 2003 Budget Estimate and 14% 01
with the program goals in such a inputs and outputs; they are tied to budget levels; and  Performance Plan.
way that the impact of funding, the impact of funding is known. However, goals should
policy, and legislative changes on be changed to outcome measures that are aligned with
performance is readily known? the budget so that the impact of budget decisions on

OUTCOMES are apparent. The Urban Institute report
cited above will help CNCS move in that direction.

7 Has the program taken Yes AmeriCorps CNCS contracted with Urban Institute to "Outcome Indicators and Outcome 14% 01
meaningful steps to address its develop a set of recommendations for tracking Management", Urban Institute, July 15,
strategic planning deficiencies? outcomes (as opposed to inputs and outputs) that the = 2002.

Corporation can use for program management
purposes. That report is completed and CNCS expects
to implement the recommendations in FY03.

Total Section Score 100% 71%
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Questions

Ans.

Explanation

Section Ill: Program Management (Yes,No, N/A)

1

Does the agency regularly collect
timely and credible performance
information, including information
from key program partners, and
use it to manage the program and
improve performance?

No

Grantees complete either an annual or biannual
Accomplishment Survey and are required to perform

Evidence/Data

FY 2003 Budget Estimate and
Performance Plan. Web Based

internal evaluations to assess performance and improve Reporting System.

quality. Also, grantee progress reports are submitted
annually and financial status reports are submitted

twice a year. CNCS has a Web-Based Reporting
System (WBRS) that captures grantee and sub-grantee
program information. All grantees and sub-grantees are
required to report on-line: 1) member enroliment and
exit data; 2) financial status reports; 3) project
accomplishments; and 4) project progress reports.
However, while CNCS collects extensive information
from grantees, it has not been using this information to
manage the program to ensure obligations do not
exceed available resources. In 2002, CNCS authorized
member levels that exceeded available appropriations
in the National Service Trust. However, this error was
detected by CNCS prior to actual enroliments
exceeding available appropriations and the CEO
intervened immediately to prevent over-enroliment.

Weighted
Weighting Score

9% 0.0
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Questions
Are Federal managers and
program partners (grantees,
subgrantees, contractors, etc.)
held accountable for cost,
schedule and performance
results?

No

Are all funds (Federal and Yes
partners’) obligated in a timely
manner and spent for the intended

purpose?

Ans.

Explanation
CNCS has identified a significant weakness in how it
projects the number of AmeriCorps positions that can
be supported by appropriations and its processes for
reconciling positions with available dollars. In 2002,
CNCS authorized member levels that exceeded
available appropriations in the National Service Trust.
However, this error was detected by CNCS prior to
actual enrollments exceeding available appropriations
and the CEO intervened immediately to prevent over-
enrollment. Until now, grantees and subgrantees were
held accountable for performance through a
grantmaking process that considered progress toward
reaching approved enrollment and attrition objectives,
focusing on addressing UNDER-enroliments or high
attrition. Attention was not paid to enroliments
exceeding national maximums. CNCS has developed a
corrective action plan to resolve these weaknesses and
made appropriate organizational changes.

Funds are obligated in a timely manner. AmeriCorps
funds are provided as grants to States, non-profits and

other organizations. The Corporation obligates its funds

to eligible new and continuing grantees according to a
timeline established as part of the grant application and
review process. Each year this timeline establishes
deadlines by which the Office of Grants Management
must obligate funds. An electronic database tracks the
deadlines. Over the past 2 years, about 93% of grants
were obligated within established timeframes.
Corporation staff tracks outstanding commitments to
ensure obligations are made in a timely manner. CNCS
staff review commitment reports every 2 weeks and
follow-up on overdue obligations.

10

Evidence/Data

H.R. 4854 - Citizen Service Act of 2002.
Also, the 2002 AmeriCorps Application
Guidelines and the

2002 AmeriCorps grant provisions are
available online at
<www.americorps.org>. CNCS is soon
to issue the 2003 AmeriCorps
Application Guidelines that will include
information about its initiative to
strengthen accountability and
performance of organizations that
receive funds under the national service
laws.

9%

FY 2002 and FY 2001 NCSA
Apportionments.

9%

Weighting

Weighted
Score
0.0

0.1
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Questions Ans.

Does the program have incentives Yes
and procedures (e.g., competitive
sourcing/cost comparisons, IT
improvements) to measure and

achieve efficiencies and cost

effectiveness in program

execution?

Does the agency estimate and No
budget for the full annual costs of
operating the program (including

all administrative costs and

allocated overhead) so that

program performance changes

are identified with changes in

funding levels?

Weighted

Explanation Evidence/Data Weighting Score

CNCS uses competitive sourcing to obtain training and 9%
technical assistance contractors to provide assistance
and support to CNCS grantees. In addition, CNCS has
contracted out much of its EDP system operations
including its Office of Information Technology Help
Desk, payroll processing, National Service Trust phone
bank support, Internet support, and operations and
maintenance of Momentum (the accounting system).
CNCS is assessing whether additional contracting can
improve cost efficiency of several additional
administrative areas currently carried out by CNCS staff
such as IT development and facilities and mail

management.

CNCS has identified a significant weakness in its Statement of Federal Financial 9%
projection of financeable member positions. In 2002,  Accounting Standards (SFFAS) Number

CNCS authorized member levels that exceeded 4, Managerial Cost Accounting Conceps

available appropriations in the National Service Trust. and Standards. FY 2003 Budget

However, this error was detected by CNCS prior to Estimate and Performance Plan. PWC

actual enrollments exceeding available appropriations  report entitled, "CNCS Assessment of
and the CEO intervened immediately to prevent over-  Cost Allocation Methodology, Final
enrollment. In addition, CNCS did not adequately Report, October 9, 2001."
consider or record obligations for education awards,

focusing exclusively on appropriations available for

grants and program costs. CNCS has developed a

corrective action plan to resolve these weaknesses.

Despite the above weaknesses, since FY 2000, CNCS

has had cost accounting systems that report expenses

using a cost accounting/cost allocation model that

allocates expenses by program in accordance with

Federal accounting standards (SFFAS Number 4, see

evidence/data). Cost assignments are performed by

tracing costs when feasible and economically

practicable, assigning costs on a cause-and-effect

basis, or allocating costs on a reasonable basis. In the

future, CNCS will

be able to provide comparative information on the

costs of its programs and link costs to outcomes.

11

0.1

0.0
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Questions Ans.

6 Does the program use strong No
financial management practices?

7 Has the program taken No
meaningful steps to address its
management deficiencies?

8 (Co 1.)Are grant applications Yes
independently reviewed based on
clear criteria (rather than
earmarked) and are awards made
based on results of the peer
review process?

Weighted

Explanation Evidence/Data Weighting Score
CNCS received an unqualified audit for the second OIG Audit Report Number 02-01 (March 9% 0.0
consecutive year and, in 2001, no material weaknesses 15, 2002). CNCS financial statements
were identified. In 2002, CNCS authorized member are published in Annual
levels that exceeded available appropriations in the Performance and Accountability Reports.
National Service Trust. However, this error was The FY 2001 report published March
detected by CNCS prior to actual enroliments 2002 is available at
exceeding available appropriations and the CEO www.nationalservice.org/about then

intervened immediately to prevent over-enrollment. In  select "Strategic and Annual Plans &
addition, CNCS has not reported federal obligations in  Reports."

the National Service Trust consistent with all federal

requirements; and has not promulgated fund control

regulations required under 31 USC 1514(a). CNCS has

developed a corrective action plan to resolve these

weaknesses that includes process and financial

changes as well as implementation of an automated

grants system that will provide accurate and timely data

on enroliments and federal obligations.

CNCS has identified weaknesses in its process for Annual Performance and Accountability 9%
reconciling approved positions with Trust funding. Report (particularly on pp. 87-100). The

CNCS has developed a process to address the current FY 2001 report published March 2002 is

situation and developed a corrective action plan to available at

resolve these weaknesses. The plan includes process www.nationalservice.org/about then

and financial management changes as well as select "Strategic and Annual Plans &

implementation of an automated grants system that will Reports."
provide accurate and timely information for

management review and analysis related to member

positions approved. While positive steps, it is too soon

to determine whether these actions will effectively

eliminate management deficiencies.

CNCS uses a peer review process to review all new "Report on the Review of the 9%
applications to AmeriCorps. A Board-approved set of  Corporation for National and Community

selection and evaluation criteria is used by the peer Service National Direct Grant Application
reviewers in each program competition to determine the Review Process." OIG Audit Report 01-

quality of applicants. Earmarks represent 31. June 28, 2001.

approximately 1.5% of the budget.

12

0.0

0.1
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Questions Ans.

9 (Co 2. Does the grant competition Yes
encourage the participation of
new/first-time grantees through a
fair and open application process?

10 (Co 3. Does the program have oversight No
practices that provide sufficient
knowledge of grantee activities?

11 (Co 4. Does the program collect No
performance data on an annual
basis and make it available to the
public in a transparent and
meaningful manner?

Total Section Score

Explanation Evidence/Data
CNCS has increasing encouraged community and faith- Information on the FACES initiative
based organizations (FBOs) to apply for funding or have appears in CNCS 2003 AmeriCorps
access to AmeriCorps resources through intermediaries Application Guidance, which is on the
(grantees that provide financial and technical support to website at
community or FBOs that do not have the capacity to www.americorps.org/resources/ then
perform these functions but can benefit from the select "AmeriCorps Guidelines and
assistance of AmeriCorps members). As much of the  Grant Applications."
outreach to new grantees occurs through state
commissions, CNCS has undertaken efforts to assist
them, and other grantees, in supporting community and
FBOs including: the creation of a new Faith and
Communities Engaged in Service (FACES) initiative;
the development of 12 champion states to create model
strategies and tools; the provision of TA to these
organizations.

As mentioned above, CNCS has identified significant ~ OIG Audit Report Number 02-01 (March
weaknesses in the process that projects the rate at 15, 2002); OIG Audit Report 01-41
which grantees enroll AmeriCorps members. These Summary of 37 State Commission, Pre-
weaknesses are under correction. Specifically, CNCS Audit Survey Reports.

will develop procedures for earlier reporting of actual

enrollments and will clarify for grantees the steps that

constitute an enroliment. CNCS has a web-based

reporting system that includes financial status reports,

annual reporting of progress toward programmatic

objectives, and member enrollment, attrition and

completion data. CNCS performs administrative

standards reviews on state commission grantees in a 3-

year cycle that include on-site inspection by CNCS staff

and outside experts. The OIG is conducting full scope

audits of state commissions. Recent audit reports

identify questioned costs and CNCS is engaged in audit

resolution per OMB A-50.

CNCS collects performance data on-line, but it is not
transparent. Some data is aggregated at the national
program level, some at the grantee level, while yet other
performance is disaggregated at the state level in the
State Profile reports.

13

Weighted
Weighting Score

9% 0.1

9% 0.0

9% 0.0
100% 36%
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Weighted
Questions Ans. Explanation Evidence/Data Weighting Score

Section IV: Program Results (Yes, Large Extent, Small Extent, No)

1 Has the program demonstrated No CNCS plans to update its goals based on the 20% 0.0
adequate progress in achieving its Administration's Reauthorization Principles. Revised
long-term outcome goal(s)? goals will reflect quantifiable standards for long-term

outcome measures for AmeriCorps. There are
independent evaluations that indicate positive findings
for AmeriCorps in terms of recruiting volunteers,
meeting community needs and encouraging
responsibility, however, since there are no numerical
targets or baselines for these goals it is difficult to
assess progress.

