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Introduction

E-Government is one of the five initiatives that comprise the President’s Management Agenda because of its importance in facilitating a more responsive and effective government.  To achieve the President’s objectives, the federal government must derive more productivity from its IT spending, currently nearly $60 billion.  A cornerstone to success is the development of a federal enterprise architecture that enables agencies to derive maximum benefit from applying IT to their missions.  The Federal Enterprise Architecture (FEA) reference model framework is a set of tools that enable the federal government to improve performance, increase collaboration, and reduce costs across the federal IT portfolio.  The FEA will facilitate horizontal (cross-federal) and vertical (federal, state, and local governments) integration of IT resources, and establish the “line of sight” contribution of IT to mission and program performance.  The outcome will be a more citizen-centered, customer-focused government that maximizes technology investments to better achieve mission outcomes. 

The FEA consists of a series of “reference models” designed to facilitate cross-agency analysis and improvement. 
[image: image111.emf]Customer Results, 

Processes and 

Activities, and 

Technology

B

.

 The Performance Reference Model (PRM) - The PRM is a standardized performance measurement framework to characterize IT performance in a common manner where necessary.  The PRM will help agencies produce enhanced performance information; improve the alignment and better articulate the contribution of inputs, such as technology, to outputs and outcomes; and identify improvement opportunities that span traditional organizational boundaries.  
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 Business Reference Model (BRM) – The BRM is a function-driven framework to describe the Lines of Business and Sub-functions performed by the federal government independent of the agencies that perform them.
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 Service Component Reference Model (SRM) – The SRM provides a common framework and vocabulary to characterize the IT and business components that collectively comprise an IT investment.    The SRM will help agencies rapidly assemble IT solutions through the sharing and re-use of business and IT components.  A Component is a self-contained process, service, or IT capability with pre-determined functionality that may be exposed through a business or technology interface.
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 Technical Reference Model (TRM) – The TRM provides a foundation to describe the standards, specifications, and technologies supporting the delivery, exchange, and construction of business or service components and E-Government solutions.  The TRM unifies existing agency TRMs and electronic Government E-Government guidance by providing a foundation to advance the re-use of technology and component services from a government-wide perspective.
Additionally, a Data and Information Reference Model (DRM) is currently under development.  

This release document, Volume I:  Version 1.0 Release Document, describes in detail the Performance Reference Model.  The FEA-PMO has also published guidance and user information about the PRM in Volume II:  How to Use the PRM. 
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1. The Case for Improvement

This section provides an overview of why a PRM is needed.

The mandate for change
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Information Technology (IT) is one of the greatest enablers of government performance.  Recognizing this, the President’s Management Agenda (PMA) focuses on “Expanding E-Government” and represents an important opportunity for agencies to deliver quantum leaps in achieving results and serving citizens at lower cost.

However, many federal agencies are still struggling to appropriately capitalize on the opportunities IT presents—and do so in a way that achieves results and improves services for citizens.  In some areas, IT has already proven to be an enabler to not only improve the performance of an individual agency, but a catalyst for improvements across agencies.  For example, some of the 24 Presidential Priority Initiatives are showcases of how agencies can work together—enabled by IT—to achieve results and deliver improved services to citizens.  
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 GovBenefits now provides one-stop access to information and services on almost 200 government programs.  A half-million citizens visit the site per month to determine their potential eligibility for government benefit programs.
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 IRS Free Filing is a single point of access to free on-line tax preparation and electronic filing services.  The site is provided by industry partners in a joint effort to reduce burden and cost to taxpayers.
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 Recreation.gov provides “one-stop” access to America’s national parks and public recreation areas.  Three-quarters of a million citizens visit the site per month to access information about nearly 2000 recreation opportunities.

Beyond the world of just IT, agencies are also being challenged to improve the quality of their performance information and integrate that with budget decision-making.  The PMA also focuses on “Budget and Performance Integration.”  This effort includes using performance information to make budget decisions and linking performance and cost in a performance budget format.  For the first time during FY 2004 budget formulation, standardized program evaluations were performed on federal programs comprising 20 percent of the total federal budget.  The Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) asks questions about the program’s purpose, planning, management, and results.  The findings of these PART assessments were considered during the budget decision-making process.  An additional 20 percent of programs will be assessed through PART during the FY 2005 budget formulation process.

Taken together, the Expanding E-Government and Budget and Performance Integration initiatives of the PMA present a significant challenge—and tremendous opportunity to improve federal performance.

THE CHALLENGE AHEAD

Over the last decade agencies have made progress in the areas of IT performance management and measurement.   Nevertheless, significant work still remains if agencies are to make the needed performance improvements and meet the existing performance requirements.
  

More specifically, IT management and measurement practices still need significant improvements.  For example, more than half of the 1400 major IT initiatives in the federal portfolio were identified on OMB’s “At-Risk-List” in the President’s FY 2004 Budget.  Many of these initiatives are at risk because of their inability to demonstrate their value consistent with the principles of performance management and measurement.  More broadly, 17 of the 26 federal agencies evaluated received a “red” in Budget and Performance Integration on the most recent President’s Management Agenda scorecard.

Further evidence of the improvements needed has been presented by key oversight organizations during the last few years.

[image: image8.png]


 Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs – In its 2001 report, “Government at the Brink,” highlighted numerous examples demonstrating overall weakness in performance management and measurement.
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 U.S. General Accounting Office – In its 2003 report “Major Management Challenges and Program Risks:  A Governmentwide Perspective,” cited the limited ability of agencies to articulate how IT contributes to program outcomes.   GAO has also on numerous occasions identified the improvements needed in collaborating around cross-cutting programs and functions.
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 U.S. Office of Management and Budget – Reported in the President’s FY 2004 Budget the findings of the first PART assessments, which concluded that half of the more than 230 federal programs rated could not demonstrate results—another 20 percent were adequate or ineffective.

Moreover, there is a legislative framework—much of which has existed for some time—that governs how agencies are to make these improvements in performance management and measurement.
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 E-Government Act of 2002 - Collaborate and develop consistent IT performance measures.

[image: image12.png]


 Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 - Make technology investment decisions based on contribution to program performance.
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 Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 - Plan and report progress towards outputs and outcomes.

[image: image14.png]


 Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990 and other related Acts – Provide timely, reliable, useful, and consistent financial information to improve decision-making.
Agencies have shown uneven progress in meeting these requirements.  This is in part because a common and consistent framework for IT performance measurement did not exist.  To assist agencies, OMB’s Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office (FEA-PMO) is providing the Performance Reference Model (PRM) to help agencies make the needed improvements in IT performance and meet existing requirements related to IT.
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2. A Framework for Improvement

This section provides an overview of the Performance Reference Model, key information about its development and use, and discusses its relationship to the rest of the FEA reference model framework. 

WHAT IS THE PERFORMANCE REFERENCE MODEL?

U.S. citizens are demanding that their government be more efficient and effective.  To meet these demands, agencies and OMB must be certain that all investments, including IT initiatives, contribute to improving performance and producing results.  In this context, the FEA-PMO is providing the Performance Reference Model (PRM) as a tool to help agencies more clearly justify and better manage their proposed IT investments.

What Are the Key Facts About the PRM?

In addition to understanding the purpose and structure of the PRM, it is important that agencies understand how the PRM will be applied during the FY 2005 budget formulation process.
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 The PRM is a standardized framework to measure the performance of major IT initiatives and their contribution to program performance.
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 Agencies can “operationalize” the PRM for their specific environment and IT initiatives.
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 The PRM can be used by agency-specific IT initiatives and by cross-agency IT initiatives.
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 The PRM does not create new management processes, but rather reinforces and informs those that exist, including the GPRA planning and reporting process and budget process.
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 Operationalized Measurement Indicators agencies use in the PRM will be informed and determined by the GPRA and budget planning process, PART assessments, and other drivers.
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 Agencies will be required to use the PRM in their FY 2005 Exhibit 300s ONLY for major IT initiatives classified as Development, Modernization, or Enhancement (DME).
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 For each major DME IT Investment, the Exhibit 300 will require agencies to identify at least one Operationalized Measurement Indicator in each of four Measurement Areas:   (1) Mission and Business Results, (2) Customer Results, (3) Processes and Activities, and (4) Technology.  The collective use of Measurement Indicators in these four areas is imperative to providing a clear “line of sight” from an IT initiative to results.
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 The PRM Version 1.0 is a starting point from which to evolve towards ever-improving performance measurement.  All of the FEA-PMO reference models, including the PRM, are meant to evolve over time.  The FEA-PMO will use the lessons learned from applying the PRM to DME IT initiatives and increased outreach to develop and release PRM Version 2.0.
What is the PRM’s Purpose and How is it Structured?

The PRM is a standardized framework to measure the performance of major IT initiatives and their contribution to program performance.  This standardized framework has three main purposes:

1. Help produce enhanced IT performance information to improve strategic and daily decision-making;

2. Improve the alignment—and better articulate the contribution of—IT to business outputs and outcomes, thereby creating a clear “line of sight” to desired results; and

3. Identify performance improvement opportunities that span traditional organizational structures and boundaries.

The PRM is driven by a legislative framework for IT performance consisting of the E-Government Act of 2002, the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996, and the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993.  The PRM also attempts to leverage the best of existing approaches to performance measurement in the public and private sectors, including the Balanced Scorecard, Baldrige Criteria, Value Measurement Methodology, program logic models, the value chain, and the theory of constraints.  In addition, the draft PRM was informed by what agencies are currently measuring through GPRA, Enterprise Architecture, IT Capital Planning and Investment Control, and PART assessment findings.  Section 4 of this document provides more detail on how the PRM was developed.

The PRM is structured around Measurement Areas, Measurement Categories, and Measurement Indicators.
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 Measurement Areas – The high-level organizing framework of the PRM that captures aspects of performance at the input, output, and outcomes levels.  The draft PRM includes six measurement areas:  Mission and Business Results, Customer Results, Processes and Activities, People, Technology, and Other Fixed Assets.  People and Other Fixed Assets will not be used in FY 2005 budget formulation.
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 Measurement Categories – Groupings within each Measurement Area that describe the attribute or characteristic to be measured.  For example, the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area includes three Measurement Categories:  Services for Citizens, Support Delivery of Services, and Management of Government Resources.
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 Generic Measurement Indicators – The generic indicators, for example delivery time, that agencies then “operationalize” for their specific environment.

Importantly, the Generic Measurement Indicators included in the PRM are merely starting points for agencies.  In their FY 2005 Exhibit 300s, agencies will need to “operationalize” the four Generic Measurement Indicators they propose to use for each major IT initiative classified as DME.  Agencies are free to tailor these operationalized Measurement Indicators so that they fit the agency’s specific environment and the IT initiatives specific goals.  As agencies use the PRM over time, these Operationalized Measurement Indicators will evolve and comprise the actual and most useful contents of the PRM.

Figure 1 below provides a graphical representation of the Performance Reference Model.

FIGURE 1:  PERFORMANCE REFERENCE MODEL VERSION 1.0
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The PRM structure is designed to clearly articulate the cause and effect relationship between inputs, outputs, and outcomes.  Though this relationship is rarely direct cause and effect, the PRM structure seeks to “tease out” the contribution an IT initiatives makes to improved business performance (which when measured may only be a mere association).

This “line of sight” is critical for IT project managers, program managers, and key decision-makers to understand how and to what extent key inputs are enabling progress towards outputs and outcomes.  The PRM captures this “line of sight” to reflect how value is created as inputs (such as Technology) are used to help create outputs (through Processes and Activities), which in turn impact outcomes (such as Mission and Business and Customer Results).  This structure builds from the concepts of the value chain, program logic models, and the theory of constraints.  Guiding the entire PRM are “Strategic Outcomes,” which represent broad, policy priorities that drive the direction of government (such as to Secure the Homeland or Expand E-Government).  

Mission and Business Results Measurement Area

The Mission and Business Results Measurement Area of the PRM is intended to capture the outcomes that agencies seek to achieve.  These outcomes are usually developed during the agency budget and strategic planning process prescribed under GPRA.  This means that an IT initiative using the PRM will need to refer to these other existing processes to identify the Mission and Business Results the IT initiative is contributing to.  This requires a strong partnership between the IT and business communities within an agency.  

To ensure the outcomes that agencies identify are appropriately aligned to what agencies actually do, the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area is driven by the Business Reference Model (BRM).  More specifically, the Measurement Categories of the PRM are the same as the Business Areas and Lines of Business of the BRM.  The Generic Measurement Indicators of the PRM are the same as the Sub-functions of the BRM.  These areas of the BRM seek to identify the purpose of the government activity.  By extension the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area of the PRM seeks to identify the extent to which those purposes are being achieved.

Few if any IT initiatives can directly influence Mission and Business Results.  Many factors outside the control of not only an IT initiative, but federal programs determine whether true outcomes are achieved.  However, understanding the desired Mission and Business Results as early as possible in the IT lifecycle is critical to ensure that IT initiatives are developed and managed in a performance and business-driven context.

The Mission and Business Results Measurement Area is comprised of the following Measurement Categories:

[image: image26.png]


 The Lines of Business in Services for Citizens;
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 The Lines of Business in Support Delivery of Services; and
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 The Lines of Business in Management of Government Resources.

OMB Circular A-11 for FY 2005 requires agencies to identify the primary BRM alignment in the Unique Project ID for all proposed IT initiatives.  This link between the BRM and the PRM provides the starting point to determine, not only the purpose that the IT initiative supports, but how progress towards achieving that purpose can be measured.  Building from this primary alignment to the BRM, agencies will identify a corresponding Operationalized Measurement Indicator through the PRM for each major IT initiative that is DME in FY 2005. 
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Examples of Operationalized Measurement Indicators in this Measurement Area include:
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Appendix A of this release document provides the entire list of Measurement Categories and Generic Measurement Indicators for the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area.  Additional examples of selected Operationalized Measurement Indicators are also provided.

Customer Results Measurement Area

The Customer Results Measurement Area of the PRM is intended to capture how an agency or specific process within an agency is serving its customers.  This is a critical aspect of successful E-Government.  However, the diverse nature of federal programs means that there are many customers spanning the citizen, business, other government, and internal categories.  Further, the nature of these relationships varies immensely.  Some customers receive direct government services, such as veterans receiving health care services from the Veterans Health Administration.  Other “customers” are those subject to regulatory activities, such as large businesses conforming to safety regulations administered by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration.  This is why the PRM allows agencies to choose any Measurement Indicator that appropriately reflects their desired relationship with their customers.

The Customer Results Measurement Indicator captured in this Measurement Area will be associated with the most external customer of the process or activity the IT initiative supports (e.g. citizens, businesses, or other governments).  Not all Customer Results are meaningful or even distinct for every IT initiative.  For example, for IT initiatives that support processes with federal employees as their customers “customer” satisfaction and “IT user” satisfaction may in fact be the same.  Whatever the specific circumstances, the purpose of the Customer Results Measurement Area is to identify the customer relationship and articulate how it can be measured over time.

Despite difficulties, including the Paperwork Reduction Act limitation on burdening customers with surveys, the notion of customer results is important to consider and capture and, as shown in the examples in Appendix B, customer surveys are not the only way to measure Customer Results.  As with Mission and Business Results, few IT initiatives will directly or solely influence Customer Results.  Nevertheless it is still important to use customer needs as a guiding principle when developing and managing IT initiatives.
The Customer Results Measurement Area is comprised of the following Measurement Categories:
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 Customer Benefit;
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 Service Coverage;
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 Timeliness & Responsiveness;
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 Service Quality; and
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 Service Accessibility.

Examples of Operationalized Measurement Indicators in this Measurement Area include:
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Appendix B of this release document provides the entire list of Measurement Categories and Generic Measurement Indicators for the Customer Results Measurement Area.  Additional examples of / or language to help agencies develop Operationalized Measurement Indicators are also provided.

Processes and Activities Measurement Area

The Processes and Activities Measurement Area is intended to capture the outputs that are the direct result of the process that an IT initiative supports.  These outputs are much more under the control of federal programs and generally contribute to or influence outcomes that are Mission and Business Results and Customer Results.   This Measurement Area also captures key aspects of processes or activities that need to monitored and/or improved.

Nearly all IT initiatives are designed to support or improve a single or set of processes or activities.  This is generally where an IT initiative’s contribution to improved performance can be most accurately measured.  Nevertheless there are still many factors beyond the IT initiative that will determine the level of performance for processes.  These include staff that manage or execute the process, statutory requirements, or inputs to the process such as benefits applications or information from other processes.

The desired outputs for a process or activity should strongly influence (1) whether technology is needed to improve or support the process and (2) if so, what technology is needed to help the processes or activities achieve the desired outputs.

As with Mission and Business Results, use of the Processes and Activities Measurement Area should use the BRM as the starting point.  The BRM includes a Mode of Delivery Business Area that is designed to identify at a very high level the process that is being used to achieve an intended purpose.  The Measurement Indicator(s) agencies choose should be an extension of the Mode of Delivery the IT initiative aligns with.  For example, if an IT initiative aligns with the Federal Financial Assistance Mode of Delivery in the BRM, the PRM can be used to determine the Quality of how that financial assistance is delivered.

The Processes and Activity Measurement Area is comprised of the following Measurement Categories:
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 Financial;
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 Productivity & Efficiency;
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 Cycle Time & Timeliness;
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 Quality;
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 Security & Privacy; and
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 Management & Innovation.

Examples of Operationalized Measurement Indicators in this Measurement Area include:
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Appendix B of this release document provides the entire list of Measurement Categories and Generic Measurement Indicators for the Processes and Activities Measurement Area.  Additional examples of / or language to help agencies develop Operationalized Measurement Indicators are also provided.

Technology Measurement Area

The Technology Measurement Area is designed to capture key elements of performance that directly relate to the IT initiative.  While these IT-specific aspects of performance (e.g. percent system availability) are important, they alone do not truly assess the value of an IT initiative to overall performance.  This is why the Technology Measurement Area is far more relevant when used with other Measurement Areas to get a full and accurate picture of overall performance.

As with all other Measurement Areas, the Technology Measurement Categories and Generic Measurement Indicators are not an exhaustive list.  Agencies may and should have many more Technology measures they use as part of their IT CPIC and Systems Development Lifecycle processes.  However, this Measurement Area includes aspects of IT performance that (1) may be insightful to OMB and (2) best articulate the extent to which an IT initiative is contributing to improved process performance and by extension improved mission and customer results.
The Technology Measurement Area is comprised of the following Measurement Categories:
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 Financial;
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 Quality;
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 Efficiency;
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 Information & Data;

[image: image44.png]


 Reliability & Availability; and
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 Effectiveness.
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Examples of Operationalized Measurement Indicators in this Measurement Area include:
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Appendix B of this release document provides the entire list of Measurement Categories and Measurement Indicators for the Technology Measurement Area.  Additional examples of / or language to help agencies develop Operationalized Measurement Indicators are also provided.

People Measurement Area 

A review of legislative requirements and best practices shows that capturing the human capital or people aspects of performance is imperative.  It is for this reason that the PRM Version 1.0 includes a “placeholder” for people.  However, because the People Measurement Area will not be used for FY 2005, the PRM at this point does not include specific Measurement Indicators.  One of the key next steps the FEA-PMO will take as it begins to improve the PRM Version 1.0 will be to fully engage organizations such as the Office of Personnel Management and the newly formed Chief Human Capital Officers Council.  The FEA-PMO will work collaboratively with these organizations and others to identify the key human capital requirements and a set of practical and usable Measurement Indicators in the People Measurement Area. 

Other Fixed Assets Measurement Area

As with People, a review of legislative requirements and best practices shows that capturing the performance of other fixed assets (e.g. vehicle fleets, facilities, other equipment) is also critical.  This is why PRM Version 1.0 also includes a “placeholder” for other fixed assets.  However, because the Other Fixed Assets Measurement Area will not be used for FY 2005, the PRM at this point will not include specific Measurement Indicators.  The FEA-PMO will seek to engage officials knowledgeable about the management of other fixed assets as it begins to improve PRM Version 1.0.

WHAT ARE SOME EXAMPLES OF THE PRM BEING APPLIED?

As noted above, the PRM’s true value comes not from each Measurement Area but when multiple Measurement Areas are used in concert to understand the full value and contribution of an IT initiative.  The examples below are intended to show how the PRM can be applied to three different types of IT initiatives.  The examples in Figures 2, 3, and 4 on the following pages were developed by identifying actual measures agencies are using in their GPRA plans and reports to operationalize the Generic Measurement Indicator in the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area.

FIGURE 2:  EXAMPLE OPERATIONALIZED MEASUREMENT INDICATORS  FOR IRS FREE FILING
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•Service Accessibility

Processes and Activities

•Financial

•Productivity & Efficiency

•Cycle Time & Timeliness

Processes and Activities

•Financial

•Productivity & Efficiency

•Cycle Time & Timeliness

•Quality

•Security & Privacy

•Management & Innovation

Technology

•Financial

•Quality

•Efficiency

•Information & Data

•Reliability & Availability

•Effectiveness

Technology

•Financial

•Quality

•Efficiency

•Information & Data

•Reliability & Availability

•Effectiveness

Other Fixed 

Assets

•Financial

•Quality, Maintenance, & 

Efficiency

•Security & Safety

•Utilization

Other Fixed 

Assets

•Financial

•Quality, Maintenance, & 

Efficiency

•Security & Safety

•Utilization

People

•Employee Satisfaction & 

Quality of Worklife

•Recruitment & Retention

•Employee Development

•Employee Ratios

People

•Employee Satisfaction & 

Quality of Worklife

•Recruitment & Retention

•Employee Development

•Employee Ratios

Mission and 

Business 

Results

•Services for Citizens

•Support Delivery of 

Services

•Management of 

Government Resources

Mission and 

Business 

Results

•Services for Citizens

•Support Delivery of 

Services

•Management of 

Government Resources


FIGURE 3:  EXAMPLE OPERATIONALIZED MEASUREMENT INDICATORS FOR IT INITIATIVE SUPPORTING A GRANTS PROCESS
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FIGURE 4:  EXAMPLE OPERATIONALIZED MEASUREMENT INDICATORS                                                FOR ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE INITIATIVE
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Filing

User 

Satisfaction

Effectiveness

Operationalized 

Measurement 

Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

# of internal 

users satisfied 

with IRS Free-
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Note that each example builds on the earlier individual examples provided for each PRM Measurement Area.  Effective use of the PRM requires identification of Operationalized Measurement Indicators in each of the relevant Measurement Areas to draw the “line of sight” from the IT initiative to the processes and activities it supports—and by extension the customer results and mission and business results it contributes to.  Also note that each example includes a manageable number of indicators that can be used to characterize success and drive progress towards it.  Though the PRM includes many indicators, its value is not in the sheer number of indicators it includes.  Rather, its value is realized when used to identify a critical few indicators that can provide information for decision-making.

Volume II:  How to Use the PRM provides detailed guidance on how to select and operationalize Measurement Indicators  
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3.  Who can Benefit From Using the PRM

This section discusses who can use the PRM and provides a summary of how the PRM will be used during the FY 2005 budget formulation process.  More detail on how the PRM will be used is provided in Volume II:  How to Use the PRM.

WHO CAN USE THE PRM?

The transformation required to implement the PMA—and E-Government in particular—requires the PRM to be either directly used or understood by OMB, CIOs, CFOs, and most importantly Program and IT Project Managers.  Each of these entities has a critical role in (1) using the PRM to identify indicators or (2) using progress towards PRM indicators to make more informed and data-driven IT management and funding decisions.

Office of Management and Budget

Using the PRM to inform budget decisions can help OMB examiners through:
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 More detailed information about how proposed IT initiatives may contribute to outcomes.  This additional information can help budget examiners decide whether to fund proposed IT initiatives or whether to recommend changes to proposed IT initiatives, including to collaborate with other agencies; and
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 Standardized information to assess performance of programs and IT initiatives with common or similar missions.  This can include an assessment of how proposed IT initiatives will improve programs being assessed by PART that align with the same BRM Line of Business of Sub-function.