Long-Term Goal I: Mobilizing Volunteers: AmeriCorps members help recruit and mobilize volunteers.
Target: No numerical target.
Actual Progress achieved toward Unable to quantify since there is no baseline or target. For additional information, see Sect. |, Question 3 on current CNCS data on member
goal: recruitment efforts.
Long-Term Goal Il:  Meeting Community Needs: AmeriCorps helps foster volunteer activity to meet critical needs in the areas of education, public safety, the
environment, homeland security and other human needs through direct service.
Target: No numerical target.
Actual Progress achieved toward Unable to quantify since there is no baseline or target. CNCS working to establish a baseline.
goal:
Long-Term Goal lll: ~ Strengthening Communities: AmeriCorps unites a diverse group of individuals and institutions in a common effort to improve communities
through service, especially through community organizations, both secular and faith-based.
Target: No numerical target.
Actual Progress achieved toward Unable to quantify since there is no baseline or target.
goal:

Long-Term Goal IV:  Expanding Opportunity: AmeriCorps helps those who help America. Individuals who serve become better citizens. National service also
uses the Gl Bill model. In exchange for service, AmeriCorps members earn a scholarship that helps pay for college, training, or student

loans.
Target: No numerical target.
Actual Progress achieved toward Unable to quantify since there is no baseline or target. CNCS collects data on earning and usage of education awards which will be used to
goal: set targets and baselines.

Long-Term Goal V:  Encouraging Responsibility: National service demands responsibility. AmeriCorps members, through service and civic education, learn to
take responsibility for helping to solve community problems, while becoming better citizens.

Target: No numerical target.
Actual Progress achieved toward Unable to quantify since there is no baseline or target. CNCS working to establish a baseline through a longitudinal study.
goal:
14
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2

Weighted

Questions Ans. Explanation Evidence/Data Weighting Score

Long-Term Goal VI: Support Service Infrastructure: Grantees and programs operate efficiently and effectively using appropriate management systems.

Target:  Target of $15,000 average budgeted cost per FTE member by 1999; Annual targets set for state commissions in compliance with state
administrative standards.
Actual Progress achieved toward CNCS met its cost per FTE member target and has continued to improve upon it. In 2001, the average budgeted cost per FTE was $12,800.

goal: CNCS also tracks progress of state commissions in meeting administrative standards (18 states meet all standards; 31 are in progress
toward meeting the standards; and 1 review will be conducted in fiscal 2003).
Does the program (including No The Corporation does not have a limited number of CNCS FY 2001 Performance and 20% 0.0

program partners) achieve its
annual performance goals?

annual performance goals that demonstrate progress  Accountability Report.
toward achieving its long-term goals. The annual and

long-term goals are not related. CNCS received a "no"

to Sect. Il, Q. 2. Accordingly, guidance requires that

they receive a "no" to this question. Of the annual goals

that CNCS does have, AmeriCorps met two of the four

annual performance goals set forth in the FY 2001

performance plan and missed meeting the other two by

a small margin.

Key Goal I: Number of Members Enrolled Annually
Performance Target: 43,000
Actual Performance: 44,683
Key Goal II: Average percent of expected service time completed by AmeriCorps*State and National members
Performance Target: 85%
Actual Performance: 88.50%

Key Goal llI:
Performance Target:
Actual Performance:

Percent of members who complete a term of service and become eligible to receive an education award.

75%
74.40%

Key Goal IV:
Performance Target:
Actual Performance:

Number of State Commissions in compliance with the national State Commission administrative standards.

14
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Questions
3 Does the program demonstrate
improved efficiencies and cost
effectiveness in achieving
program goals each year?

YES

4 Does the performance of this No
program compare favorably to
other programs with similar
purpose and goals?

5 Do independent and quality No
evaluations of this program
indicate that the program is
effective and achieving results?

Total Section Score

Ans.

Explanation
The average budgeted cost per FTE AmeriCorps

member (including all types of AmeriCorps members)
has been steadily reduced over the last several years.
CNCS agreed to achieve an average budgeted cost of
$15,000 per full-time equivalent member by 1999 and it
did so. For 2001, average budgeted cost per full-time

equivalent member is $12,800. CNCS accomplished
this by: (1) launching the "education award only"
program in which the Corporation agrees to provide

only up to $400 per full time member plus the education

award while the grantee/subgrantee finances related

costs; and (2) instituting caps on the average budgeted
cost per member across all programs in a state and for
national direct grantees ($12,400 per member in 2002).

It is difficult to measure the performance of AmeriCorps Benefits, February 2000
against similar programs because, as indicated above,

the information that is regularly collected for the
program (percentage of service time completed,
percentage of ed. awards earned) is not indicative of
program outcomes. On the information that is
collected, AmeriCorps State and National's

performance is roughly comparable to the performance

of NCCC and VISTA.

There are a limited number of rigorous studies to
address this question. Results of the independent

evaluations that do exist show some positive results for
AmeriCorps -- but the methodology of these studies is
not sufficiently rigorous to support a positive response
to this question. For example, one study indicated that
students participating in AmeriCorps tutoring programs

improved their reading performance, however, this
study focused on those AmeriCorps programs
previously identified as stronger performers.

16

Evidence/Data
GAO Report, National Service
Programs: Two AmeriCorps Programs'
Funding and Benefits, February, 2000, p.
26.

20%

20%

Abt Associates; 2001b; "AmeriCorps
Tutoring and Student Reading
Achievement, Final Report"; Cambridge,
MA. Aguirre International; 1999;
"Making a Difference: Impact of
AmeriCorps*State/National Direct on
Members and Communities 1994-1995
and 1995-1996"; San Mateo, CA.
Dingwall, Mary and Flaherty, Tracy;
1997; "Findings from the 1996 Survey of
AmeriCorps Members; Rockville, MD:
Westat.

20%

100%

Weighting

Weighted
Score
0.2

0.0

0.0

20%
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

1.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

1.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Is the program purpose clear? Answer: YES Question Weight20%

Congress established ARC in 1965 to reduce the substantial socioeconomic gaps between Appalachia and the rest of the nation. The establishing
legislation states "It is, therefore, the purpose of this Act to assist the region in meeting its special problems, to promote its economic development, and
to establish a framework for joint Federal and State efforts toward providing the basic facilities essential to its growth and attacking its common
problems and meeting its common needs on a coordinated and concerted regional basis." Although ARC has made progress in economically developing
the region, substantial gaps still exist (see 1.2).

A 1964 study discussed the long-standing deficits in Appalachia (Report of the Presdient's Appalachian Regional Commission). This report endorsed
the Federal-State partnership model that eventually became the basis of the ARC. This report is available at
http://www.arc.gov/index.do?nodeld=2255. See also findings and statement of purpose in the Appalachian Regional Development Act (ARDA),
available at http://www.arc.gov/index.do?nodeld=1243.

Does the program address a specific and existing problem, interest or need? Answer: YES Question Weight20%

The Appalachian region historically has lagged behind the rest of the country in terms of employment, income, education, health, and quality-of-life.
These problems have produced concentrated high poverty areas, persistent unemployment, low incomes, inadequate health care, educational
disparities, and out-migration. Although investments in the region and growth in entitlement programs have increased parity between the region and
the rest of the nation, the region still lags behind. For example: 1) ARC counties have a higher unemployment rate than the national average, and
145 counties exceed it by 150%; 2) ARC counties trail the rest of the nation by 18% in per capita income; 3) number of residents with a college degree is
70% of the national average; 4) Appalachian residents have higher rates of strokes, heart disease, diabetes, and other preventable diseases relative to
the rest of the country; and 5) the region has substantial infrastructure needs, as 30% of households are not connected to centralized wastewater
treatment and 15% in Central Appalachia lack both public water and wastewater services.

FY 05 congressional justification. Overview of Appalachian statistics, http://www.arc.gov/index.do?nodeld=26.
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

1.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

14

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 9 3 4 Adequate
80% 5% 100% 47%
Competitive Grant
Is the program designed so that it is not redundant or duplicative of any other Federal, Answer: NO Question Weight20%

state, local or private effort?

Concerns regarding the duplication of effort exist and are well-documented. GAO recently identified 73 federal programs that can be used for economic
development activities, or for activities that could be considered related to economic development. These programs cover rural and urban populations
in communities across the country and include an element of local planning in the use of funds. The multiplicity of federal programs imposes
transactions costs on localities attempting to shift through the array of federal programs and creates limitations on creatively packaging federal
resources. However, ARC does perform a unique function in coordinating federal resources to the region. Poor and highly distressed counties may be
at a disadvantaged in identifying opportunities and making effective business cases for grant funds. Often they are unable to provide matching funds
that are required by other grant-making agencies and institutions. In other cases, the funding needed to initiate an innovative solution is so small
that it falls below the minimum amount provided by some agencies. ARC's consensus model ensures close collaboration and gives the Commission a
non-federal character that distinguishes it from typical federal executive agencies and departments.

Sept. 2000 GAO study. - Multiple Federal Programs Fund Similar Economic Development Activities. Ten agencies and 27 subagency units administer
73 programs that can be used to support one or more of the six activities directly related to economic development -- planning; constructing or
renovating non-residential buildings; establishing business incubators; constructing industrial parks; constructing roads and streets and constructing
water and sewer systems.For example, ARC, the Economic Development Administration, US Department of Agriculture and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development all help finance infrastructure investments such as waste water treatment facilities. ARC differs from other
Federal, State, local, and private efforts because it is based on a collaborative model involving partnership with other federal, state, local and private
organizations. A 14-member Commission governs the partnership. It is comprised of: a federal co-chair, appointed by the President and confirmed by
the Senate, and the thirteen Appalachian state Governors

Is the program design free of major flaws that would limit the program's effectiveness or Answer: YES Question Weight20%
efficiency?

ARC's program design is free of major flaws that limit effectiveness or efficiency. ARC is a federal/state partnership, with the Federal co-chair having
veto power. The states contribute 50% of the operating costs. The competitive grants structure and the ability of the Federal co-chair to veto any
project together ensure that projects that are most likely to help the region reach its long-term goals are achieved. ARC also ensures that localities are
aware of other Federal, State, and private resources available to further develop the community and ARC provides the assistance necessary to ensure
that the communities are able to apply for the available resources.

Two independent studies found that ARC's coordinated investment strategy has paid off for the Region in ways that have not been evident in other
parts of the country without a regional development approach. A study in 1995 funded by the National Science Foundation compared changes in
Appalachian counties with their socioeconomic twin counties outside the Region over a 26-year period. This analysis, controlled for factors such as
urbanization and industrial diversification, found that the Appalachian counties grew significantly faster than their economically matched
counterparts outside Appalachia. A more recent similar analysis by East Carolina University compared Appalachian counties with matched non-
Appalachian counties in the southeastern states, with similar findings.
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

1.5

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission

Appalachian Regional Commission

Competitive Grant

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

1 2 3 4 Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Is the program effectively targeted, so that resources will reach intended beneficiaries Answer: YES Question Weight20%
and/or otherwise address the program's purpose directly?

ARC classifies all Appalachian counties by economic condition, using factors such as poverty, unemployment, and per capita income. Counties are
arrayed on a continuum, including economically distressed counties, transitional counties, competitive counties, and attainment counties. At least
50% of ARC's grant funds flow to activities that benefit the region's distressed counties. It is important to note that project funds are used in
distressed areas, even if those areas are in a non-distressed county, as competitive and transitional counties have pockets of distress within them.
Distressed counties are eligible to receive up to 80% of the project cost from ARC, whereas transitional counties can only obtain up to 50% and
competitive counties up to 30%. ARC funds do not support projects in attainment counties.

Congressional Justification, Performance & Accountability Report, ARC Strategic Plan, establishing legislation. See

http://www.arc.gov/index.do?nodeld=100.

Does the program have a limited number of specific long-term performance measures that Answer: YES Question Weight13%
focus on outcomes and meaningfully reflect the purpose of the program?

ARC's long-term goal is to bring the region into parity with the rest of the nation, defined as the number of distressed counties relative to the nation.
Long-term measures associated with these strategic goals include: (1) number of jobs created or retained, (2) number of citizens benefiting from
enhanced education and job-related skills as a result of ARC investment, (3) number of households served with new or improved water and sewer
infrastructure and (4) number of miles of the Appalachian Development Highway System completed. Overall, ARC's strategic plan focuses on the key
outcomes of ARC. However, performance measures could be improved to include stronger indicators of economic and social change. For example, the
number of jobs created could be supported by measures documenting trends in wage growth. The Appalachian Regional Commission is working with
OMB and other federal agencies to define common performance measures for community and economic development programs.

Congressional Justification, Performance & Accountability Report, ARC Strategic Plan. See http://www.arc.gov/index.do?nodeld=100.ARC has recently
adopted a new Strategic Plan for 2005-2010. The four goals underpinning this plan include: (1) Increase job opportunities and per capita income in
Appalachia to reach parity with the nation, (2) Strengthen the capacity of the people of Appalachia to compete in the global economy, (3) Develop and
improve Appalachia's infrastructure to make the region economically competitive, and (4) Build the Appalachian Development Highway to reduce
Appalachia's isolation. ARC developed targets and strategies to meet the long-term goals. For example, to support the goal of creating or retaining
120,000 jobs by 2011, ARC has developed strategies that include developing workforce training programs, improving access to investment capital for
local businesses, and identifying local and regional assets for development.ARC funded a study of water and sewer infrastructure gaps in FY 2003.
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

2.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.4
Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Does the program have ambitious targets and timeframes for its long-term measures? Answer: NO Question Weight13%

ARC's long-term targets are based on existing baselines and conditions, the potential for success in ARC's strategies, and the existence of exogenous
conditions. The 2011 timeframe acknowledges that the problems are deeply-rooted and endemic, yet fixable. However, for most performance
measures there is significant 'double-counting' of performance. For example, while ARC contributes less than 6 percent of federal dollars to projects
encouraging job creation and retention and ensuring adequate water and sewage infrastructure, ARC claims 100 percent credit for number of jobs
created and number of households served. While federal agencies should be in no way penalized for leveraging other federal dollars, ARC efficiency
measures should consider all federal dollars. ARC, EDA, USDA, HUD and OMB are currently discussing appropriate metholodolgies for reporting
performance.

Congressional Justification, Performance & Accountability Report, ARC Strategic Plan. See http://www.arc.gov/index.do?nodeId=100.

Does the program have a limited number of specific annual performance measures that Answer: YES Question Weight13%
can demonstrate progress toward achieving the program's long-term goals?

ARC has recently refined its strategic plan and created a 'logic model' to align annual performance measures and strategies with long-term goals.
Annual measures and targets include: (1) Create/retain 20,000 jobs for Appalachians, (2) position 20,000 Appalachians for enhanced employability
(workforce training), (3) provide 20,000 households with basic infrastructure services, (4) provide broadband service to 5 communities for every $1
million invested, (5) build 25 miles of the Appalachian Development Highway System (ADHS), and (6) achieve a 4:1 average private sector investment
ratio for projects. ARC is also using two efficiency measures: (1) ADHS miles completed per $100 million invested and (2) average grants processing
time. The first efficiency measure attempts to assess whether the completion of the Appalachian Development Highway System is proceeding in a cost-
efficient manner. Targets are estimated based upon terrain and route characteristics and cost of highway structures. To help measure the cost-
effectiveness of federal economic development programs, ARC should track the cost per job created, measured by the amount of federal funds needed to
create or retain one job. However, before any such measure is used, ARC should coordinate with other federal agencies to ensure a consistent
methodology is being applied.

"Moving Appalachia Forward" Appalachian Regional Commission Strategic Plan 2005-2010. Draft, October 1, 2004.FY 2003 Performance and
Accountability ReportFY 2005 Budget Justification

Does the program have baselines and ambitious targets for its annual measures? Answer: NO Question Weight13%

See the concerns raised on "double-coutning" in response to question 2.2.

20 PROGRAM ID: 10002330



Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

2.5

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.6

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Do all partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, contractors, cost-sharing partners, and  Answer: YES Question Weight13%
other government partners) commit to and work toward the annual and/or long-term
goals of the program?

ARC ensures that its partners work toward its strategic goals through several mechanisms. First, ARC established and works with 72 local
development districts (LDDs), which serve as multi-county planning and development organizations. These LDDs serve as the liaison between ARC
and the localities and regions. Several ARC evalulates potential projects through a competitive process, and a primary consideration is whether a
proposed project would further ARC's strategic goals and objectives. Third, grantees are required to include performance measures that support ARC
goals and to report these measures as part of the grant approval and monitoring process. Finally, when more than one Federal agency funds a project,
a Memorandum of Understanding ensures that one agency has the lead for supervising the project and all agencies agree to the expected outcomes of
the project.

State development plans, strategic plan, memoranda of understanding with LDDs and Federal agencies.

Are independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality conducted on a regular basis Answer: YES Question Weight13%
or as needed to support program improvements and evaluate effectiveness and relevance
to the problem, interest, or need?

Evaluations focus on the extent to which the projects have achieved their objectives. Evaluations have addressed a wide range of outcomes, including
the efficiency and economic benefits of the ADHS, the impact of public works projects on income and job creation, the educational benefits of ARC's
education programs, and the results of ARC's economic diversification program. In addition, a 'twin counties' study compared actual changes in
economic growth in Appalachia with the changes that would have occurred irrespective of ARC's programs. By comparing Appalachian counties with
non-Appalachian counties with similar characteristics, the study assessed the extent to which ARC counties grew faster than their 'twins' by
measuring growth rates over 22 years and considering 20 variables (e.g., per capita income, earnings by place of work, and population). While the
study found that the counties of Appalachia grew faster than their control-group twins, the study did not uncover relationships between ARC's
programs and economic development in the region. Additional research assessing trends in individual counties over time might provide greater
understanding about the effectiveness of specific programs.

In the last five years, ARC has conducted 32 evaluation and research studies that address program results and strategies. These evaluations have
used a variety of techniques, and the most useful have established the counterfactual condition of what would have happened without ARC's
involvement through a quasi-experimental or comparative framework. Evaluations have been conducted by independent outside researchers
(commissioned by ARC to complete the evaluations) and have covered ARC's work over several decades.Isserman, A. and T. Rephann. The Economic
Effects of the Appalachian Regional Commission: An empirical assessment of 26 years of regional development planning. APA Journal. (Summer)
1995: 345-363.
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

2.7

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.8

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Are Budget requests explicitly tied to accomplishment of the annual and long-term Answer: YES Question Weight13%
performance goals, and are the resource needs presented in a complete and transparent
manner in the program's budget?

Budget requests are tied to annual and long-term performance goals. For example, the FY05 budget links ARC's funding requests to specific strategies
and performance measures and is allocated based on program evaluations. The expected economic benefits are quantified and presented with the
performance measures. The budget also provides full costing of each performance goal.

FY2005 Congressional Justification, available at http://www.arc.gov/images/newsandevents/publications/fy05budget/05budget.pdf

Has the program taken meaningful steps to correct its strategic planning deficiencies? Answer: YES Question Weight13%

ARC has conducted a year-long strategic planning revision process that has involved Federal, State, local, and regional representatives coming to
agreement on a new strategic plan through a series of field forums. The new strategic plan became available in the summer of 2004. This plan takes
into account the changing economic and community conditions in the region. The plan also reflects ARC's priorities (established through the field
forums), focuses more on outcomes, and provides a tighter linkage between long-term goals and annual goals. ARC is also working with the
Interagency Collaborative on Community and Economic Development (ICCED) and OMB on a cross-cut assessment of federal community and
economic development programs. This assessment will, among other things, establish a common set of measures to assess program performance in this
area.

"Moving Appalachia Forward" Appalachian Regional Commission Strategic Plan 2005-2010. Draft, October 1, 2004.FY 2005 Budget Justification

Does the agency regularly collect timely and credible performance information, including Answer: YES Question Weight10%
information from key program partners, and use it to manage the program and improve
performance?

ARC regularly collects performance data from grantees and validates these data through 50-60 site visits each year (about 10 percent of projects). Site
visits are conducted two years after the award of a grant to give grantees time to finish projects and track outcomes. In addition, ARC uses ARC.net,
its Management Information System (MIS) to track critical project performance information. ARC staff reviews performance measurement data
generated by programs throughout the fiscal year to analyze trends and validate data. ARC used this information to inform its recent strategic
planning revisions and routinely shares such information with program partners through 'best practices,' conferences and on-site validation visits with
grantees. A recent example of how ARC has used performance information to improve program management and direction include recent evalautions
on health disparities in Appalachia that resulted in ARC investing in a joint research project with the National Institutes of Health (NIH). In recent
years, ARC's Policy Development Committee has also used research, evaluations, validation visits and staff monitoring to develop and revise program
guidelines for revolving loan funds, tourism development, export trade and telecommunications.

Congressional Justification, Annual Performance Plan, and other strategic planning documents. Best practices listed on ARC's online resource center
at http:/www.arc.govPerformance information is also shared in a number of best practice forums and conferences including:"The New Appalachia:
Ideas that Work" (1999); (2001)The New Appalchia Conference Programs. Recent conferences has focused on (1) capacity building and collaboration,
(2) education, and (3) telecommunications.
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Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

3.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.4

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Are Federal managers and program partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, Answer: YES Question Weight10%
contractors, cost-sharing partners, and other government partners) held accountable for
cost, schedule and performance results?

ARC routinely monitors the performance of all project managers to ensure they are focused on outcomes and adhere to the milestones and schedules
outlined in planning documents. ARC withholds funds from underperforming projects and will cease funding projects if performance does not
improve.

FY 2003 Performance and Accountability ReportAppalachian Regional Developmeht Act of 1965 (as amended March 2002).

Are funds (Federal and partners') obligated in a timely manner and spent for the intended Answer: YES Question Weight10%
purpose?

As a grant program, ARC is not expected to obligate all funds in the year in which they are appropriated; this is the nature of no-year funds. Since
grant projects often take several years to complete, funds that are obligated in a timely manner can still straddle fiscal years. ARC works closely with
Federal partners and states to obligate funds as quickly as possible and to ensure that funds are spent for intended purposes. Award recipients must
produce periodic financial status reports, and the IG conducts field audits on 15 grants per year.

ARC annually approves 100 percent of project dollars, but some of these funds must be obligated and deobligated by its Federal partner agencies. See
ARC spending and audit reports.

Does the program have procedures (e.g. competitive sourcing/cost comparisons, IT Answer: YES Question Weight10%
improvements, appropriate incentives) to measure and achieve efficiencies and cost
effectiveness in program execution?

ARC uses a strong "filtering process" that ensures that the grants that provide the greatest benefit-cost ratio to the Appalachian region are funded.
First, states prepare investment plans that align with the ARC strategic plan. This ensures that priorities are aligned. States work with LDDs to
identify the most efficient grant investment opportunities next. Finally, ARC reviews performance and related information about all proposed grants;
the Federal Co-Chair may veto any grant that is not aligned or does not appear to offer a strong return-on-investment. In addition, ARC uses several
efficiency measures in its strategic planning process. ARC considers the ADHS one of the most critical aspects of its work, and an efficiency measure
related to it is ADHS miles completed per $100 million in investment. In addition, ARC uses average grant processing time as a matter of efficiency.
Finally, the agency works closely with other Federal agencies (such as EDA, USDA, and HUD) to coordinate funds and not duplicate efforts, ensuring
the most efficient use of its monies. ARC is also working with other Federal agencies on establishing a common methodology for calculating the cost
per job created or retained as a result of program investment.