Chief Information Officers and Chief Technology Officers

Using the PRM to inform IT Capital Planning and Investment Control activities can help CIO and CTO staffs with:
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 More clarity about what IT initiatives to select based on how they may/are contributing to results and key mission requirements;
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 Additional and more detailed performance information to use in the Control and Evaluate phases; and
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 Standardized information to help identify collaboration opportunities within and outside the agency. Similar IT initiatives seeking to improve the performance of similar processes or serve similar customers could be coordinated to achieve the desired levels of performance and a reduced cost to either or both agencies.

Chief Financial Officers and Budget Officials

Using the PRM consistent with other ongoing financial activities and the budget process can help CFO and budget staff with:
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 Additional performance information to use in GPRA and budget activities;
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 Better articulation through GPRA of how IT budgetary resources contribute to program outcomes; and
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 Standardized IT performance information to identify potential cost savings and performance improvements.

Program and IT Project Managers

Using the PRM to help manage programs and IT projects can provide those responsible for them with:
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 Stronger justification of proposed initiatives and articulation of how they could potentially contribute to outcomes;
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 Additional information to manage initiatives and demonstrate their contribution to outcomes;
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 A framework to collaborate when needed with other federal agencies on IT investments; and
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 Standardized information to identify other programs or IT projects with similar missions for “best practice” consultation or other collaboration.

Importantly, the information provided by using the PRM can also be invaluable to the Congress and members of the public seeking a clearer picture of performance.

More detailed information about exactly how these groups can use the PRM is provided in Volume II of PRM Version 1.0.  As with all FEA reference models, the FEA-PMO will continue to engage these users to further advance the models in a consistent with the needs of each user group, and others, identified above.

WHEN WILL THE PRM BE USED?

During the FY 2005 budget formulation process, agencies will align their major IT initiatives that are classified as development, modernization, or enhancement with the PRM.  This alignment will be collected and monitored by OMB through the Exhibit 300.  OMB is initially applying the PRM in this manner because:
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 PRM Version 1.0 is a starting point that needs to be further refined.  The FEA-PMO plans to use the results of this limited use of the PRM for the FY 2005 budget formulation process to develop lessons learned that inform the development of PRM Version 2.0;
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 PRM Version 1.0 is being released well into many agencies internal pre-Selection processes to submit their proposed FY 2005 budget to OMB in September; and
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 The PRM requires a cultural shift and collaboration within agencies by numerous staff representing CFO, budget, program planning, and CIO perspectives.

The PRM has key intersections points with existing management processes, such as agencies’ IT CPIC processes.  Volume II of PRM Version 1.0 suggests how these relationships can be leveraged to ensure efficient implementation of the PRM.  The PRM and the process to use it will continue to be refined and implemented consistent with the federal budget process.  The Business Reference Model 2.0 release document provides additional detail on the FEA and key milestones in the federal budget process.

[image: image102.emf]Value

Customer 

Results

Customer 

Results

Processes and Activities

Processes and Activities

Technology

Technology

Other Fixed 

Assets

Other Fixed 

Assets

People

People

Mission and 

Business 

Results

Mission and 

Business 

Results

Degree to 

which agency 

migrates to its 

IT Enterprise 

Architecture

Enterprise 

Architecture

Planning 

and 

Resource 

Allocation

Operationalized 

Measurement 

Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

Degree to 

which agency 

migrates to its 

IT Enterprise 

Architecture

Enterprise 

Architecture

Planning 

and 

Resource 

Allocation

Operationalized 

Measurement 

Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

% of Enterprise 

Architecture 

requirements, 

guidance, and 

deliverables 

provided to 

agency EA staff 

on schedule

Delivery 

Time

Timeliness 

& Respon-

siveness

Operationalized 

Measurement 

Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

% of Enterprise 

Architecture 

requirements, 

guidance, and 

deliverables 

provided to 

agency EA staff 

on schedule

Delivery 

Time

Timeliness 

& Respon-

siveness

Operationalized 

Measurement 

Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

Cost avoidance 

attributable to 

consolidations 

identified in Target EA

Savings & 

Cost 

Avoidance

Financial

Operationalized 

Measurement Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

Cost avoidance 

attributable to 

consolidations 

identified in Target EA

Savings & 

Cost 

Avoidance

Financial

Operationalized 

Measurement Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

% of internal 

users who 

report using the 

EA 

management 

system as 

intended

User 

Requirements

Effectiveness

Operationalized 

Measurement 

Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

% of internal 

users who 

report using the 

EA 

management 

system as 

intended

User 

Requirements

Effectiveness

Operationalized 

Measurement 

Indicator

Generic 

Measurement 

Indicator

Measurement 

Category

Existing 

Indicator From 

actual GPRA 

Strategic Plan


4.  How was the PRM Developed and How Does it Fit with the Rest of the FEA?

This section provides an overview of how the PRM was developed and its key integration points with the other reference models that comprise the FEA reference model framework.

HOW WAS THE PRM DEVELOPED?

The PRM was developed using a collaborative and iterative process.  The process was designed to leverage existing approaches and best practices for performance, while at the same time creating a practical framework that would achieve the purposes required.  Key steps the FEA-PMO took to develop the PRM included:
1.  Defined the purposes of the PRM.

2.  Defined the PRM Measurement Areas by considering legislative requirements and best practice approaches to performance measurement.  Figure 5 on the following page shows how each Measurement Area was identified. 

FIGURE 5:  LEGISLATIVE AND BEST PRACTICE DRIVERS OF PRM MEASUREMENT AREAS
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3.  Within each of these Measurement Areas, the FEA-PMO identified Measurement Categories by further assessing legislative requirements, best practices, and what agencies are currently measuring in their GPRA Strategic and Performance Plans, Exhibit 300s, and PART assessments.  A universe of general measures were identified that would be useful if reported to OMB.  These served as the starting point for the individual Generic Measurement Indicators in each Measurement Category.  Appendix D of this release document provides a comprehensive list of the sources used to inform the PRM.

4.  Conducted informational briefings and proofs of concept to test the draft PRM structure.  These proofs of concept included testing the PRM with the 24 Presidential E-Government Initiatives, the six priority Lines of Business identified for FY 2004, and briefings and working sessions within OMB and with components of the Immigration and Nationalization Service and the Patent and Trademark Office.

5.  Refined the draft PRM and supporting process based on lessons learned from the proofs of concept.

6.  Obtained review and comment on the draft PRM from subject matter experts within OMB.

7.  Released a PRM Working Draft for agency review and comment.  Three hundred twenty six comments were received from agency staff, CIO and CFO Council members, OMB staff, and others. 

8.  Refined the draft PRM based on comments on the PRM Working Draft.  These comments were incredibly instructive for the FEA-PMO as it developed this PRM Version 1.0 release document.  A summary of these comments is provided in Appendix C of this release document.

9.  Finalized integration of the PRM into OMB Circular A-11 guidance.

10.  Published two PRM Version 1.0 release documents that agencies can use to improve performance and meet the PRM-related requirements of the FY 2005 OMB Circular A-11.

During this process the FEA-PMO staff met with nearly 200 government officials within OMB and at federal agencies to discuss the PRM.  

This PRM Version 1.0 release document is the first in a series of iterative refinements and improvements to the PRM.  The FEA-PMO will work with agencies, key councils, and other stakeholders as it moves to PRM Version 2.0 to be released for agencies to use as they develop their FY 2006 budgets.

WHAT IS THE FEDERAL ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE?

To facilitate the federal government’s transformation towards being more citizen-centered and results-oriented, the FEA-PMO is developing the FEA.  The FEA is being constructed through five interrelated “reference models” designed to identify collaboration opportunities both within and across traditional organizational boundaries.  On July 24, 2002, the FEA-PMO released version 1.0 of the Business Reference Model (BRM), which describes the federal government’s Lines of Business and its services to the citizen – independent of the agencies, bureaus, and offices that perform them.
  The FEA Reference Model Framework is shown in Figure 6 below.
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FIGURE 6:  THE FEA REFERENCE MODEL FRAMEWORK

Business Reference Model

The Business Reference Model (BRM), now in version 2.0, is a function-driven framework that describes the Lines of Business and Sub-Functions performed by the federal government independent of the agencies that perform them.  The model provides a common understanding of the federal government’s business for agencies, oversight bodies, IT decision makers, and other stakeholders; and facilitates the identification of cross-agency opportunities and redundancies.

Of all the FEA reference models, the PRM is most closely tied to the BRM.  The BRM provides a functional description of what Lines of Business and Sub-functions agencies currently conduct.  Over time, the PRM will be applied to BRM Sub-functions to assess how well agencies conduct them.  The BRM provides the content for the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area and the starting point to determine which Processes and Activities agencies should measure through the PRM.  How the PRM is “operationalized” will vary depending on whether the Line of Business or Sub-function is in the Services for Citizens Measurement Area (e.g. Border Security) or Management of Government Resources (e.g. Goods Acquisition). 

Service Component Reference Model

The Service Component Reference Model (SRM), now in version 1.0, is a business-driven, functional framework that classifies Service Components with respect to how they support business and/or performance objectives.
  The SRM is structured across horizontal services areas that, independent of the business functions, can provide a leverage-able foundation for re-use of applications, application capabilities, components, and business services.

The SRM can be used to identify collaboration opportunities around services and applications.  If capitalized on, these opportunities will lead to performance improvements as measured through the PRM, such as reduced costs, reduced time to implement services and applications, and ultimately improvements in processes and activities and results.

Data and Information Reference Model

The Data Reference Model (DRM), still being developed, will describe at an aggregate level the data and information that support program and business line operations.  The DRM will help describe the interactions and information exchanges that occur between the federal government and its customers, stakeholders, and business partners.  The DRM will categorize the government’s information along general content areas specific to BRM Sub-functions and decompose those content areas into greater levels of detail, ultimately to data elements that are common to many business processes.

Data required to conduct business should be chosen in the specific context of the performance improvements having that data can help the business achieve.  Prudent data management is also a key strategy to improving performance through the PRM.

Technical Reference Model

The Technical Reference Model (TRM), now in version 1.0, is a framework to describe how technology supports the delivery, exchange, and construction of service components.
  The TRM outlines the technology elements that collectively support the adoption and implementation of component-based architectures, as well as the identification of proven products and toolsets that are embraced by government-wide initiatives such as FirstGov, Pay.gov, and the 24 Presidential Priority E-Government Initiatives.

Technology decisions will need to be made in the specific context of the performance improvements they will contribute to as articulated through the PRM.

Federal Enterprise Architecture Management System

The FEA-PMO will make available for selected agency officials and OMB the Federal Enterprise Architecture Management System (FEAMS).  FEAMS is a web-based tool that will display how all major IT initiatives in the federal government can be characterized through each FEA reference model.  FEAMS will be directly populated through the budget submissions that agencies send to OMB each September.  More specifically, the information agencies provide in their Exhibit 300s when answering FEA-related questions will be used to populate FEAMS.  Once this occurs, selected federal staff at each agency and within OMB will be able to scan the entire federal IT portfolio to identify collaboration opportunities.
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5.  What Happens Next with the PRM?

 This section provides a summary of the PRM release document and information on how the FEA-PMO will continue to evolve the PRM.

THE PRM IS A RESOURCE TO IMPROVE PERFORMANCE

In summary, the PRM is a flexible tool designed to help agencies improve IT performance.  The extent of its implementation will vary and its usefulness will depend in part upon other existing frameworks agencies use and the degree of improvement needed.  Nevertheless, the PRM is a framework to help drive federal-wide progress consistent with the models’ three main purposes:
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 Enhanced performance information;
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 Clear line of sight to results; and
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 Improved performance through collaboration across organizational boundaries.

PRM Version 1.0 is a starting point.  But in the spirit of continuous improvement the FEA-PMO will actively seek comment and input to create PRM Version 2.0.  Lessons learned through applying the PRM to DME IT initiatives in the FY 2005 budget formulation cycle will be used to drive how the PRM evolves from its current form to version 2.0.

Specifically, the FEA-PMO will seek to further engage the financial management and human capital communities to improve the PRM.