See ARC strategic plan, ARC congressional justification, ARC Project Guidelines and MOUs with other Federal agencies.
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3.5

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.6

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.7

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Does the program collaborate and coordinate effectively with related programs? Answer: YES Question Weight10%

ARC has always emphasized collaboration with public and private resources to accomplish its mission. ARC was established to leverage resources and
seek out partners to address Appalachia's problems. ARCs operations are based around a partnership model, with state and local governments
working with the Federal government in the decision-making and governance structure. ARC coordinates extensively with other Federal agencies.
About half of past ARC grants have been administered under agreement with 12 other Federal agencies. This achieves consistency in program
objectives, creates efficiency in resource allocation, and aids in compliance with applicable laws such as environmental, safety, and labor requirements.

ARC establishing legislation, ARC congressional justificationand MOUs with other Federal agencies.

Does the program use strong financial management practices? Answer: YES Question Weight10%

ARC's accounting system has been certified for government use by the Joint Financial Management Improvement Program. Policies and procedures
are in place to ensure that payments are properly made to the intended parties. ARC undergoes an annual financial audit, and ARC's grant recipients'
financial activities are independently reviewed by the IG periodically. ARC recieved a clean opinion on its latest financial statements (for FY03) and
has no material internal control weaknesses.

ARC provides comprehensive information about its financial management practices and performance in its Performance Accountability Report. Pages
58-83 of the PAR speak to ARC's financial report, including the report of the independent audit on page 59. The ARC website includes the OIG semi-
annual reports. Financial management information is publicly available and transparent.

Has the program taken meaningful steps to address its management deficiencies? Answer: YES Question Weight10%

ARC conducts formal and information meetings with division managers to identify vulnerable areas and potential control weaknesses, and has an
internal management control committee to conduct reviews. ARC conducts program evaluations on an ongoing basis to examine the effectiveness of its
programs and progress in achieving outcomes. Program management devidiencies, when identified, are included in these reveiws and acted upon.
Recommendations included in the latest IG report are currently being implemented.

For example, one nonmaterial weakness related to tracking of advanced payments for grantees came up in the last financial audit. In response, ARC
has implemented improved procedures and data management to eliminate this condition. See ARC congressional justirfication, IG audits, and the
Performance and Accountability Report (PAR)
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Explanation:
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3.C02

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.CO3

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4 Adequate

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

80% 5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Are grants awarded based on a clear competitive process that includes a qualified Answer: YES Question Weight10%
assessment of merit?

ARC awards grants based on a combination of formula allocation and competition. Each fall, ARC allocates its annual appropriation from Congress
among the Commission's member states. Funds are distributed by formula in three broad categories: highways, area development, and LDD support.
After states have received their allocations, the governors of those states work with LDDs to prepare strategy statements of how they plan to use ARC
funds. These statements link state priorities to ARC's goals and include lists of projects that the governors will submit to ARC for funding to
implement their development strategies. Each state's process is competitive. The Federal Co-Chairman then reviews and must approve the state
spending plans; he or she has veto power over projects that are not in the best interest of the region. Each proposed project receives a thorough review
by ARC program analysts. To be approved by ARC, the projects must both support the local state development plan and ARC's strategic goals.

FY 2003 Performance and Accountability ReportAppalachian Regional Developmeht Act of 1965 (as amended March 2002).ARC Project Guidelines

Does the program have oversight practices that provide sufficient knowledge of grantee Answer: YES Question Weight10%
activities?

In general, grantee performance is carefully monitored, although improvements are still warranted. ARC's validation visits are a critical component of
this process, and this provides ARC a chance to confirm program outcomes and better understand the consequences of its programming and make
policy or procedural changes as the need arises. In situations where a project fails to meet proposed goals, ARC considers mitigating circumstances
and looks for possible trends in an effort to assist other projects facing similar circumstances. Analysis from the field validation visits is compiled in

an annual internal report. However, recent IG reports have cited a need to improve oversight of ongoing grants to ensure grantees meet reporting and
documentation requirements. For example, IG reports cite instances where grantees have been given further funding although they had not yet
submitted required status reports for previous expenditures and cases where inactive funds remain allocated to expired grants. The IG has
recommended that ARC develop policies and procedures to obtain the accurate status of funds held by grantees at the end of the fiscal year. The IG has
noted, however, that ARC has begun to take appropriate to bring program managers more directly into the oversight function and has not cited these
areas as material.

FY 2003 Performance and Accountability ReportInspector General's Semiannual Report to Congress (October 1, 2003-March 31, 2004).Appalachian
Regional Developmeht Act of 1965 (as amended March 2002).ARC internal audit reports.
Does the program collect grantee performance data on an annual basis and make it Answer: YES Question Weight10%

available to the public in a transparent and meaningful manner?

ARC collects grantee performance information using both interal and external methods. The agency collects grantee performance data and publishes it
in its Performance and Accountability Report. Annually, ARC contracts with outside organizations to evaluate ARC programs. In addition, ARC places
grantee performance information on its website (www.arc.gov).

FY 2003 Performance and Accountability ReportGrantee information available on ARC's website
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

4.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

4.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

PART Performance Measurements

Appalachian Regional Commission Soction Scores Rating

Appalachian Regional Commission 1 9 3 4
80% 75% 100% 47%

Adequate

Competitive Grant

Has the program demonstrated adequate progress in achieving its long-term performance Answer: SMALL Question Weight20%
goals? EXTENT

ARC has recently refined its long-term measures and baselines have been established for FY 2004. However, data on socioeconomic conditions in
Appalachia and results from recent performance evaluations suggest that ARC has made progress in addressing the needs of Appalachian
communities. Since ARC was established the region's poverty rate has been cut in half, the infant mortality rate reduced by 67 percent, the percentage
of adults with a high school education has doubled, and over 1.6 million new jobs have been created. A recent study comparing Appalachian counties
with a similar set of counties outside the region shows that the counties of Appalchia grew faster than their 'control-group twins.' (Isserman &
Rephann, 1995). More recently, the number of severely distressed counties has decreased from 121 in 2003 to 91 in 2004. However, it is difficult to
attribute these changes directly to ARC investment, particularly since ARC's impact is relatively small--approximately $60 million (not including
ADHS) out of $25 billion in Federal dollars going to the region. In the eight states participating in ARC's educational programs, college matriculation
rates have increased 15-35 percent. This evidence suggests that ARC's programs are having an impact on the region.

FY 2003 Performance and Accoutability ReportIsserman, A. and T. Rephann. The Economic Effects of the Appalachian Regional Commission: An
empirical assessment of 26 years of regional development planning. APA Journal. (Summer) 1995: 345-363.0ther ARC long-term measures assess the
number of jobs created or retained, number of Appalachina benefiting from enhanced education and job-related skills, number of households with basic
infrastructure services and the expansion in regional access as the Appalachian Highway System is completed. While these measures are important
and must be tracked, success will also ultimately depend on longer-term socioeconomic trends in the region (e.g., per capita income, poverty rates and
college graduation rates). Per PART guidance, ARC received a "small extent" because discussion are ongoing regarding developing an appropriate
methodology for tracking performance. Furthremore, it is very difficult to establish a link between ARC and regional economic and social changes.

Does the program (including program partners) achieve its annual performance goals? Answer: SMALL Question Weight20%
EXTENT

ARC has generally met or exceeded annual goals. However, as noted in answer to question 2.3, ARC and other federal agencies are currently
discussing appropriate performance measures and methodology for community and economic development programs. Therefore, ARC has received a
'small extent' to this question. As ARC is only approximately 6 percent of funding for area development projects, performance measures should
accurately reflect ARC contribution to outcomes and outputs. One alternative would be for ARC to calculate the federal cost per output or outcome,
thereby crediting ARC with leveraging private investment, but also allowing for comparisons among federal community and economic development
programs. However, as the Performance and Accountability Report demonstrates ARC is quite successful in meeting their annual targets and in
general is tracking the right types of outputs and outcomes.

Annual measures include:Education and Workforce Training' Number of employees receiving basic education and skills training and the number of
participants obtaining or retaining employment as a result of labor force training projects' Number of students participating in school readiness, drop-
out prevention, school-to-work transition and GEG programs and number of students documenting success in those program areas.Region's Physical
Infrastructure' Number of households with basic services and infrastructure for water, sewerage, and waste management. Jobs and Income' Number of
jobs created and retainedTransportation' Number of miles builds of the ADHS' ADHS miles completed per $100 million investmentOther' Average
private sector investment ratio' Grants processing timeNOTE: ARC's Strategic Plan and FY06 performance plan have realigned measures and
strategic goals from FY03 PAR
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

4.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

4.4

Explanation:

Evidence:

Appalachian Regional Commission
Appalachian Regional Commission 1 2 3 4

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

Adequate
80% T5% 100% 47%

Competitive Grant

Does the program demonstrate improved efficiencies or cost effectiveness in achieving Answer: SMALL Question Weight20%
program goals each year? EXTENT

ARC has shown some increases in efficiency. For example, grants processing times have been reduced from 60 days to 45 days in 2004, with the goal to
further reduce to 30 days. In addition, ARC tracks and measures efficiencies in the cost to complete the ADHS. While the number of miles completed
per $100 million has decreased slightly, this is consistent with anticipated costs to complete the highway in areas with more difficult terrain and the
cost of expensive highway structures. Finally, ARC has exhibited organizational efficiencies by becoming a flatter organization and allowing other
federal agencies to manage grant projects. Staff has been reduced from a high of 125 FTE to 52 FTE. A measure tracking unit costs such as the cost
per job created or retained and the cost per infrastructure investment would also help ARC track programmatic efficiencies over time.

FY 2003 Performance and Accountability Report

Does the performance of this program compare favorably to other programs, including Answer: LARGE Question Weight20%
government, private, etc., with similar purpose and goals? EXTENT

ARC's performance can be compared with other regional authorities (Denali Commission and Delta Regional Authority) as well as Federal partner
programs (HUD, EDA, USDA-RD). While no comparative study has evaluated the relative strengths and weaknesses of community and economic
development programs, ARC's strategic plans, competitive grant processes, performance measures and evaluations compare quite favorably with other
similar agencies. As such, ARC has received a 'large extent' to this question.ARC's strategic planning process and organizational structure provide
some unique advantages to its programs. Due to its partnership model, ARC provides a good forum to address the socioeconomic issues facing the
region. ARC partners with federal, state, and local organizations and is quite effective at leveraging private and other federal funding to the region. Its
‘bottom-up' approach that fits with ARC's overarching strategic framework helps ensure projects address local priorities but also regional strategic
goals. However, comparisons between ARC and other federal programs could be improved, however, if agencies used similar methodologies for
reporting performance. For example, it is difficult to assess per unit costs among the different federal programs.

FY 2003 Performance and Accountability Report and Draft Strategic PlanPerformance and Accountability reports for EDA, HUD, USDAStrategic
plans for Denali Commission and Delta Regional Authoritylsserman, A. and T. Rephann. The Economic Effects of the Appalachian Regional
Commission: An empirical assessment of 26 years of regional development planning. APA Journal. (Summer) 1995: 345-363.The Impact of CDBG
Funding (October 2002) found at: http:/www.huduser.org/publications/commdevl/cdbg_spending.htmlCost Per Job Associated with EDA Investments
in Urban and Rural Areas (Pennsylvania State University, 2002)Public Works Program: Performance Evaluation (Rutgers University, 1997) Public
Works Program: Multiplier and Employment-Generating Effects. (Rutgers University, 1998)
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

4.5

PART Performance Measurements

Appalachian Regional Commission Soction Scores Rating

Appalachian Regional Commission 1 9 3 4
80% 75% 100% 47%

Adequate

Competitive Grant

Do independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality indicate that the program is Answer: LARGE Question Weight20%
effective and achieving results? EXTENT

Explanation: Prior evaluations that have been completed include evaluations of ARC's telecom projects, vocations education/workforce training projects, educational

Evidence:

projects, entrepreneurial initiative, infrastructure/public works programs, and ADHS. Evaluations generally use a comparative framework to compare
what happened in ARC counties with what happened in similar but non-ARC counties, to estimate the counterfactual condition.