THE FEA-PMO WILL CONTINUE TO COMMUNICATE WITH AGENCIES

For the PRM and other FEA Reference Models to truly help agencies and OMB, information about the models must be widely and readily available.  Acknowledging this, the FEA-PMO has instituted a number of ways through which agencies can learn about the FEA and other related activities.  These include:
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 The FEA-PMO website, which is www.feapmo.gov.  At the site agencies can access important FEA-related information including downloading Extensible Markup Language (XML) versions of the latest reference models.  A screenshot of this web site is shown in Figure 7 below:
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FIGURE 7:  THE FEA-PMO WEB SITE, WWW.FEAPMO.GOV
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 Reference model release documents, such as this one for the PRM;
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 The Federal Enterprise Architecture Management System (FEAMS);
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 Public forums and conferences; and
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 Regularly scheduled Council and agency meetings.

PROVIDING COMMENTS ON THE PRM AND OTHER FEA REFERENCE MODELS

The FEA-PMO will accept comments on the PRM Version 1.0 and other FEA reference models at anytime.  The FEA-PMO will track and respond to all comments submitted.  

Comments may be provided by e-mail, telephone, mail, fax, or in-person discussions with FEA-PMO staff.  Those wishing to comment on the PRM are encouraged to visit www.feapmo.gov for additional information about the FEA reference model framework.
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 Comments can be e-mailed to support@feapmo.gov.  The e-mail should include a contact name, e-mail address, and phone number.
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 Comments can be provided by telephone to FEA-PMO staff by calling (202) 395-0379.  If no one is available to take your call, leave a detailed message and your phone call will be returned.
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 Comments can be mailed to the E-Gov Program Management Office located in the New Executive Office Building.
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 Comments can be faxed to (202) 395-0342.  The fax should include a contact name, phone number, and return fax number.

NEXT STEPS FOR THE PRM

Key next steps for the PRM include:
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 Agencies use PRM Version 1.0 to improve performance as they see fit, and as required in OMB Circular A-11 when submitting FY 2005 Exhibit 300s for DME IT initiatives.

[image: image74.png]


 OMB will assess agency Exhibit 300 submissions for DME IT initiatives to determine (1) the extent of alignment with the PRM (2) lessons learned and examples to incorporate into PRM Version 2.0 and (3) potential collaboration and performance improvement opportunities.
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 The FEA-PMO will continue to accept comments on PRM Version 1.0 and formally seek further agency feedback and examples as it develops PRM Version 2.0 for use in the FY 2006 budget formulation process. 
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 Seek to further integrate the PRM with key CFO initiatives, including the OMB “Super Circular” on financial management and reporting.
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 Seek to further refine the placeholder “People” and “Other Fixed Asset” categories by working with key councils and decision-makers, including OPM and the newly appointed Chief Human Capital Officers.

As with the evolution from the draft PRM to PRM Version 1.0, the FEA-PMO will use standardized criteria grounded in the main purposes of the PRM to guide how the PRM is improved from Version 1.0 to Version 2.0.
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Appendix A:  Mission and Business Results Measurement Categories, Generic Measurement Indicators, and Examples

This Appendix provides the Generic Measurement Indicators for the three Measurement Categories of the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area of the PRM.  These categories are Services for Citizens, Support Delivery of Services, and Management of Government Resources.  This Measurement Area aligns with Measurement Areas described in the Business Reference Model Version 2.0.  For the purpose of completing Exhibit 300, each DME information technology project must identify or develop at least one Operationalized Measurement Indicator in the Mission and Business Results Measurement Area.  The Operationalized Measurement Indicators agencies create should be determined by referencing the outcome indicators identified through GPRA Strategic Plans and Performance Plans and PART assessments.  Selected examples are shown, but agencies use of the PRM from this point forward will create the actual inventory of Operationalized Measurement Indicators.

Services for Citizens

This Measurement Category captures the extent to which results related to services that the U.S. Government provides both to and on behalf of the American citizen are achieved.

	Measurement Category

	Generic Measurement Indicator Grouping

	Examples of “Operationalized” Measurement Indicators
 

	COMMUNITY AND SOCIAL SERVICES- Community and Social Services includes all activities aimed at creating, expanding, or improving community and social development, social relationships, and social services in the United States. This includes all activities aimed at locality-specific or nationwide social development and general social services. This Line of Business includes general community development and social services programs, as well as earned and unearned benefit programs that promote these objectives.


	· Homeownership Promotion
	· Number of HOME Investment Partnership production unites completed

	
	· Community and Regional Development
	· 

	
	· Social Services
	·  Number of worst-case needs households in the U.S. (households with incomes below 50 percent of the local median income, who pay more than half of their income in rent or live in poor quality units).

	
	· Postal Services
	· 

	DEFENSE AND NATIONAL SECURITY –TBD


	· 
	· 

	DISASTER MANAGEMENT- Disaster Management involves the activities required to prepare for, mitigate, respond to, and repair the effects of all disasters whether natural or man-made.


	· Disaster Monitoring and Prediction
	· 

	
	· Disaster Preparedness and Planning
	· Dollar value (estimated) of disaster and property loss avoided

	
	· Disaster Repair and Restore
	· 

	
	· Emergency Response
	· Percent of all mariners in imminent danger rescued

	ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT- Economic Development includes the activities required to promote commercial/industrial development and to regulate the American financial industry to protect investors. It also includes the management and control of the domestic economy and the money supply, and the protection of intellectual property and innovation.


	· Business and Industry Development
	· Number of jobs created or retained in distressed communities as a result of Economic Development Administration investments

	
	· Industry Sector Income Stabilization
	· 

	
	· Intellectual Property Protection
	· Average time (in months) for a complete review of a patent application from filing date to issue or abandonment of the application

	
	· Financial Sector Oversight
	· 

	EDUCATION – Education refers to those activities that impart knowledge or understanding of a particular subject to the public. Education can take place at a formal school, college, university or other training program. This Line of Business includes all government programs that promote the education of the public, including both earned and unearned benefit programs.


	· Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education
	· 

	
	· Higher Education
	· College completion rate of low-income college students who participant in the Trio Student Support Services program.

	
	· Cultural and Historic Preservation
	· 

	
	· Cultural and Historic Exhibition
	· 

	ENERGY - Energy refers to all actions performed by the government to ensure the procurement and management of energy resources, including the production, sale and distribution of energy, as well as the management of spent fuel resources. Energy management includes all types of mass-produced energy (e.g., hydroelectric, nuclear, wind, solar, or fossil fuels). Also included in this Line of Business is the oversight of private industry.
	· Energy Supply
	· 

	
	· Energy Conservation and Preparedness
	· Amount of natural gas in the United States that can be made available to the market.

	
	· Energy Resource Management
	· 

	
	· Energy Production
	· 

	ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT - Environmental Management includes all functions required to monitor the environment and weather, determine proper environmental standards and ensure their compliance, and address environmental hazards and contamination.
	· Environmental Monitoring and Forecasting
	· Number of coastal and Great Lake States provided with improved predictive capabilities and understanding of coastal processes

	
	· Environmental Remediation
	· Number of acres of wetlands enhanced or restored through voluntary agreements to help improve fish and wildlife populations

	
	· Pollution Prevention and Control
	· 

	LAW ENFORCEMENT - Law Enforcement involves activities to protect people, places, and things from criminal activity resulting from non-compliance with U.S. laws. This includes patrols, undercover operations, response to emergency calls, as well as arrests, raids, and seizures of property.
	· Criminal Apprehension
	· 

	
	· Criminal Investigation and Surveillance
	· 

	
	· Citizen Protection
	· Number dismantled of 30 targeted gangs identified as most dangerous

	
	· Crime Prevention
	· 

	
	· Leadership Protection
	· 

	
	· Property Protection
	· 

	
	· Substance Control
	· Percent supply of illegal drugs in the United States



	LITIGATION AND JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES- Litigation and Judicial Activities refers to those activities relating to the administration of justice.
	· Judicial Hearings
	· 

	
	· Legal Defense
	· 

	
	· Legal Investigation
	· 

	
	· Legal Prosecution and Litigation
	· Percent of cases successfully litigated

	
	· Resolution Facilitation
	· Percent of cases resolved using ADR

	CORRECTIONAL ACTIVITIES- Correctional Activities involves all Federal activities that ensure the effective incarceration and rehabilitation of convicted criminals.


	· Criminal Incarceration
	· Percent crowding by Security level

	
	· Criminal Rehabilitation
	· Percent of offenders treated by the Residential Substance Abuse Treatment program arrested within one year of release

	HEALTH - Health involves Federal programs and activities to ensure and provide for the health and well being of the public. This includes the direct provision of health care services and immunizations as well as the monitoring and tracking of public health indicators for the detection of trends and identification of widespread illnesses/diseases. It also includes both earned and unearned health care benefit programs.
	· Illness Prevention
	· 

	
	· Immunization Management
	· Number of cases of vaccine-preventable diseases in the U.S.

	
	· Public Health Monitoring
	· 

	
	· Health Care Services
	· 

	
	· Consumer Health and Safety
	· 

	HOMELAND SECURITY- Homeland Security involves protecting the nation against terrorist attacks. This includes analyzing threats and intelligence, guarding borders and airports, protecting critical infrastructure, and coordinating the response emergencies. The Homeland Security Line of Business is defined by the President’s Strategy on Homeland Security. Note: Some of the Critical Mission Areas from the President’s strategy have already been identified in other Lines of Business in the BRM
	· Border and Transportation Security
	· 

	
	· Key Asset and Critical Infrastructure Protection
	· Number of compromised computer systems identified and notified

	
	· Catastrophic Defense
	· 

	INCOME SECURITY – Income Security includes activities designed to ensure that members of the public are provided with the necessary means – both financial and otherwise – to sustain an adequate level of existence.  This includes all benefit programs, both earned and unearned, that promote these goals for members of the public.


	· General Retirement and Disability
	· Percent of initial disability denials correctly processes

	
	· Unemployment Compensation
	· Improved timeliness of benefit payments

	
	· Housing Assistance
	· 

	
	· Food and Nutrition Assistance
	· 

	
	· Survivor Compensation
	· 

	INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS- TBD
	· 
	· 

	INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS AND COMMERCE- International Affairs and Commerce involves the non-military activities that promote U.S. policies and interests beyond our national borders, including the negotiation of conflict resolution, treaties, and agreements. In addition, this function includes: foreign economic development and social/political development; diplomatic relations with other Nations; humanitarian, technical and other developmental assistance to key Nations; and global trade.


	· Foreign Affairs
	· Percent of participants who increased their understanding of the host country as demonstrated by a follow-up survey

	
	· International Development and Humanitarian Aid
	· Improved and/or maintained nutritional status of targeted groups in specified percent of reporting programs 

	
	· Global Trade
	· 

	NATURAL RESOURCES - Natural Resources includes all activities involved in conservation planning, land management, and national park/monument tourism that affect the nation's natural and recreational resources, both private and federal. Note: Energy-related natural resources are covered in the Energy Management line of business.


	· Water Resource Management
	· 

	
	· Conservation, Marine and Land Management
	· Number of overfished stocks out of 287 major stocks

	
	· Recreational Resource Management and Tourism
	· Percent of physical facilities rated good or fair

	
	· Agricultural Innovation and Services
	· 

	TRANSPORTATION - Transportation involves all federally supported activities related to the safe passage, conveyance, or transportation of goods and/or people.


	· Air transportation
	· Maintain at least 93 percent of active airfield pavement in fair or better condition

	
	· Ground Transportation
	· Rate of highway-related crashes

	
	· Water Transportation
	· 

	
	· Space Operations
	· 

	WORKFORCE MANAGEMENT – Workforce Management includes those activities that promote the welfare of the Nation’s workforce by improving their working conditions, advancing opportunities for profitable employment, and strengthening free collective bargaining.
	· Training and Employment
	· Percent increase in the employment, retention, and earnings of individuals registered under the Workforce Investment Act adult program

	
	· Labor Rights Management
	· 

	
	· Worker Safety
	· Number of workplaces that experienced a significant reduction in injuries following OSHA intervention

	GENERAL SCIENCE AND INNOVATION - General Science and Innovation includes all Federal activities to meet the national need to advance knowledge in this area. This includes general research and technology programs, space exploration activities, and other research and technology programs that have diverse goals and cannot be readily classified into another Line of Business or Sub-function.


	· Scientific and Technological Research and Innovation
	· 

	
	· Space Exploration and Innovation
	· 


Support Delivery of Services

This Measurement Category captures the extent to which intermediate outcomes related to the delivery of services are achieved.
	Measurement Category
	Generic Measurement Indicator Grouping
	Examples of “Operationalized” Measurement Indicators 

	CONTROLS AND OVERSIGHT - Controls and Oversight ensures that the operations and programs of the Federal Government and its external business partners comply with applicable laws and regulations and prevent waste, fraud, and abuse.


	· Corrective Action
	· 

	
	· Program Evaluation
	· 

	
	· Program Monitoring
	· Percent of procurements with small businesses as compared to total prime contracts

	INTERNAL RISK MANAGEMENT AND MITIGATION - Internal Risk Management and Mitigation involves all activities relating to the processes of analyzing exposure to risk and determining appropriate countermeasures.
	· Contingency Planning
	· 

	· 
	· Continuity Of Operations
	· 

	· 
	· Service Recovery
	· 

	LEGISLATIVE RELATIONS - Legislative Relations involves activities aimed at the development, tracking, and amendment of public laws through the legislative branch of the Federal Government.
	· Legislation Tracking
	· 

	· 
	· Legislation Testimony
	· 

	· 
	· Proposal Development
	· 

	· 
	· Congressional Liaison Operations
	· 

	REGULATORY DEVELOPMENT - Regulatory Development involves activities associated developing regulations, policies, and guidance to implement laws.
	· Policy and Guidance Development
	· 

	· 
	· Public Comment Tracking
	· 

	· 
	· Regulatory Creation
	· Percent of households with access to broadband services

	· 
	· Rule Publication
	· 

	PLANNING AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION - Planning and Resource Allocation involves the activities of determining strategic direction, identifying and establishing programs and processes, and allocating resources (capital and labor) among those programs and processes.
	· Budget Formulation
	· 

	· 
	· Capital Planning
	· Percent of space not producing revenue in the government-owned inventory

	· 
	· Enterprise Architecture
	· 

	· 
	· Strategic Planning
	· 

	· 
	· Budget Execution
	· 

	· 
	· Workforce Planning
	· Average number of training hours completed annually in mission critical areas of acquisition, technology, business and project management

	· 
	· Management Improvement
	· 

	PUBLIC AFFAIRS - Public Affairs involves the exchange of information and communication between the Federal Government, citizens and stakeholders in direct support of citizen services, public policy, and/or national interest.
	· Customer Services
	· 

	· 
	· Official Information Dissemination
	· 

	· 
	· Product Outreach
	· 

	· 
	· Public Relations
	· 

	REVENUE COLLECTION - Revenue Collection includes the collection of Government income from all

sources.  Note: Tax collection is accounted for in Tax Collection Sub-Function in the General Government Line of Business.
	· Debt Collection
	· 

	· 
	· User Fee Collection
	· Percent increase in entry fee receipts 

	· 
	· Federal Asset Sales
	· 

	GENERAL GOVERNMENT - General Government involves the general overhead costs of the Federal Government, including legislative and executive activities; provision of central fiscal, personnel, and property activities; and the provision of services that cannot reasonably be classified in any other Line of Business.  As a normal rule, all activities reasonably or closely associated with other Lines of Business or Sub-Functions shall be included in those Lines of Business or Sub-Functions rather than listed as a part of general government.
	· Central Fiscal Operations
	· 

	· 
	· Legislative Functions
	· 

	· 
	· Executive Functions
	· 

	· 
	· Central Property Management
	· Average savings over vehicle manufacturers invoice prices for seven top-selling vehicle types

	· 
	· Central Personnel Management
	· 

	· 
	· Taxation Management
	· Percent of individual tax returns filed electronically

	· 
	· Central Records and Statistics Management
	· 


Management of Government Resources

Measurement Category captures the extent to which intermediate outcomes related to back office support that enable government to operate efficiently are achieved.
	Measurement Category
	Generic Measurement Indicator Grouping
	Examples of “Operationalized” Measurement Indicators 

	ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT - Administration involves the day-to-day management and maintenance of the internal infrastructure.
	· Facilities, Fleet, And Equipment Management
	· Percent of government-owned assets with ROI of at least 6 percent

	
	· Help Desk Services
	· 

	
	· Security Management
	· 

	
	· Travel
	· Number of travel arrangements fully completed in the consolidated, fully integrated e-Travel

	
	· Workplace Policy Development And Management
	· 

	FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT – Financial Management encompasses the origination of financial information at the inception of a business event through all downstream operations or reporting and are dependent on multiple entities for different components, and not contained within a single agency.
	· Accounting
	· 

	· 
	· Budget and Finance
	· 

	· 
	· Payments
	· 

	· 
	· Collections and Receivables
	· 

	· 
	· Asset and Liability Management
	· 

	· 
	· Reporting and Information
	· 

	HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT - Human Resource Management involves all activities associated with the recruitment and management of personnel.
	· Advancement and Awards
	· Percent employees who report they are held accountable for results

	· 
	· Benefits Management
	· 

	· 
	· Labor Management
	· 

	· 
	· Payroll Management and Expense Reimbursement
	· 

	· 
	· Resource Training And Development
	· 

	· 
	· Security Clearance Management
	· 

	· 
	· Staff Recruitment And Employment
	· Percent of agency leadership who report that OPM’s human capital resources enabled them to develop and maintain the workforce needed to meet their missions.

	INFORMATION AND TECHNOLOGY MANAGEMENT – Information and Technology Management involves the coordination of information technology resources and systems required to support or provide a citizen service.
	· Lifecycle/Change Management
	· 

	· 
	· System Development
	· 

	· 
	· System Maintenance
	· 

	· 
	· IT Infrastructure Maintenance
	· Percent of systems integrated/interfaced

	· 
	· IT Security
	· 

	· 
	· Record Retention
	· 

	· 
	· Information Management
	· 

	SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT - Supply Chain Management involves the purchasing, tracking, and overall management of goods and services.
	· Goods Acquisition
	· Award contracts over $25,000 using performance-based contracting techniques for not less than 30% of total eligible service contract dollars.

	· 
	· Inventory Control
	· 

	· 
	· Logistics Management
	· 

	· 
	· Services Acquisition
	· Percent of GSA contract dollars reported as performance-based contracts
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Appendix B:  Customer Results, Processes and Activities, and Technology Measurement Categories, Generic Measurement Indicators, and Examples

This Appendix provides the Measurement Categories and Generic Measurement Indicators for the Customer Results, Processes and Activities, and Technology Measurement Areas of the PRM.  For the purposes of completing Exhibit 300, each DME IT Initiative must identify or develop at least one Operationalized Measurement Indicator in each of these three Measurement Areas.   Selected examples or language to help agencies create their own Operationalized Measurement Indicators is also provided.  However, agencies use of the PRM from this point forward will create the actual inventory of Operationalized Measurement Indicators.

Customer Results

	Measurement       Category
	Generic Measurement Indicator Grouping
	Examples / Language to Help Agencies Create “Operationalized”                         Measurement Indicators

	Customer Benefit


	· Customer Satisfaction
	· # or % of customers of the relevant process who report they are satisfied with the services or products received.  This can vary by type of product or service and by attribute, such as quality, timeliness, or courtesy.

	
	· Customer Retention
	· # and/or % of current/prior customers who have requested/received additional services/support. 

	
	· 
	· # or % of customers of the relevant process who continue to receive products or services. 

	
	· Customer Complaints
	· # of complaints received from customers compared to the total # of customers receiving products or services.

	
	· Customer Impact or Burden
	· Time needed to obtain products or services without using the relevant initiative or process compared to the total time needed with using the initiative or process.  This time saving can then be divided by the total number of customers.  This time saving can then be monetized if desired.

	
	· 
	· # of transactions generated for the customer

	
	· 
	· Amount of revenue generated for the customer 

	
	· 
	· Amount or % savings to the customer

	
	· Customer Training
	· # or % of customers receiving training

	
	· 
	· % of customers satisfied with training 

	
	· 
	· # of avenues of training available to customers

	Service Coverage


	· New Customers & Market Penetration
	· # of new customers within a given time period divided by the total number of customers at the end of the time period.

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of customers that receive products or services as a percent of the total population of potential customers.  This can also be defined as "market share."

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of total products or services produced that are used by customers.

	
	· Frequency & Depth
	· # of visitors to the relevant web-site or physical location per hour, day, week, month, quarter, or year.

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of total products or services produced that are used by customers.

	
	· Service Efficiency
	· Ratio of man-hours to number of service requests

	Timeliness & Responsiveness
	· Response Time
	· Average initial response time to customer inquiries

	
	· 
	· Average time to resolve customer inquiries by type of inquiry

	
	· 
	· Average time between request and fulfillment

	
	· Delivery Time
	· # and/or % of products or services delivered within given time standard

	Service Quality
	· Accuracy of Service or Product Delivered
	· # and/or % of products or services that are provided to customers that meet pre-determined quality standards or customer specifications.

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of inquiries by customers that are successfully resolved or answered the first time the customer makes contact.

	
	· 
	· # of problem-related contacts by customers divided by the total # of customers making inquiries.

	Service Accessibility
	· Access
	· # and/or % of products or services that customers can access.

	
	· 
	· # of means or “access channels” through which customers can obtain products or services.  These can include the telephone, Internet, wireless communications, paper-based forms, fax, or in-person visits.

	
	· Availability
	· # of hours each day in which end-customers can obtain products or services.

	
	· 
	· # of hours each day in which end-customers can obtain assistance.

	
	· Automation
	· The degree to which customers can order or obtain products or services without assistance.  This can include the % of total products or services available through the Internet or telephone.

	
	· Integration
	· # of separate sources or locations a customer must use to obtain products or services.  This can be referred to as “one-stop shopping.”


Processes and Activities

	Measurement       Category
	Generic Measurement Indicator Grouping
	Examples / Language to Help Agencies Create “Operationalized”                              Measurement Indicators

	Financial
	· Financial Management 
	· The degree to which critical financial measures are achieved, including: reconciled/unreconciled cash balances; suspense clearing; delinquent accounts receivable from public; electronic payments; percent of non-credit-card invoices paid on time; interest penalties paid; travel card delinquency trends; and/or purchase card delinquency trends.

	
	· Costs 
	· The total costs associated with producing products or services divided by the total # produced.  These can include interim work products or process steps and end products or process steps.

	
	· 
	· # of Full-Time Equivalents associated with the relevant process compared to the total operating costs associated with the process.  Operating costs can be defined as total direct costs + total indirect costs.

	
	· 
	· Total HR costs (including overtime) as a % of operating cost.

	
	· 
	· Total IT costs as a % of operating cost.

	
	· 
	· The total direct costs compared to the total indirect costs.

	
	· 
	· The total costs associated with the relevant process.

	
	· 
	· % of cost per unit of product produced/service provided divided by the income received per unit of product produced/service provided.  This indicator may help determine how much profit per unit is generated and whether costs are higher than expected.

	
	· Planning
	· Actual expenditures associated with the relevant process divided by the planned expenditures.

	
	· Savings & Cost Avoidance
	· The dollars that would have been spent but were not.  These would generally be attributable to the relevant IT initiative or process improvement.

	
	· 
	· The dollars that would have been spent but were not because collaboration occurred with another agency or organization.

	
	· 
	· Ratio of achieved savings to planned savings.

	Productivity & Efficiency
	· Productivity 
	· # of products or services produced per hour, day, week, month, quarter, or year.

	
	· 
	· # of products or services produced per hour, day, week, month, quarter, or year divided by the number of relevant Full-Time Equivalents.  This measure can also be defined in the reverse, using the relevant Full-Time Equivalents divided by the total number of products or services.

	
	· Efficiency 
	· The amount of resources (e.g. storage capacity or Full-Time Equivalents) utilized divided by the total amount of resources or capacity available.