ARC program evaluations have analyzed costs, benefits, and results, with the following key findings:' For every $1 invested, the Appalachian
Development Highway System (ADHS), returned $1.18 in efficiency benefits, and $1.32 in economic development benefits, (Appalachian Development
Highways Economic Impact Studies, July 1998);' ARC funded infrastructure and public works projects resulted in a benefit cost ratio for direct job
creation of 5.4 to 1 and indirect job creation of 8.9 to 1 and personal income rose $9 per public dollar invested. (Evaluation of the Appalachian Regional
Commission's Infrastructure and Public Works Program Projects, June 2000);' Almost three quarters of ARC funded educational projects met or
exceeded expectations which included goals for educational attainment, job skills and wages, and family/individual well-being (Evolution of The
Appalachian Regional Commission's Educational Projects, March 2001).
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PART Performance Measurements

Program:  Appalachian Regional Commission

Section Scores Rating
Agency: Appalachian Regional Commission 1 9 3 4 Adequate
Bureau: 80% 75% 100% 47%

Type(s): Competitive Grant

Measure: Percentage of distressed counties in the nation that are in Appalachia.

Additional  All counties in nation are ranked in index based on unemployment rate, per capita income, and poverty rate. All counties are placed into quartiles,
Information: with the lowest quartile deemed distressed counties. ARC aims to minimize the percentage of counties in this quartile, as evidence of the improving
conditions of Appalachia relative to the nation as a whole.

Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term
2004 Baseline 21%
2009 16%

Measure: Number of new jobs created (cumulative)

Additional = Enhanced employability is a key aspect of improved regional development.

Information:
Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term
2003 Baseline 23,358
2011 120,000

Measure: Number of citizens benefitting from enhanced education and job-related skills

Additional  Key element for improving regional economy

Information:
Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term
2003 Baseline 53,258
2011 120,000

Measure: Number of new jobs created

Additional  Enhanced employability is a key aspect of improved regional development.

Information:
Year Target Actual Measure Term: Annual
2003 30,000 23,358
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

Measure:

Additional

Information:

Measure:

Additional
Information:

PART Performance Measurements

Appalachian Regional Commission

Appalachian Regional Commission

Competitive Grant

2004 20,000
2005 20,000
2006

Section Scores
1 2 3 4
80% 75% 100% 47%

Rating

Adequate

Number of participants in job training and education programs that demonstrate results (i.e., expand worker skills, obtain a job, increase in

educational attainment and achievement)

Workforce training and enhanced educational performance of the region's students are key to helping the region compete in the global economy

Year Target
2003 17,500
2004 35,000
2005 35,000
2006

Number of households with basic infrastructure services

Year Target
2003 25,000
2004 20,000
2005 20,000
2006 20,000

Actual Measure Term: Annual
53,258
Actual Measure Term: Annual
23,194
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PART Performance Measurements

Program:  Appalachian Regional Commission

Section Scores Rating
Agency: Appalachian Regional Commission 1 9 3 4 Adequate
Bureau: 80% 75% 100% 47%
Type(s): Competitive Grant
Measure: ADHS miles completed per $100 million invested

Additional  Goal is to maximize investment in Appalachian Development Highway System, which is intended to reduce the region's economic isolation.
Information:

Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term
2003 8 miles 4 miles
2004 8 miles
2005 7 miles
2006 7 miles
Measure: Average grants processing time

Additional  Time from receipts of grant application in proper order to disposition

Information:
Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term
Baseline 60 days
2004 45 days
2009 30 days
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

1.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

1.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

1.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

14

Explanation:

Evidence:

1.5

Explanation:

Evidence:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
Armed Forces Retirement Home 1 9 3 4 Moderately
80% 88% T1% 87% Effective
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Is the program purpose clear? Answer: YES Question Weight20%

The purpose of AFRH's real property asset management program is to increase revenue, decrease costs, and provide quality, affordable, and facilities
for our residents.

Title 10 United States Code Section 411 authorizes the Secretary of Defense to dispose of any property of the Retirement Home, by sale, lease, or
otherwise, that the Secretary determines is excess to the needs of the Retirement Home; proceeds from such a disposal of property shall be deposited in
the AFRHTrust Fund.

Does the program address a specific and existing problem, interest or need? Answer: YES Question Weight20%

Asset management of real property is fundamental to AFRH's ability to remain solvent and change our operating model from "Survive" to "Thrive" in
the 21st Century. The AFRH is at risk of becoming insolvent because annual operating costs and Capital programs exceed the Agency's annual
revenue.

The Inspector General inspection of 1999 identified significant cost savings which could be achieved by better management of facilities and personnel
relocation.

Is the program designed so that it is not redundant or duplicative of any other Federal, Answer: YES Question Weight20%

state, local or private effort?
The Program's focus is on management of AFRH property assets.

Title 10 United States Code Section 411 establishes the Armed Forces Retirement Home as an independent establishment in the executive branch.

Is the program design free of major flaws that would limit the program's effectiveness or Answer: YES Question Weight20%

efficiency?

The purpose of AFRH's real property asset management program is to increase revenue, decrease costs, and provide quality, affordable, and facilities
for our residents. The Program is organized to vacate identified facilities; target them for lease; renovate facility with leasee funding; and establish
revenue stream after payback period.

The Inspector General inspection of 1999 and the Most Efficient Organization study were used to insure program effectiveness and efficiency.

Is the program effectively targeted, so that resources will reach intended beneficiaries Answer: NO Question Weight20%

and/or otherwise address the program's purpose directly?

The Program identifies what real property is essential to the core mission of the AFRH. Resources are being allocated consistant with risk
management and core mission requirements; however, many actions are in the planning stage and remain to be proven.

The Inspector General inspection of 1999, the Most Efficient Organization study, internal reviews and a Manning Analysis were used to determine
determine core mission requirements and minimize risk to the AFRH mission.
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

2.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.4

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.5

Explanation:

Evidence:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
Armed Forces Retirement Home 1 9 3 4 Moderately
80% 88% 1% 87% Effective
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Does the program have a limited number of specific long-term performance measures that Answer: YES Question Weight13%

focus on outcomes and meaningfully reflect the purpose of the program?

This Program is associated with one Strategic Goal and the long-term performance measures are clearly defined by reducing square footage
requirments to maximize resource utilization and a strategy to lease or sell all excess real property to minimize operational and capital costs while
generating revenue.

Two building structures in Gulfport have been identified for sale; by FY 2005, 88 percent of the real property at the Washington Campus will be used
to reduce costs and generate revenue.

Does the program have ambitious targets and timeframes for its long-term measures? Answer: YES Question Weight13%

Program timelines are aggressive and based on FY 2005 Budget Submission.

By FY 2004, 88 percent of the real property at the Washington Campus will be used to reduce costs and generate revenue; FY 2005 Budget Submission
will reduce annual operating costs by 20 percent.

Does the program have a limited number of specific annual performance measures that Answer: YES Question Weight13%

can demonstrate progress toward achieving the program's long-term goals?

The program has two annual performance measures (real property facilities and square footage). All excess real property will be vacated; cost savings
will be reflected in FY 2005 Budget Submission; sale and lease of excess property will begin in FY 2003.

The program has a clear measurable outcome: vacate 13 buildings at the Washington Campus by FY 2004; sell two buildings at Gulfport in FY 2003;
lease an additional 19 percent of the excess real property by FY 2005; program cost savings in FY 2005 Budget Submission; and program revenue
consistent with future lease agreements.

Does the program have baselines and ambitious targets for its annual measures? Answer: YES Question Weight13%

The Washington campus has 76 real property facilities; all excess real property (13 buildings or portions of facilities/buildings) will be vacated.
Gulfport campus has two excess buildings. Cost savings will be reflected in FY 2005 Budget Submission; sale and lease of excess property will begin in
FY 2003.

The program is associated with the AFRH Strategic Plan and one Strategic Goal: "AFRH facilities are leveraged to maximize reaource utilization."

Do all partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, contractors, cost-sharing partners, and  Answer: NA Question Weight: 0%
other government partners) commit to and work toward the annual and/or long-term
goals of the program?
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

2.6

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.7

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.8

Explanation:

Evidence:

2.CA1

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
Armed Forces Retirement Home 1 9 3 4 Moderately
80% 88% 1% 87% Effective
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Are independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality conducted on a regular basis = Answer: NO Question Weight12%

or as needed to support program improvements and evaluate effectiveness and relevance
to the problem, interest, or need?

There are no regularly scheduled, independent performance reviews of AFRH's asset management of Federally-owned real property program.

The Program was started in November 2002. No independent evaluations have been conducted of the Program within its first 9 months of operation.

Are Budget requests explicitly tied to accomplishment of the annual and long-term Answer: YES Question Weight12%
performance goals, and are the resource needs presented in a complete and transparent

manner in the program's budget?
The budget-planning process is aligned with the program goals. Annual costs; cost savings; and expected revenues are included in Budget Submissions.
AFRH's FY 2004 Budget Submission and Strategic Plan.

Has the program taken meaningful steps to correct its strategic planning deficiencies? Answer: YES Question Weight12%

AFRH will program annual funding to conduct independent evaluations to determine program improvements and evalutaate effectiveness of this
Program.

Quarterly, the AFRH leadership reviews its strategic plan and strategic goals to identify weaknesses in planning and performance.

Has the agency/program conducted a recent, meaningful, credible analysis of alternatives = Answer: YES Question Weightl12%
that includes trade-offs between cost, schedule, risk, and performance goals and used the

results to guide the resulting activity?

In FY 2002 the Department of Defense conducted a Most Efficient Organiztion Study and an Inspector General Inspection. In FY 2003 the Agency
conducted internal analysis to finalize and determine specific objectives of this Program.

the Program was started in November 2002. Numerous in house and an external study (Manning Analysis) have been and are being conducted to
measure workload and minimize risk.

Does the agency regularly collect timely and credible performance information, including Answer: YES Question Weight15%
information from key program partners, and use it to manage the program and improve

performance?

AFRH's senior management meets quarterly to review performance data. The Agency is moving to a new accounting system in April 2004 that will
provide realtime financial data to enhance decision making. Performance data is also used by AFRH's leadership to insure real property asset
management program continues to increase revenue, decrease costs, and provide both quality and affordable facilities for our residents.

Reviewed at most recent Quarterly Strategic Planning meeting on 6-8 May 2003. Still work in progress, but timelines and performance information
are reviewed and adjusted if necessary.
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

3.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.4

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.5
Explanation:

Evidence:

3.6

Explanation:

Evidence:

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property
Armed Forces Retirement Home 1 9 3 4 Moderately

PART Performance Measurements

Section Scores Rating

80% 88% 1% 87% Effective

Capital Assets and Service Acquisition

Are Federal managers and program partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, Answer: NO Question Weight15%
contractors, cost-sharing partners, and other government partners) held accountable for
cost, schedule and performance results?

AFRH has not demonstrated how managers are held accountable for cost or program overruns. AFRH has not identified how it establishes
performance standards for managers incorporating program performance into personnel performance evaluation criteria.

Still work in progress.; as a result of process reengineering and organizational restructuring Position Discriptions and Performance Plans are being
rewritten. Each Performance Plan will address accountability for program results.

Are funds (Federal and partners') obligated in a timely manner and spent for the intended Answer: NO Question Weight14%
purpose?