	
	· 
	· # and/or %  improvement or reduction to products, services, or other characteristics or attributes (e.g. reduction in the number of cases that are backlogged).

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of any products or services, either produced through the relevant process or provided to the relevant process, that are conducted through the Internet or other electronic media, such as CDs.

	Cycle Time & Timeliness
	· Cycle Time 
	· Time to complete the relevant process step(s) and/or produce or deliver products and services.

	
	· 
	· Total cycle time to produce a product or service compared to the total time within the process where value is not being added.  This can also be referred to as how long the product or service “waits” in the process before being moved to the next phase or provided to the customer.

	
	· 
	· Ratio of total resolution time to total # of rejects/exceptions.

	
	· 
	· IT time per unit to produce/ deliver products and services.

	
	· Timeliness 
	· The total actual time associated with the relevant process divided by total planned time.

	Quality
	· Errors
	· % of products or services provided without errors

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of rejects/exceptions produced during the process of making product unit/delivering a service.

	
	· 
	· The number of products of services produced that meet requirements divided by the total number of products or services produced.  This can also be referred to as the “error rate” and can be measured for interim and final outputs or process steps.

	
	· Complaints
	· The number of complaints made about a process, product, or service compared to the total number of relevant customers.  This can vary by product or service type or by interim or final outputs or process steps.

	Security & Privacy
	· Security
	· The degree to which security is improved.  This should be driven by the IT security performance gap identified in Section II.B of the Exhibit 300.

	
	· Privacy
	· The degree to which privacy is addressed.

	Management & Innovation
	· Participation
	· # and/or % of entities involved in or participating in the relevant process.  This participation can vary by extent, quality, or attribute (e.g. meet pre-determined criteria or requirements) that is important to the process.

	
	· Policies 
	· # and/or % of relevant processes that have documented policies or procedures divided by the total number of relevant processes.

	
	· Compliance 
	· The degree to which the process complies with some or all applicable mandates and requirements.  These include laws, regulations, policies, procedures, or other process or organizational requirements.  This can be assessed through targeted compliance audits.

	
	· 
	· The degree to which relevant people, technology, or other fixed assets comply with applicable process mandates and requirements.  This can be assessed through compliance or use rates.

	
	· Risk
	· # and/or %  significant risk events that were not identified in relevant risk management and project management plans or process procedures that actually occurred.

	
	· Knowledge Management
	· The degree to which procedures to capture, share, and communicate relevant intellectual capital or information exist and are implemented throughout the organization.  This can be assessed through targeted evaluations.

	
	· Innovation & Improvement
	· Level of EA maturity according to GAO or other frameworks.

	
	· 
	· # of process improvements.  This could include the average length that existing processes or IT are used or unique ideas that use technology to save cost, time, or streamline processes.


Technology

	Measurement      Category
	Generic Measurement Indicator Grouping

	Examples / Language to Help Agencies Create “Operationalized”                             Measurement Indicators

	Financial
	· Overall Costs
	· The total IT costs associated with the relevant process divided by the number of products or services produced.

	
	· 
	· The total IT costs divided by total operating costs.  This can be compared to relevant industry or peer averages.

	
	· 
	· The total cost avoidance from eliminating IT redundancies

	
	· Licensing Costs
	· The total IT licensing costs divided by the total IT costs.

	
	· Support Costs
	· The total IT support costs divided by the total IT costs.

	
	· Operations & Maintenance Costs
	· The total IT replacement or refreshment costs divided by total IT costs.  This can include software upgrades or hardware replacements.

	
	· 
	· The total IT operations and maintenance costs divided by total IT costs.  These costs generally occur in the implementation phases of the IT lifecycle.

	
	· Training & User Costs
	· Application cost per user of the application.

	
	· 
	· Costs spent on training required to operate IT system.

	Quality
	· Functionality
	· The degree to which the IT provides the technical functionality or capabilities as defined in requirements documents.  The FEA Services Component Reference Model (SRM) describes these capabilities.

	
	· IT Composition
	· % type of IT system, including custom code, COTS, GOTS, or mixed.

	
	· 
	· Extent to which IT system meets existing commercial or industry best practices.

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of core applications which require technology modernization.

	
	· Compliance & Deviations
	· % of IT that complies with agency EA framework

	
	· 
	· # of applications or systems that do not meet pre-determined IT standards.

	Efficiency
	· Response Time
	· Time to respond per query.

	
	· 
	· % of critical defects resolved within standard time interval.

	
	· Interoperability
	· # of applications or systems that either can be or are linked to or consolidated with other applications or systems divided by the total number of relevant applications or systems.

	
	· Accessibility
	· # of means through which other IT, end-users, or customers can access an application or system.  These can include web-based access and wireless communications.

	
	· Load levels
	· # of simultaneous end-users an application or system can provide service to.

	
	· Improvement
	· Extent improvement in technical capabilities or characteristics.

	Information & Data
	· External Data Sharing
	· The total amount of relevant data or information that is electronically shared and re-used by more than one organization divided by the total amount of data or information available.

	
	· Data Standardization or Tagging
	· # of relevant data elements for which standards and definitions exist divided by the number of data elements.

	
	· Internal Data Sharing
	· The number of applications that are linked to and share information with a relevant application that collects data.

	
	· Data Reliability & Quality
	· The degree to which data and information is up-to-date and current as measured against pre-determined requirements.

	
	· 
	· The degree to which data and information is whole and complete as measured against pre-determined requirements.

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of data or information that is incorrect or has errors.  This can vary by the type of data element.

	
	· 
	· Degree to which data integrity standards are met

	
	· 
	· Degree to which data is consistent.  This can be measured by the degree to which data is consistent when compared to pre-determined requirement for data inter-relationships.  For example whether the total of subsidiary ledgers is greater than parent total.

	
	· Data Storage
	· Size of data that can be or will be captured and stored.

	Reliability & Availability
	· Availability
	· The time systems or applications are available to end-users divided by the total time in the relevant time period.

	
	· 
	· Average # of system users per month.

	
	· 
	· The degree to which capacity planning results in sufficient capacity.

	
	· Reliability
	· The unplanned time systems or applications are not available to end-users due to hardware failure divided by the total time in the relevant time period.

	
	· 
	· The unplanned time systems or applications are not available to end-users due to software failure divided by the total time in the relevant time period.

	
	· 
	· The amount of unplanned system or application maintenance divided by the total amount of maintenance.  This amount can be measured in cost or the number of separate maintenance activities.

	Effectiveness
	· User Satisfaction
	· # and/or % of end-users of the application or system who report they are satisfied with the application or system.  This can vary by the capabilities, functionality, usability, or availability of the system, and its overall perceived contribution to performance.  User surveys and focus groups can be used to determine satisfaction levels.

	
	· User Requirements
	· # and/or % of end-users who report they use the application or system as intended in user requirements.  User surveys, focus groups, and targeted observations can be used to determine whether the application or system is being used as intended.

	
	· IT Contribution to Process, Customer, or Mission
	· Time saved in meeting process, customer, and/or mission goals.

	
	· 
	· Increase in demand for IT services and/or investments.

	
	· 
	· % reduction in manual processes based on technology and application delivery or improvements

	
	· 
	· % reduction in time to complete a business function achieved through the introduction of IT.

	
	· 
	· # and/or % of customer-facing functions tracked and rated as improved through the application of IT.
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C. Summary of Agency Comments on Draft PRM

This Appendix highlights some of the common themes in agency comments on the draft PRM and how the PRM and its supporting documentation were revised to address those comments.

AGENCIES PROVIDED COMMENTS ON A PRM WORKING DRAFT 

The FEA-PMO released a PRM Working Draft for federal agency comment on April 28, 2003.   To coincide with the release of the PRM Working Draft an agency overview session was held, which nearly 80 agency officials attended.  The FEA-PMO also held an agency overview session for smaller agencies.  When the comment period closed, 21 separate federal agencies provided comments using a standardized PRM Comment Form.  The FEA-PMO analyzed the comment forms and identified 326 separate comments that these agencies made on the PRM.  These comments were incredibly instructive for the FEA-PMO as it developed this PRM Version 1.0 release document.

Agency comments on the draft PRM ranged those indicating the PRM was a useful framework, such as:

“The PRM draft is well done and provides good examples of its use for projects of varying complexity.  It is relatively simple to understand and apply within our agency.  However, more detail will be required for its implementation …”

to comments that reflecting significant concern about the draft PRM being used government-wide:

“… recommends that OMB work closely with agencies to take the time to “get this right” … Therefore we must non-concur at this time with OMB’s intention to use the PRM to affect A-11 budget decisions.  We suggest instead that you initiate a pilot effort to be conducted over the next 12 months under the auspices of the President’s Management Council to demonstrate proof of this PRM concept before implementing it on a government-wide scale.”

Within this spectrum of comments there were many requests for more guidance, additional examples, and specific changes to the PRM Measurement Categories and Measurement Indicators.  To structure its approach to addressing agency comments, the FEA-PMO organized the comments into categories to identify common themes across the comments.  These common themes were:
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 A - Agency questions the validity and use of the PRM government-wide during FY 2005.  Representative comments include:

“We are concerned that OMB intends to implement four of its five reference models before they are fully vetted, and without issuing comprehensive guidance on how they are to be used.”
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 B - Agency requests clarification on one or more aspects of the PRM. Representative comments include:

“It is unclear if there is/will be standard operationalized indicators to use.”

“…recommends that the PRM be an evolving model with room for future changes or additions, such as external customer orientation to new products and services.”

“For the first indicator of the Financial category, clarification needs to be made between unit costs and total cost of a process.  If there are no variable costs, i.e., it costs the same to process 500 permits as 10,000, it is not clear how useful unit costs are.  Also, guidance is needed to calculate costs.  Which costs should be included, e.g., sunk costs and recurring costs.”
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 C - Agency requests more guidance and examples of how to use the PRM.  Representative comments include:

“…Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.  For example, average response times should be very different for a house fire as opposed to an approaching hurricane.”

“Since this model will eventually be included in the Exhibit 300 Business Case, it would be beneficial to see an example of the PRM table that will need to be filled out.  Organizations will be better able to determine how PRM will fit into their organizations if they know what and how the business case will be reviewed by OMB.”

“The PRM process should include more instructions on how to choose the indicators appropriate to the agency’s activities.”
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 D - Agency requests more discussion of how the PRM fits with other management processes.  Representative comments include:

“It is not clear where the PRM would be used, i.e., during what steps in the GPRA process, CPIC process, budget process, etc.  It is not clear if the PRM information will be available at the appropriate times in all the different processes that will be tasked to use it.”

“OMB has just issued guidance for the PART.  It is not clear how the PRM fits into the PART.  Furthermore, the PART does not reference the FEA or the PRM.”

“It does not appear that much coordination has taken place with the CFO Council, or even within other areas of OMB.  For example, OMB is at work producing the OMB Super Circular that is providing guidance on integrating strategic plans, budgeting, and reporting.  No mention is made of the FEA, BRM, or PRM.  Furthermore, the Super Circular provides for measures of administrative functions quite similar to some of the PRM Measurement Categories.  But not the same.”
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 E - Agency requests a specific change to an existing Measurement Category and/or Measurement Indicator.  Representative comments include:

“Suggest not combining Quality and Efficiency—they are fundamentally different.”

“The PRM needs to address the Mode of Delivery that supports Services for Citizens in Version 2 of the BRM.”

“Recommend that ‘Cycle Time and Resource Time’ be changed to ‘Cycle Time and Timeliness.’  It is unclear what resource time is.”

“Indicators are good.  Categories need some work so that indicators appear in other categories …”
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 F - Agency suggests an additional Measurement Category and/or Measurement Indicator.  Representative comments include:

“Need to measure the effectiveness and security of processes and activities.”

“Add data integrity and capacity planning.”

“The PRM needs to include FISMA to account for IT security requirements.”

“Add an indicator for Public Records/Data management under Services for Citizens.”

“To information assurance/data protection: # or % of customers who are comfortable with the level of protection their data is receiving.”
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 O - Agency is making a general observation or comment about the PRM or performance measurement and management.  Representative comments include:

“The concept is clear.  The success is dependent on the quality of the performance measures.”

“The FEA Reference Model, appears to be performance driven and not business or information technology driven this is indicated in page 3 of 28 in the PRM Working Draft.”

“The set of measurement categories in the draft PRM do track to the BRM.”
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Agency comments on the People and Other Fixed Asset categories are not included in the above analysis.  These comments will serve as the starting point when the FEA-PMO builds out those two Measurement Areas in future versions of the PRM.  The approximate magnitude of the remaining comments in each of the above categories was roughly as shown in the chart below:

PRM VERSION 1.0 ADDRESSES AGENCY COMMENTS

The PRM Version 1.0 goes a long way to address the comments agencies made during the comment process.  Whenever possible given time constraints and available resources the draft PRM was improved to reflect and respond to agency comments.  The table below summarizes some of the key improvements between the draft PRM and PRM Version 1.0 in response to agency comments.

	Comment Category
	How PRM Version 1.0 Responds

	A
	To allow for the PRM to further improve and develop, the PRM is only being required for new, development, modernization, or enhancement IT initiatives during the FY 2005 budget formulation process.  This will allow for lessons learned to be collected that will inform the development of PRM Version 2.0.  Broader application of the PRM will be considered and undertaken as appropriate.

	B
	The PRM Version 1.0 release document provides considerable more detail about the PRM, including:

· Explicitly stating how agencies will be required to use the PRM in FY 2005 budget formulation;

· Describing and justifying each PRM Measurement Area; and

· Discussing how the PRM will benefit key users and at what points during the IT lifecycle.

	C
	The PRM Version 1.0 also includes a Volume II document that provides detailed guidance on how to use the PRM.  A suggested process is described that includes examples and practical guidance to use the PRM throughout the IT lifecycle.

	D
	PRM Version 1.0, Volume II provides an overview of the PRM’s key intersections with existing management processes, such as GPRA, the PART, and agency-level IT CPIC.

	E
	Where possible, agency requests to clarify or change existing Measurement Categories or Measurement Indicators resulted in changes to the PRM.  These changes will be evident to agencies that made the request.  Further, the FEA-PMO will provide in a secure environment more detailed responses to individual agency requests to change the PRM.

	F
	Where possible, agency requests to add a Measurement Category or Measurement Indicator resulted in changes to the PRM.  These changes will be evident to agencies that made the request.  Further, the FEA-PMO will provide in a secure environment more detailed responses to individual agency requests to change the PRM.

	O
	These comments required no changes to the PRM at this time.  Some of these comments represented excellent thinking that will be considered when the FEA-PMO is producing PRM Version 2.0 


As stated many times in this document, the PRM Version 1.0 is a starting point.  Because of this the FEA-PMO will continue to engage agencies and further address their comments and concerns by refining the PRM, providing additional and more detailed guidance, and when possible directly assisting agencies use the PRM for their specific environment.


Appendix D:  Key Terms and List of Sources

This Appendix provides a list of key terms and acronyms related to the PRM and lists some of the primary sources used to develop the PRM.

Key TERMS and acronyms 

BRM – Business Reference Model, one of the five models in the Federal Enterprise Architecture reference model framework.

CFO – Chief Financial Officer, generally responsible for agency-wide budget and performance measurement activities.

CIO – Chief Information Officer, generally responsible for agency-wide IT and information management activities.

CTO – Chief Technology Officer, generally responsible for agency-wide IT management activities.

DME – Development, Modernization, or Enhancement, an IT initiative funding category depicting IT efforts other than maintenance or “steady state.”

DRM – Data Reference Model, one of the five models in the Federal Enterprise Architecture reference model framework.

EA – Enterprise Architecture, the discipline of creating a blueprint of an agency’s business, data, applications, and technology.

FEA – Federal Enterprise Architecture, the collection of five inter-related reference models designed to spur cross-agency analysis and collaboration.

FEAMS – Federal Enterprise Architecture Management System, a read-only web-based system that will allow selected federal staff to view how major IT initiatives align with the FEA reference models.

FEA-PMO – Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office, office within the U.S. Office of Management and Budget that is developing the FEA reference model framework.

GPRA – Government Performance and Results Act, requires agencies to produce Strategic Plans, Performance Plans, and Performance Reports.

IT CPIC – IT Capital Planning and Investment Control, set of federal and agency processes designed to Select, Control, and Evaluate IT investments.

IT Project Manager – The individual responsible for managing an IT investment activity.

Line of Business Owner – An agency that has been designated by the President’s Management Council to lead federal-wide collaboration around a Line of Business or Sub-function in the Business Reference Model.

Line of Sight – The indirect or direct cause and effect relationship from a specific IT investment to the processes it supports, and by extension the customers it serves and the mission-related outcomes it contributes to.

Managing Partner – The federal agency that has the lead on one of the 24 Presidential E-Gov Initiatives.

Measurement Area – The highest-level organizing framework of the FEA Performance Reference Model.

Measurement Category – Groupings of Generic Measurement Indicators within each FEA Performance Reference Model Measurement Area.

Measurement Indicator – Generic measurements organized within a FEA Performance Reference Model Measurement Category.  These are the starting points for agencies to create the Operationalized Measurement Indicators for their specific environment.

Operationalized Measurement Indicator – The indicator that an agency creates that is uniquely tailored to the agency’s specific environment.

PART – Program Assessment Rating Tool, a set of program evaluation questions used to analyze federal programs that is part of the President’s Budget and Performance Integration initiative.

PRM – Performance Reference Model, one of the five models in the Federal Enterprise Architecture reference model framework.

Program Manager – A business official that is responsible for making decisions and managing a federal program or process.

SRM – Service Component Reference Model, one of the five models in the Federal Enterprise Architecture reference model framework.

TRM – Technical Reference Model, one of the five models in the Federal Enterprise Architecture reference model framework.

PMA – President’s Management Agenda, the list of federal-wide initiatives the President has identified as critical to improving government.  These are Budget and Performance Integration, Competitive Sourcing, Expanding E-Government, Improved Financial Management, and Strategic Management of Human Capital.

List of Sources

These are some of the primary sources the FEA-PMO used to develop version 1.0 of the Performance Reference Model.  Agencies may find this list useful as they seek additional guidance and perspective on the discipline of performance measurement.
1. American Customer Satisfaction Index, a partnership of the University of Michigan Business School, American Society for Quality, and CFI Group, “ACSI:  Federal Government Scores,” December 16, 2002.

2. American Management Systems and Mercer, John, “Performance Budgeting for Federal Agencies:  A Framework,” March 2002.

3. Anexys, LLC; Indiana University-Bloomington—Institute for Development Studies; META Group, Inc, “Primer on Measuring ROI in E-Government,” 2001.

4. Artley, Will and Suzanne Stroh, “The Performance-Based Management Handbook:  Establishing an Integrated Performance Measurement System,” Training Resources and Data Exchange, Performance-Based Management Special Interest Group, U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge Associated Universities, September 2001

5. Ashton, Chris, “Transforming Strategic Performance Through the Balanced Scorecard:  How to Drive Effective Strategy Alignment and Execution,” Business Intelligence, 2001

6. Booz Allen Hamilton, “Unbundling the Value Chain:  The Internet’s Impact on Supply Relationships,” 2001.

7. Booz Allen Hamilton, “Internal Revenue Service Strategic Measures Framework,” June 2000

8. Booz Allen Hamilton, “Performance Management Case Study:  Balanced Scorecard Development for a Healthcare Company,” August 1997

9. Brown, Mark Graham, “Keeping Score,” Quality Resources, 1996

10. Brown, Maury Maureen, “The Benefits and Costs of Information Technology Innovations,” Public Performance & Management Review, June 2001.

11. Center for Strategic Management Inc. for the National Institutes of Health, “A Guide to Developing Effective Information Technology Performance Measures,” November 1999

12. Chief Financial Officer’s Council, “Integrating Performance Measurement Into the Budget Process,” 1997

13. Chief Information Officer’s Council, “Value Measuring Methodology,” October 2002.

14. Christopher, William, and Carl Thor, “Handbook for Productivity Measurement and Improvement,” 1993

15. Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990

16. Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996

17. Congressional Budget Office, “Using Performance Measures in the Federal Budget Process,” July 1993

18. Department of Defense Financial Management Modernization Program, “DOD Financial Management Enterprise Architecture,” 2002.

19. Department of Defense, U.S. Army, “Practical Software and Systems Measurement,” October 2000.

20. E-Government Act of 2002

21. Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994

22. Federal Financial Management Improvement Act of 1996

23. Frost, Bob, “Measuring Performance,” Fairway Press, 1998

24. General Services Administration, “Performance Based Management:  Eight Steps to Develop and Use Information Technology Performance Measures Effectively,” 1996

25. General Services Administration, “GSA FY 2002 Performance Plan,” 2000

26. Government Performance and Results Act of 1993

27. Government Paperwork Elimination Act of 1998

28. Harbour, Jerry L., “The Basics of Performance Measurement,” Quality Resources, 1997

29. Harvard Business Review, “On Measuring Corporate Performance,” Harvard Business School Press, 1998

30. Kaplan, Robert S. and Norton, David P., “ Having Trouble with Your Strategy?  Then Map It,” Harvard Business Review, September-October 2000.

31. Kaplan, Robert S. and Norton, David P., “Putting the Balanced Scorecard to Work,” Harvard Business Review, September – October 1993

32. Kaplan, Robert S. and Norton, David P., “The Balanced Scorecard – Measures that Drive Performance,” Harvard Business Review, Vol. 70, No. 2 (January – February 1992)

33. Kirkpatrick, Sharon, “The Program Logic Model:  what, why, and how?,” December 2001

34. Intergovernmental Advisory Board Federal of Government Information Processing Councils, “High Payoff in Electronic Government:  Measuring the Return on E-Government Investments,” March 31, 2003

35. Industry Advisory Council, Enterprise Architecture Special Interest Group Briefing, January, 2003

36. Morris, Matthew, “The State of Performance Measurement in the Capital Budget Development Process,” The Public Manager, 1998

37. National Academy of Public Administration, Center for Improving Government Performance, “Designing Effective Performance Measures – Focus Paper,” June 1999

38. National Academy of Public Administration, Center for Improving Government Performance, “Helpful Practices in Improving Government Performance,” June 1998

39. National Electronic Commerce Coordinating Council, “E-Government Strategic Planning:  A White Paper,” December 2000

40. National Institute of Standards and Technology, Baldrige National Quality Program, “2002 Criteria for Performance Excellence,” 2002

41. National Partnership for Reinventing Government, “Balancing Measures:  Best Practices in Performance Management,” 1999

42. National Institute for Standards and Technology, “Malcom Baldrige National Quality Award 2002 Award Recipient, Health Care Category, SSM Health Care,” 2002

43. National Commission on the Public Service, “Urgent Business for America:  Revitalizing the Federal Government for the 21st Century,” January 2003

44. Office of Management and Budget, “Budget Procedures Memorandum 861:  Completing the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) for the FY2005 Review Process,” May 2003.

45. Office of Management and Budget, “E-Government Strategy:  Implementing the President’s Management Agenda for E-Government,” April 2003.