Unobligated balances for capital projects are large and have not been obligated in the past for multiple reasons (e.g. Trust Fund balance, clear defined
projects; manaagement decisions, etc.) All capital projects are being reevaluated, prioritized, and deleted if not consistent with the Agency's new
operating model.

AFRH's FY 2004 Budget Submission will reshape capital requirements and identify approved unprogrammed capital funding to support support

capital projects.

Does the program have procedures (e.g. competitive sourcing/cost comparisons, IT Answer: YES Question Weight14%
improvements, appropriate incentives) to measure and achieve efficiencies and cost
effectiveness in program execution?

Through this Program, AFRH will reduce workload for Campus Operations by 25 percent. Leasees will be responsible for renovation and maintenance
of facilities. Cost savings will be be reflected in FY04 Budget Submission.

AFRH's FY 2004 Budget Submission will reshape capital requirements to reflect asset management decision of AFRH real property.

Does the program collaborate and coordinate effectively with related programs? Answer: YES Question Weight14%
The Program works closely with other Federal programs.

AFRH worked closely with the National Trust of Historical Preservation for the renovation of historical facilities on the Washington Campus.
Renovation of the Lincoln Cottage begins this year.

Does the program use strong financial management practices? Answer: YES Question Weight14%

AFRH received a "Qualified Opinion" for FY 2001 and negative comments on the Inspector General Inspection conducted between June and July of
2002; however, the Agency has taken positive steps to correct weaknesses in this area. Starting in April 2004, the accounting function will be
outsourced to the Bureau of Public Debit. The new accounting system will integrate multiple functions (payroll, procurment, credit card use, and
travel). Financial Statements and Audits will be conducted per the CFO Act.

Post Inspector General comments in FY 2003 refereced positive changes in this area.
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

3.7

Explanation:

Evidence:

3.CAl

Explanation:

Evidence:

4.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

4.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

4.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

4.4

Explanation:

Evidence:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
Armed Forces Retirement Home 1 9 3 4 Moderately
80% 88% 1% 87% Effective
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Has the program taken meaningful steps to address its management deficiencies? Answer: YES Question Weight14%

AFRH has many management improvements underway. Management has identified this Program as a Strategic goal and critical to the Success of the
Agency; management is allocating additional time and resources to insure accountability is enforced and Capital programs fall within the vision of the
new operating model.

Management improvements underway include: reveiw and validation of all Position Discriptions; update of each Personnel Performance Plan; review
and update of all capital programs; and a healthcare study to address capital requirements.

Is the program managed by maintaining clearly defined deliverables, Answer: NA Question Weight: 0%
capability/performance characteristics, and appropriate, credible cost and schedule goals?

Has the program demonstrated adequate progress in achieving its long-term performance Answer: YES Question Weight20%
goals?

The Program was started in November 2002. Significant milestones have been accomplished to date.

FY 2004 Budget Submission

Does the program (including program partners) achieve its annual performance goals? Answer: YES Question Weight20%
The Program was started in November 2002. Significant milestones have been accomplished to date.

FY 2004 Budget Submission

Does the program demonstrate improved efficiencies or cost effectiveness in achieving Answer: SMALL Question Weight20%
program goals each year? EXTENT

The Program was started in November 2002. Significant milestones have been accomplished to date; however, the operating model is new and
remains to be proven.

FY 2004 Budget Submission

Does the performance of this program compare favorably to other programs, including Answer: YES Question Weight20%

government, private, etc., with similar purpose and goals?
Although the Program is in the early stages, significant cost savings have been identified to date and captured in the FY 2004 Budget Submission.
FY 2004 Budget Submission
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

4.5

Explanation:

Evidence:

4.CA1

Explanation:

Evidence:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property

Armed Forces Retirement Home

Capital Assets and Service Acquisition

Do independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality indicate that the program is

effective and achieving results?

Section Scores
1 2 3

80% 88% 1% 87% Effective

4

Rating
Moderately

Answer: NA

Question Weight: 0%

The Program was started in November 2002. No independent evaluations have been conducted of the Program within its first 9 months of operation.

Were program goals achieved within budgeted costs and established schedules?

Answer: YES

Question Weight20%

Although the Program was started in November 2002, significant milestones have been accomplished to date and cost savings identified in the FY

2004 Budget Submission.
FY 2004 Budget Submission
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

Measure:

Additional
Information:

Measure:

Additional
Information:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property

Armed Forces Retirement Home

Capital Assets and Service Acquisition

Section Scores Rating

1 2 3 4 Moderately
80% 88% T1% 87% Effective

Percent of targeted Long-term leased square footage (520,822 sqft). Leasing of excess facilities increases revenues to the Homes, and reduces annual

operational costs. Leasing blocked until 2005.

Year Target
2004 34%
2005 1%
2006 5%
2007 27%
2008 100%

Actual Measure Term: Long-term (Efficiency Measure)
34%

Percent of targeted short-term leased square footage (29,069 sqft). Percent of total.

Established short-term lease to support long-term goals

Year Target
2003 100%
2004

2005

2006 100%

Actual Measure Term: Long-term (Efficiency Measure)
100%
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of AFRH Real Property

Armed Forces Retirement Home

Section Scores Rating

1 2 3 4 Moderately
80% 88% T1% 87% Effective

Type(s): Capital Assets and Service Acquisition

Measure: Sale or lease of real property (113 acres). Selling or leasing excess land generates additional revenue for the Homes and reduces infrastructure costs.
Percent of total.
Additional
Information:
Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term (Efficiency Measure)
2004 42% 42%
2005 100%
2006
Measure: Reduce operational square footage (317,277 sqft). Eliminating unneeded operational space reduces operation and maintenance costs, and increases the
inventory of revenue-producing lease space. Percent of total.
Additional
Information:
Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term (Efficiency Measure)
2003 9% 10%
2004 39% 39%
2005 100%
2006 100%
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

1.1

Explanation:

Evidence:

1.2

Explanation:

Evidence:

1.3

Explanation:

Evidence:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Is the program purpose clear? Answer: YES Question Weight23%

The Real Property Asset Management Program (RPAM) has a well defined and focused purpose that ties directly to GSA's and PBS's mission. PBS's
mission is to deliver a superior workplace for the federal worker at superior value to the American taxpayer. RPAM's mission is to optimize the value
of the portfolio for customer agencies and taxpayers.

The GSA and PBS mission statements and the GSA strategic goals can be found in the FY2003 Performance and Accountability Report on pages 9-10.
The FY2003 Performance and Accountability Report is available through the following website:
http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdfThe asset management program is
also linked to the agency strategic goals including "achieve responsible asset management" and "operate efficiently and effectively."

Does the program address a specific and existing problem, interest or need? Answer: YES Question Weight23%

There is a continuing need to provide space for government agencies with long term requirements (20 years or greater) for space in a specific
geographical location and/or when specialized space is required that is not readily available in the leasing market. The RPAM program meets this
specific need with the owned inventory because it is more cost effective than leasing. Additionally, asset management needs to be performed for both
leased and owned inventory.

PBS has worked with several client agencies to assess their long-term space needs. For example, PBS has a Court's Five Year Plan outlining the
court's additional space needs over the next 5 years and the Border Station's long term plan outlining the additional need the Department of Homeland
Security has for space. Most 30-year present value cost comparisons show that ownership of real property is more cost effective than leasing, when
there is a long-term need for the space.

Is the program designed so that it is not redundant or duplicative of any other Federal, Answer: NO Question Weight10%
state, local or private effort?

PBS fills a unique role without unnecessarily competing with other Federal agencies or private industry as asset manager for over 65 agencies and 340
million rentable square feet of space. Additionally, because of its scale PBS is able to leverage and benefit marking rental rates to market and
benchmarking to private industry standards, PBS is able to deliver quality space at a lower cost. However, GSA is unable to provide sufficient
justification to justify that the fixed costs of this program are competitive.

At the end of FY2003, PBS Operations & Maintenance Costs (using the Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) and Logistics
Management Incorporated (LMI) analysis) cleaning, maintenance, and utilities were a combined 14.8 percent below private sector costs for similar
types of
space.

Information on the Operations and Maintenance Measures demonstrating our competitiveness with private sector alternatives can be found on
pages 43-44 of the FY2003 Annual Performance and Accountability Report available through the following website:
http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf
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PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Is the program design free of major flaws that would limit the program's effectiveness or Answer: YES Question Weight23%

efficiency?

The Federal Buildings Fund (FBF) -- the funding mechanism for GSA's real property asset management -- was established to promote responsible asset
management by adding accountability to agencies, requiring them to budget for their rent and services, and GSA to operate within the means of
revenue collected. Currently, there is no evidence that a more efficient model exists to manage the portfolio. Furthermore, other countries have
expressed interest in implementing GSA's user-pay model.

The Public Buildings Amendments of 1972 authorized GSA to finance its real property management activities through user charges, set at
commercially comparable rates, collected from agencies occupying GSA-controlled space through the Federal Buildings Fund. The Federal Buildings
Fund is outlined in Title 40 Chapter 10 Subchapter II Sec. 490 (f) of the US Code. This information is available at:
http://www4.law.cornell.edu/uscode/40/490.html

Is the program effectively targeted, so that resources will reach intended beneficiaries Answer: YES Question Weight23%
and/or otherwise address the program's purpose directly?

PBS's business model ensures that every dollar authorized goes right back into federal buildings and that all resources are used to support a customer's
chosen housing solution. To ensure efficient resource allocation in FY2002 PBS introduced the Portfolio Strategy for Restructuring and Reinvesting in
the owned inventory. Since implementation, the number of performing properties has increased with resources being targeted to performing assets
that meet the long term customer need and asset strategy as presented in the Asset Business Plan (ABP).

Portfolio Restructuring Results Presentations (From FY2002-FY2004, rentable square footage of performing assets increased by over 10%.
Reinvestment dollars spent in performing assets increased by 7%.) PBS also has
Asset Business Plans (ABPs) for each government owned asset outlining a strategy and holding period to ensure that reinvestment dollars are
appropriately directed to assets that will remain under the custody and control of GSA.

Does the program have a limited number of specific long-term performance measures that Answer: YES Question Weight11%
focus on outcomes and meaningfully reflect the purpose of the program?

PBS has two long-term performance measures focused on results and accountability. These outcome measures were approved by OMB for the FY2005
Congressional Budget Justification.

The FY2005 Congressional Budget Justification for PBS outlines two long-term performance measures that have been approved by OMB that will help
PBS achieve its overall mission of "delivering a superior workplace to the Federal worker and at the same time superior value to the American
taxpayer."The two goals are located on page 232 (FBF-3) at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2005CongJust_R2E-
$65_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Does the program have ambitious targets and timeframes for its long-term measures? Answer: YES Question Weight11%

PBS has developed specific quantifiable targets relative to its long-term performance measures with ambitious targets and timeframes to promote
continual improvement. OMB approved these targets as part of GSA's FY2005 Congressional Budget Justification.

The targets and timeframes for these measures are also outlined in the FY2005 Congressional Budget Justification on page 232 (FBF-3)
at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2005CongdJust_R2E-s65_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf

Does the program have a limited number of specific annual performance measures that Answer: YES Question Weight11%
can demonstrate progress toward achieving the program's long-term goals?

GSA has annual performance measures targeted to achieving progress towards its long term goals. The targets were developed to ensure that PBS will
achieve its long-term goals by 2010. I many cases the measures are directly tied to the long-term goals.