46. Office of Management and Budget, “Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2004,” February 2003.

47. Office of Management and Budget, Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office, “The Business Reference Model Version 1.0,” July 2002

48. Office of Management and Budget, “The President’s Management Agenda:  Fiscal Year 2002,” 2002

49. Office of Management and Budget, “OMB Circular A-11,” 2002

50. Office of Management and Budget, “OMB Circular A-130,” 2001

51. Office of Management and Budget, “Instructions for the Program Assessment Rating Tools,” April 18, 2002

52. Office of Management and Budget, “Spring Review Program Effectiveness Ratings:  Guidance for Selecting Programs,” 2002

53. Office of Management and Budget, “Memorandum M-02-06, Planning for the President’s Fiscal Year 2004 Budget Request,” April 24, 2002

54. Office of Management and Budget, “Managing for Results:  Budget and Performance Integration:  Program Performance Assessment,” June 2002

55. Office of Management and Budget, “Major Issues for Consideration in Revising the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART):  Preliminary Recommendations by the Performance Evaluation Team (PET)”

56. Office of Management and Budget, Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Office, “The Business Reference Model Version 1.0:  A Foundation for Government-wide Improvement,” 2002

57. Office of Management and Budget, “Primer on Performance Measurement,” 1995

58. Office of Strategic Planning and Budgeting, State of Arizona, “Managing for Results,” January 1998

59. Performance Institute, “Creating a Performance-Based Electronic Government,” October 2002

60. Porter, Michael E, “Competitive Advantage,”1985

61. Reilly, Gregory and Reilly, Raymond, “Using a Measure Network to Understand and Deliver Value,” Journal of Cost Management, 1999 

62. Social Security Administration, “Building a Methodology for Measuring the Value of E-Services,” 2002

63. Social Security Administration, “Strategic Plan”

64. Social Security Administration, “Performance Plan Fiscal Year 2001 and Revised Final Fiscal Year 2000 Performance Plan”

65. State of Iowa, “The Iowa Citizen-Initiated Performance Assessment (CIPA) Project,” 2002

66. Transportation Security Administration:  Performance targets and Action Plan, 180 Day Report to Congress,” May 19, 2002

67. University of Wisconsin-Extension Program Development & Evaluation, “Logic Model,” 2002

68. U.S. Department of Agriculture, “FY 2003 Annual Performance Plan and Revised Plan for FY 2002,” March 2002

69. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, “Strategic Plan (2000 – 2005)

70. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Export Administration, “FY 2001 Annual Performance Report and FY 2003 Annual Performance Plan”

71. U.S. Department of Energy, “Guidelines for Performance Measurement,” 1996

72. U.S. Department of Justice,  “FY01 Performance Report/ FY 02 Revised Final Performance, FY03 Performance Plan,” 2002

73. U.S. Department of Labor,  “IT Performance Measurement Guidebook,” 2002

74. U.S. Department of Labor, “IT Project Management,” 2002

75. U.S. Department of Labor, “E-Government Strategic Plan:  Transforming into a Digital Department,” February 2003

76. U.S. Department of State, “Program Performance Report:  Fiscal Year 2001”

77. U.S. Department of Transportation, “2003 Performance Plan and 2001 Performance Report,” 2002

78. U.S. Department of Treasury, Financial Management Service, “Performance Measurement Guide,” November 1993

79. U.S. Department of Treasury, “FY 2001 Performance Report”

80. U.S. Department of Treasury, U.S. Customs Service, “Strategic Plan, Fiscal Years 2000-2005”

81. U.S. Department of Treasury, U.S. Customs Service, “Performance Report for FY 2001”

82. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Program Evaluation:  An Evaluation Culture and Collaborative Partnerships Help Build Agency Capacity,” May 2003

83. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Performance Budgeting:  Current Developments and Future Prospects,” April 2003

84. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Major Management Challenges and Program Risks:  A Governmentwide Perspective,” January 2003

85. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Managing for Results:  Efforts to Strengthen the Link Between Resources and Results at the Veteran’s Health Administration,” December 2002

86. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Electronic Government:  Selection and Implementation of the Office of Management and Budget’s 24 Initiatives,” November 2002

87. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Program Evaluation:  Strategies for Assessing How Information Dissemination Contributes to Agency Goals, “ September 2002

88. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Results-Oriented Cultures:  Insights for U.S

89. Agencies from Other Countries’ Performance Management Initiatives,” August 2002

90. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Performance Reporting:  Few Agencies Reported on the Completeness and Reliability of Performance Data,” April 2002

91. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Managing for Results:  Agency Progress in Linking Performance Plans with Budgets and Financial Statements,” January 2002

92. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Major Management Challenges and Program Risks:  A Governmentwide Perspective,” January 2001

93. U.S. General Accounting Office, “ Program Evaluation:  Studies Helped Agencies Measure or Explain Program Performance,” September 2000

94. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Managing for Results:  Emerging Benefits from Selected Agencies’ Use of Performance Agreements,” October 2000

95. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Management Reform:  Elements of Successful Improvement Initiatives,” October 1999

96. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Managing for Results:  Measuring Program Results that are Under Limited Federal Control,” December 1998

97. U.S. General Accounting Office,” Managing for Results:  The Statutory Framework for Performance-Based Management and Accountability,” January 1998

98. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Performance Measurement and Evaluation:  Definitions and Relationships,” 1998

99. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Executive Guide:  Measuring Performance and Demonstrating Results of Information Technology Investments,” March 1998

100. U.S. General Accounting Office, “Executive Guide:  Effectively Implementing the Government Performance and Results Act,” June 1996

101. U.S. House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management and Intergovernmental Relations and the Subcommittee on Legislative Budget Process of the Rules Committee, “Linking Program Funding to Performance Results,” Hearing before the Committee on Government Reform, September 19, 2002

102. U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Government Operations, “Government Performance and Results Act of 1993:  Committee Report” (Report 103-106), May 25, 1993

103. U.S. Senate, Committee on Governmental Affairs, “Government at the Brink,” June 2001

104. U.S. Senate, Committee on Governmental Affairs, “ Government Performance and Results Act:  Committee Report” (Report 102-49), September 29, 1992

105. U.S. Senate, Committee on Governmental Affairs, “Measuring Program Performance:  Getting the Most Bang for the Buck,” Hearing before the Committee on Governmental Affairs, May 23, 1991
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“Implementation of E-Government is         important in making government more         responsive and cost-effective.”


President George W. Bush                                           July 10, 2002












































� “Implementing the President’s Management Agenda for E-Government:  E-Government Strategy,” U.S. Office of Management and Budget.  April 2003.


� “Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2004,” U.S. Office of Management and Budget.  February 3, 2003; and “Urgent Business for America:  Revitalizing the Federal Government for the 21st Century,” The National Commission on the Public Service.  January 2003.


� The FEA-PMO has also published detailed guidance on using the PRM consistent with existing management processes in Volume II:  How to Use the PRM.


� “The Business Reference Model Version 2.0,” Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office, U.S. Office of Management and Budget.  June 2003.


� “The Business Reference Model Version 1.0,” Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office. July 24, 2002.


� “The Service Component Reference Model Version 1.0,” Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office, U.S. Office of Management and Budget.  June 2003.


� “The Technical Reference Model Version 1.0,” Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office, U.S. Office of Management and Budget.  June 2003.


� These are the Lines of Business from the Business Reference Model Version 2.0.  Lines of Business in the Mode of Delivery Area are addressed in the Processes and Activities Measurement Area of the PRM.


� These are the Sub-Functions from the Business Reference Model Version 2.0.


� These are actual measures that agencies are using in their GPRA Strategic and Performance Plans and measures that have been determined “adequate” through PART assessments.  As agencies use the PRM for their specific IT initiatives they will significantly expand these examples.


� Certain Measurement Indicators related to IT management, specifically cost and schedule, are addressed in other areas of the Exhibit 300 and consequently not included in the PRM.  Specific IT indicators for IT security are also addressed in other areas of the Exhibit 300 and not included in the PRM.
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				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		DOD		Cover Letter.  DOD recommends that OMB work closely with agencies to take the time to "get this right" before impacting government operations as envisioned through the budget process and as outlined in the agency FEA and A-11 briefings.  Without careful c		A		2		I		1

		16		DOI		5.  Not all IT expenditures will result in improved performance, especially in quantifiable terms.  Some expenditures are necessary to replace outdated hardware/software, keep pace with increasing labor costs, respond to 911 priorities and mission changes		OBSERVATION		1		II		1

		3		HUD		1b. (5) The PRM might be strengthened if the process leading to definition of program logic models was more informed by policy, program evaluations and social science and not just worked out by program directors and IT people.		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		7		USDA		2b. No.  A quandary exists for establishing improvement targets without an established budget.  The process normally would be to 1) set outcomes targets; 2) determine the mix of outputs that will allow the achievement of the outcome targets, thereby estab		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		8		EPA		2b. Section IV notes that "initiatives that involve more than one or all agencies will require some degree of collaboration to identify common PRM indicators.  These would include…initiatives that align with BRM Lines of Business such as Human Resources o		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		18		DOE		5. (1)  Human Capital Areas should be coordinated with OPM.   Mission and Business, Processes and activities should be included in the Business Model and Service Component Architectures. This level of detail should not be included in the PRM reporting req		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		50		DOD		7b.  In general, the PRM seems to provide a pretty extensive inventory of indicators.  Whether it is complete, we cannot be certain.  However, the performance indicators appear to be merely a restatement of the objectives for the function.

· Most of the		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		35		VA		5. The measures proposed by the Performance Reference Model present are a set of complete process outcome measures.  While this may be the most appropriate approach to measure performance in terms of the direct service to the citizenry; it does not lend i		OBSERVATION		2		II		1

		39		EPA		5. This model assumes that the Federal Agency has some control over its
performance relationships. In EPA, as in some other Federal agencies, about 80%
of the programs are delegated to the States. When performance is dependent upon
Grantees, there is disc		OBSERVATION		2		III		1

		3		HUD		1b. (6) One section of the PRM indicates that agencies can (implies the option) use the PRM.  Later, the text indicates it is mandatory.  This inconsistency needs to be corrected.  HUD recommends that it be optional because the metrics that may be approp		B		2		I		2

		8		Ed		1b. It appears to be biased towards E-Gov initiatives but should include all government IT initiatives.  It is not clear when it will be used, for what, other than it will be used for Exhibits 300 for budget formulation for 05.  Is it to be a catalogue? I		B		2		I		2

		35		Treasury		5. The document does an excellent job of expressing fundamental concepts and motivations to better couple IT with business objectives and define common performance indicators to achieve both OMB and Department/Agency objectives.  It provides a viable star		B		2		I		2

		46		USDA		8b. USDA recommends that the  PRM be an evolving model with room for future changes or additions, such as external customer orientation to new products & services.		B		2		I		2

		47		USDA		9b. The draft PRM should be an evolving model with room for future changes or additions, such as adding the number and percentage of customer complaints after using new products.		B		2		I		2

		49		Treasury		10b. The set of measurement categories in the draft PRM are sufficient to begin to use the PRM but will almost certainly have to be modified and augmented as the PRM evolves/matures. The PRM should contain a rationale for each measurement category that ex		B		2		I		2

		57		DOD		14b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of		B		2		I		2

		67		PTO		15b. Indicators are good.  However, it is unclear whether all of these indicators would be needed.		B		2		I		2

		68		DOD		15b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of		B		2		I		2

		1		HUD		1b. (1) The model provides a useful framework to link resources, processes, and program results to strategic goals and link performance measurement activities which often operate as stovepipes.   However, there is a conceptual displacement between the mod		B		2		II		2

		2		HUD		1b. (3) More emphasis should be placed on determining the results from either the strategic or program outcomes.  In figure 3, there needs to be explanation of the relationship between program goals (outputs, intermediate outcomes, outcomes) and the means		B		2		II		2

		4		HUD		1b. (8) Please provide more explanation of measurement areas. (9) Page 8, first bullet, should be "cause and effect".		B		2		II		2

		5		PTO		1b. A)  The beginning of this document seems as if it is an IT document written about IT measures.  Later in the document, a wider role than IT is implied.		B		2		II		2

		6		DOD		1b. As written the PRM cannot be used as a mandatory scorecard for all departments and agencies.  Not all measurement areas and measurement categories are applicable, to each Agency and, within measurement categories, not all indicators are applicable.  T		B		2		II		2

		7		DOD		What needs to happen is that OMB needs to provide a more clear and concise definition of PRM.  Since there are differences in organizations, define the scope and boundary of the IT activity as it relates to % allocated for IT in the budget, and as aligned		B		2		II		2

		9		GSA		1b. The PRM draft is well done and provides good examples of its use for projects of varying complexity.  It is relatively simple to understand and apply within our agency.  However, more detail will be required for its implementation.  1) We suggest that		B		2		II		2

		12		NARA		2b. "Line of Sight" to Results: needs more explanation.  Also it is not clear whether proposed measurement indicators are the only choices available--an attempt to standardize measurement across agencies, or whether agencies may choose appropriate indicat		B		2		II		2

		13		HHS		2b. Except for figure 2, it was not obvious (especially in Appendix A) that the People, Technology and Fixed