The Return On Equity long-term measure has a goal of 80% of government owned assets achieving an ROE > 6 percent by 2010. There are annual
performance goals outlining targets for the % of assets achieving an ROE > 6 percent for each year up to 2010. FY2003 Annual Performance and
Accountability Report outlines PBS performance on key measures on pages 36-44
at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdfThe FY 2005 Congressional Budget
Justification shows the current measures on page 232 (FBF-3) at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2005CongdJust_R2E-
s65_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf

Does the program have baselines and ambitious targets for its annual measures? Answer: YES Question Weight11%

GSA has established baselines and specific quantified annual targets for its annual measures. Quarterly, actual results are compared against targets
to ensure continued improvement. Targets are set and recalibrated periodically to offer balance between ensuring continued improvement and
movement toward long-term outcome goals and motivating the program to stretch and achieve efficiencies - a reasonableness test. The annual goals
were developed to follow standard real estate industry practices and in many cases have been vetted with the private sector to ensure they are stretch
goals. When the measures have been met or exceeded for multiple measurement periods, the measures are rebaselined and targets are strengthened.

The Return On Equity measure was vetted through Ernst & Young Kenneth Leventhal Real Estate Group (EYKL) to ensure the appropriateness of the
6% target. The tenant customer satisfaction survey is being rebaselined to include only satisfaction scores of 4 and 5 instead of 3, 4, and 5. The
Operating Cost measure is an example of where PBS wants to ensure that services such as cleaning and critical maintenance are not reduced to the
point that they impact the operations of the building or tenant satisfaction. While current spending is below the 12 percent target, PBS is looking to
increase spending on building maintenance to help maintain the inventory and prevent larger reinvestment liabilites.FY2003 Annual Performance and
Accountability Report outlines PBS performance on key measures on pages 36-44 and the FY 2005 Congressional Budget Justification shows the
current measures on page 232 (FBF-3) at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2005CongJust_R2E-s65_0Z5RDZ-134K-pR.pdf
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Do all partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, contractors, cost-sharing partners, and  Answer: YES Question Weight11%

other government partners) commit to and work toward the annual and/or long-term goals
of the program?

GSA uses performance-based contracts for cleaning, maintenance, and major repairs. By building in measures and incentives to these contracts PBS
makes sure all partners fully support and are committed to the achievement of both the annual and long term goals.

GSA's commercial facilities management contract specifies what level of cleaning is required (e.g., glass to be free of dust), and requires evaluations of
customer satisfaction of services performed which links to the annual performance goals.

Are independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality conducted on a regular basis = Answer: YES Question Weight11%
or as needed to support program improvements and evaluate effectiveness and relevance
to the problem, interest, or need?

PBS has engaged in a series of discussions and progressive evaluations of the asset management program with various private and governmental
agencies for independent assessments of the Asset Management Program. These groups include the Counselors of Real Estate, AEW Capital
Management, Ernst & Young Kenneth Leventhal Real Estate Group, Signet, the GSA Inspector General, and the General Accounting Office. The
private sector studies were performed by reputable firms using methodologies firmly entrenched in private sector real estate fundamentals. While
several of the studies have been focused on specific elements of the asset management program, together they constitute a comprehensive review
covering everything from utilization, acceptable rates of return.

PBS engaged EYKL to discuss the benefits of using a portfolio management metric to assist in measuring financial performance of the owned portfolio.
EYKL used a group of real estate industry experts to develop a recommendation for a Return On Equity (ROE) metric that would enable PBS to
compare the relative amount of annual cash flow from operations that each asset generates in relation to the amount of equity that is deployed in each
asset. PBS incorporated EYKL's recommendation. In fact this work documented previous discussions held with EYKL and validated PBS's approach
to measure performance against an industry benchmark to identify assets that fall below acceptable performance thresholds. Other evaluations

include: Reviews of the Portfolio Strategy for Restructuring and Reinvesting in the Owned
Inventory by the Counselors of Real Estate, EYKL and Signet. AEW Capital Management performing Portfolio Integration Projects for Region 4, 5, 7
and 11 to evaluate the PBS portfolio management approach Audits of the asset management program by the

Inspector General as outlined in the FY2004 Management Control Plan and GAO.

Are Budget requests explicitly tied to accomplishment of the annual and long-term Answer: YES Question Weight11%
performance goals, and are the resource needs presented in a complete and transparent
manner in the program's budget?

GSA's Fiscal Year 2005 Budget justification provides an integrated performance budget, aligning resources with long-term performance goals. The
budget request was developed through our Performance Management Process for strategic planning, budgeting and program evaluation.

The FY 2005 Congressional Budget Justification for PBS outlines the linkage between the budget request and the long-term outcome goals by tying
specific dollar amounts to the various measures. For example the long-term goal on maintaining operating costs 12 percent below private sector is
linked to $710 million that will be used to operate and maintain PBS buildings. The links to all of the measures are outlined on pages 285-288 (FBF 56-
59) at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2005CongdJust_R2E-s65_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Has the program taken meaningful steps to correct its strategic planning deficiencies? Answer: YES Question Weight11%

After receiving a no answer on 2.1 in the FY2004 PART, GSA worked to develop new long-term goals with specific targets that are outcome oriented.
These new goals were approved by OMB and are included in the FY2005 Congressional Budget Justification.

The new long-term goals were approved by OMB and are outlined in the FY2005 Congressional Budget Justification on page 232 (FBF-3)
at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2005CongJust_R2E-s65_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdfThe new long-term goals are:1) Achieve a
viable self sustaining inventory with an average return on Equity of at least 6% by FY2010 for 80% of government owned assets2)Reduce energy
consumption by 35% by 2010 over the 1985 baseline while maintaining operating costs 12% below private sector and customer satisfaction levels at or
above 80%

Has the agency/program conducted a recent, meaningful, credible analysis of alternatives  Answer: YES Question Weight11%
that includes trade-offs between cost, schedule, risk, and performance goals and used the
results to guide the resulting activity?

Alternatives -- renovation, acquisition, leasing -- are compared as part of GSA's cost-benefit analyses for repair and alteration capital projects. GSA
also performs a series of asset diagnostics each year to determine the fair market value, physical condition, and functional replacement value of the
inventory. These diagnostics are used to perform additional analysis to determine our Return On Equity (ROE) thus ensuring continued ownership
provides the best value for the American taxpayer.

As a part of the Strategy for Restructuring and Reinvesting in the Owned-Inventory, PBS applies a series of diagnostic tests to all assets in the owned
inventory designed to ensure that each asset is generating sufficient revenue covering its operating expenses, reinvestment needs, and meet a
minimum rate of return (6%). By applying these tests, PBS segments its portfolio into categories. Non-performing assets are examined to evaluate
alternative housing solutions. Reinvestment dollars are targeted toward performing properties that pass each of the financial tests and for which there
is a long-term federal need.PBS also requires Asset Business Plans for each government owned asset including a strategy.All capital projects are
subject to analysis from The Automated Prospectus System (TAPS) and Expert Choice tools that evaluate lease versus build versus renovate
alternatives.

Does the agency regularly collect timely and credible performance information, including Answer: YES Question Weight13%
information from key program partners, and use it to manage the program and improve
performance?

GSA's senior management has ongoing and quarterly meetings to analyze and discuss performance data. Performance data is also used by program
managers overseeing GSA's government-owned real property inventory in several ways, such as using customer satisfaction data to set funding
priorities for repair and alteration projects and comparing cleaning costs against industry standards.

GSA benchmarks vacancy rates to the private sector using COSTAR and Torto Wheaton market data; benchmarks cleaning, maintenance, and utility
costs to the private sector using BOMA data; and tabulates customer satisfaction results using Gallup data. These results are used monthly and/or
quarterly for senior management reviews to ensure the agency is on track to meet its annual performance goals.
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Are Federal managers and program partners (including grantees, sub-grantees, Answer: YES Question Weight13%

contractors, cost-sharing partners, and other government partners) held accountable for
cost, schedule and performance results?

PBS' "Linking Budget to Performance" program (LB2P) provides incentives for regions to meet or exceed performance targets. These metrics hold
managers accountable for: customer satisfaction ratings, funds from operation (FFO) for individual assets, Operations & Maintenance costs, and
completion of Repair & Alteration projects on time and within budget. PBS has adopted performance-based contract clauses to ensure contractors are
also held accountable for cost, schedule, and performance results.

PBS LB2P guidance and year end reports outline the rules for the program and establish regional and national targets for key performance measures.
The program also establishes the amount of additional funding each region can receive based upon their performance. For example a regional target
for Funds From Operations was $93 million dollars and they were eligible for $457K for meeting or exceeding their target in FY2003. PBS also
outlines performance expectations from our vendors by using the performance-based service provider contract.

Are funds (Federal and partners') obligated in a timely manner and spent for the intended Answer: YES Question Weight13%
purpose?
PBS obligates its funding in a timely manner and spends it for the purpose as appropriated by Congress. For example: in FY2003 PBS obligated 98% of

the Minor Repair & Alteration funds allocated by Congress (outperformed goal by 3%). Similarly, Major Repair & Alteration projects are required to
submit a spending plan detailing monthly budgeted obligations.

PBS has added a measure to the FY2004 LB2P Guidance for Minor Repair & Alterations (BA54) program requiring that 75% of obligated funds be used
to complete budgeted projects. Additionally, Major Repair & Alteration projects are required to have a spending plan. All projects with significant
variance from spending plan are required to submit an explanation. This data is tracked internally by the Budget Division of PBS' CFQ's Office.
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Does the program have procedures (e.g. competitive sourcing/cost comparisons, IT Answer: YES Question Weight13%

improvements, appropriate incentives) to measure and achieve efficiencies and cost
effectiveness in program execution?

PBS has achieved cost savings through comparisons, competitive sourcing and direct conversions over the past two decades. Operationally, GSA has
outsourced a substantial number of the functions related to Operations and Maintenance of its assets and benchmarks those costs against market
conditions . PBS uses private sector ANSI/ BOMA benchmarks to ensure operations and maintenance costs are competitive. PBS finished FY2003 at
14.8% below private sector. PBS has implemented a Human Capital Strategy to reengineer business processes, improving organizational efficiencies.

GSAs Competitive Sourcing Team develops the GSA FAIR Act Inventory annually to determine if government personnel should perform commercial
activities. Through competitive sourcing, PBS has outsourced most of the building operations and maintenance functions. PBS competitively bids all
contracts for Operations & Maintenance, utilizing a performance-based contract. PBS also bundles Operations & Maintenance contracts from a single
service provider for groups of assets in the same locale in order to achieve cost effectiveness and reduce overhead. These expenses are then
benchmarked to the private sector using BOMA benchmarks to ensure costs remain competitive.Information on the FY2003 Fair Act inventory can be
obtained at: http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/GSA%202003%20FAIR%20Act%20and%201G%20Inventories_R2F-
aRP_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.docInformation on operating and maintenance costs can be located on pages 45-46 of the FY2003 Annual Performance and
Accountability Report available through the following website: http:/www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-
aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdfIn addition, PBS has undertaken a new human capital strategy. This effort involves examining each business process and
making improvements as needed. It also entails examining the skills of associates and ensuring associates with the best skill matches are in the
correct positions. Associates with a skill gap are then given the appropriate training to enhance their skills.

Does the program collaborate and coordinate effectively with related programs? Answer: YES Question Weight13%

The asset management program collaborates with other programs within GSA to ensure the effective management of our inventory throughout the life-
cycle of the asset from acquisition through disposal. By coordinating with the new construction program, GSA can ensure that new buildings are
constructed in a timely manor to replace or add to existing inventory to meet customers' needs. The asset management program also works closely
with the disposal program to quickly redeploy government assets when they are no longer needed by federal tenants. Finally, we collaborate with the
leasing program to find alternative housing solutions when a government owned solution is not the most effective way to meet our customers' housing
needs. GSA also collaborates with other government entities such as the United States Postal Service (USPS) to exchange properties as our customer
bases change and needs shift.

Coordinated planning with Judiciary Agencies has allowed PBS to project, deliver, and operate required space for Federal Courts through the
development of the "Courts Five-Year Plan."PBS has negotiated several successful transfers of assets (Memos of Understanding) with the USPS in
order to achieve improved cost effectiveness in asset management and to further the missions of both agencies. For example, the two agencies have
exchanged properties to optimize their portfolios. PBS has acquired properties in Statesville, NC and Harrisonburg, VA where GSA tenants have a
continuing federal need and the USPS has acquired properties in Enterprise, OR, Johnson City, TX, Fort Worth, TX, and Baudette, MN where the
USPS requires facilities.
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Does the program use strong financial management practices? Answer: YES Question Weight13%

Clean audit opinions have been given to GSA for the past 15 years and no material weaknesses have been identified.

GSA received a clean audit opinion for FY2003 from PriceWaterhouseCoopers (PWC). "In our opinion, the consolidated, combined and individual
financial statements referred to above, present fairly, in all material respects the financial position of GSA, the [Federal Buildings Fund] FBF, the
[General Supply Fund] GSF, and the [IT Fund] ITF at September 30, 2003.These findings can be found on page 118 of the FY2003 Performance and
Accountability Report http:/www.gsa.gov/gsa/em_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i134K-pR.pdf

Has the program taken meaningful steps to address its management deficiencies? Answer: YES Question Weight13%

A reportable condition was identified in the FYs 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002 audits pertaining to the integrity of the Rent data. In the FY2003
Performance and Accountability Report, PWC indicates the issue with controls over the rent data has been corrected. Another reportable condition was
found by auditors in FY 2001, 2002, and 2003 citing a lack of consistency in transferring a "Substantial Completion Date" for capitalized construction
projects to the Real Property Accounting Depreciations System (RPADS). A new release of the Inventory Reporting Information System (IRIS) was
implemented in March of 2004 that makes the substantial completion date mandatory and automatically sends the information to FMIS.

PBS has implemented several initiatives to improve the integrity of the Rent data, such as billing client agencies directly from the rates specified in
their Occupancy Agreements (OAs). On page 126 of the FY2003 Performance and Accountability Report (located at:
http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf), PWC stated "We believe item (3)
[Controls over the integrity of rent data] has been corrected." The latest release of IRIS FY2004 addressed the other reportable condition over the
transfer of substantially complete construction projects by automating the transfer of completion dates from IRIS to the accounting system.

Is the program managed by maintaining clearly defined deliverables, Answer: YES Question Weight13%
capability/performance characteristics, and appropriate, credible cost and schedule goals?

GSA uses performance-based contracting for the cleaning, maintenance, and repair of its facilities to clearly define deliverables and performance
expectations. GSA has credible goals to ensure cost and schedule is comparable to other similar construction programs. GSA tests project budgets
against other similar projects and data sources and has demonstrated that construction durations are within industry norms for other similar project
types. GSA has developed a construction cost benchmarking system for repair and alteration projects to ensure that costs for specific work items are
within reasonable ranges. Each project's detailed cost breakdown will be reviewed by the Office of the Chief Architect to verify reasonable conformity
with the instituted cost benchmark.

GSA's commercial facilities management contract requires the cleaning of glass and adjacent surfaces to be "clean and free of dirt, dust, streaks,
watermarks, spots, and grime and shall not be cloudy." GSA has contracted with private sector professionals to develop the benchmarking system for
the defined work items that typically comprise GSA repair and alteration projects based on market based cost analysis. Examples of the cost items
being benchmarked for repair and alteration projects include building enclosure repair and/or replacement, mechanical system upgrades, electrical
system upgrades, premiums for after hours work, among other cost categories.
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Has the program demonstrated adequate progress in achieving its long-term performance Answer: YES Question Weight17%

goals?

PBS has developed, and OMB has approved, a set of clearly defined, long-term goals towards which PBS has made significant progress and is on track
to meet all long-term performance goals.

PBS's FY2004 PART Remediation Plan issued to OMB, showed that PBS had met or exceeded the annual goals that are linked to its long-term stretch
goals for all the measures except energy consumption. PBS is still on track to meet the energy goal by buying off-grid or green energy, using bulk
purchase, and implementing new technologies. These goals are shown in the FY 2005 Congressional Budget Justification on page 232 (FBF-3)
at:http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2005CongJust_R2E-s65_0Z5RDZ-134K-pR.pdf

Does the program (including program partners) achieve its annual performance goals? Answer: LARGE Question Weight17%
EXTENT

In FY2003, PBS achieved its targets for 2/3rds of the annual performance goals linked to the long-term goals for FY2010. PBS also achieved 7 out of 8
performance goals in the FY2003 Annual Performance and Accountability Report.

FY2003 Annual Performance and Accountability Report showed PBS met its annual goals for the Ordering Official Survey, Customer Satisfaction, Cost
Escalations for R&A Projects, Funds From Operations, Potential Revenue, Non-Revenue Producing Space in the Government Owned Inventory, the
Percent of Government Owned Assets with a Return On Equity of at least 6 percent, and the cost of maintenance services in office and similarly
serviced space at a cost below private sector benchmarks as discussed on pages 36-44. The FY2003 Annual Performance and Accountability Report
available through the following website: http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-
pR.pdf

Does the program demonstrate improved efficiencies or cost effectiveness in achieving Answer: YES Question Weight17%
program goals each year?

PBS has demonstrated a track record in improving efficiencies and cost effectiveness by achieving most program goals each year. For example, GSA
continues to have operating costs 12% below private sector benchmarks (currently at 14.8%). Further, GSA has pursued cost savings via comparisons,
competitive sourcing and direct conversions over the past two decades.

GSAs Competitive Sourcing Team develops the GSA FAIR Act Inventory annually to determine if government personnel should perform commercial
activities. Through competitive sourcing, PBS has outsourced most of the building operations and maintenance functions. PBS competitively bids all
contracts for Operations & Maintenance, utilizing a performance-based contract. PBS also bundles Operations & Maintenance contracts from a single
service provider for groups of assets in the same locale in order to achieve cost effectiveness and reduce overhead. These expenses are then
benchmarked to the private sector using BOMA benchmarks to ensure costs remain competitive. At the end of FY2003, PBS operating expenses were
14.8 percent below private sector. Information on the FY2003 Fair Act inventory can be obtained at:
http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/GSA%202003%20FAIR%20Act%20and%201G%20Inventories_R2F-aRP_0Z5RDZ-134K-
pR.docInformation on operating and maintenance costs can be located on pages 45-46 of the FY2003 Annual Performance and Accountability Report
available through the following website: http:/www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-
pR.pdf
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Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scores Rating
General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Does the performance of this program compare favorably to other programs, including Answer: YES Question Weight17%

government, private, etc., with similar purpose and goals?

GSA's RPAM program compares favorably to other federal and private programs in terms of vacancy rates and operating expenses. Marking rental
rates to market also allows our program to compare favorably to both governmental and non-governmental real estate programs. Additionally, GSA
has processes in place that ensure the most efficient housing solution is met. As required by OMB Circular A-94, TAPS performs a 30-year present
value life cycle cost comparison of project alternatives. Furthermore, Expert Choice models weigh different selection criteria to facilitate efficient
decision making.

The FY2003 Annual Performance and Accountability Report outlines the results for key performance measures demonstrating our competitiveness
with private sector alternatives. At the end of FY2003, PBS Operations & Maintenance Costs (using the Building Owners and Managers Association
(BOMA) and Logistics Management Incorporated (LMI) analysis) were 14.8 percent below private sector costs for similar types of space.PBS achieved
8.9% vacancy in government-owned assets in FY2003. This is well below the private industry range of 10-15% vacancy from COSTAR. Information on
operating and maintenance costs can be located on pages 45-46 of the FY2003 Annual Performance and Accountability Report available through the
following website: http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf

Do independent evaluations of sufficient scope and quality indicate that the program is Answer: LARGE Question Weight17%
effective and achieving results? EXTENT

PBS has engaged in a series of progressive evaluations of the asset management program from various private and governmental agencies including
the IG, GAO, AEW Capital Management, EYKL, and Signet. For example the GAO audit on vacant and under utilized properties at GSA, VA and
USPS noted "We applauded GSA's efforts to restructure its real property portfolio and its current progress in reducing vacant assignable space."

The IG audited the PBS portfolio restructuring initiative and concluded "Overall, with refinement, the structured analysis imposed by the initiative
will benefit fund performance." PBS has undertaken initiatives to implement several of the IG's recommendations such as performing a structured
analysis of the leased inventory and regularly auditing leases that have a negative Net Operating Income. Other evaluations

include: Reviews of the Portfolio Strategy for Restructuring and Reinvesting in the Owned
Inventory by the Counselors of Real Estate, EYKL and Signet. AEW Capital Management performing Portfolio Integration Projects for Region 4, 5, 7
and 11 to evaluate the PBS portfolio management approach Audits of the asset management

program by the Inspector General as outlined in the FY2004 Management Control Plan and GAO.

Were program goals achieved within budgeted costs and established schedules? Answer: LARGE Question Weight17%
EXTENT

GSA achieved most of its goals for projects remaining within budgeted costs and established schedules. GSA also created a measure to track the
regional program planning and execution of the non-prospectus (minor) reinvestment program. Preliminary results show that funds are obligated in a
timely manner and that money is being spent on planned projects.

The FY2003 Performance and Accountability Report outlines PBS performance on key measures related to costs and schedule on pages 36-44. For
instance, the escalation rate for the over 40 major repair and alteration projects was 0.6% well below the 4% target. The FY2003 Annual Performance
and Accountability Report available through the following website:
http://www.gsa.gov/gsa/cm_attachments/GSA_DOCUMENT/2003GSAFullReport_R2F-aAB_0Z5RDZ-i34K-pR.pdf
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PART Performance Measurements

Program: Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property Sootion Scoros Rating
Agency: General Services Administration 1 9 3 4 Effective
Bureau: PBS 90% 100% 100% 84%
Type(s): Capital Assets and Service Acquisition
Measure: Achieve a viable self sustaining inventory with an average return on Equity of at least 6% by FY2010 for 80% of our government owned assets
Additional Increase the percentage of government-owned assets with an Return On Equity (ROE) of at least 6%
Information:

Year Target Actual Measure Term: Long-term

2003 62% 66%

2004 65%

2005 68%

2006 71%

2007 74%

2008 77%

2009 80%

2010 80%
Measure: % of Escalation on Prospectus Projects

Additional This measure monitors project cost performance over time (monthly basis) allowing action to be taken to get projects back on budget before completion
Information: occurs.

Year Target Actual Measure Term: Annual
2004 4% 0.60%
Measure: Operating Cost - with a target % below industry average

Additional  This measure shows operating cost (cleaning, maintenance and utility) for office & office-like space comparable to the Private Industry on a per square
Information: foot basis.FY04 National Target -14.8% below industry

Year Target Actual Measure Term: Annual
2003 12% 14.8%
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Program:
Agency:

Bureau:

Type(s):

Measure:

Additional

Information:

Measure:
Additional

Information:

Measure:
Additional

Information:

PART Performance Measurements

Asset Management of Federally-Owned Real Property
General Services Administration

PBS

Capital Assets and Service Acquisition

2004 13%

Improve energy reduction in standard facilities

Percentage reduction in energy consumption from FY 1985 baseline

Year Target Actual
2003 25.0% 18.6%

Owned assets with ROE >6%

Percentage of government-owned assets achieving an ROE >6%

Year Target Actual
2003 62% 66%

Owned assets with positive Funds from Operations

Percentage of government-owned assets achieving a positive FFO

Year Target Actual
2003 82% 73%
2004 75%

2005 80%

2006 85%

2007 90%

2008 90%

2009 90%
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Section Scores Rating

1 2 3 4 Effective
90% 100% 100% 84%

Measure Term: Annual

Measure Term: Annual

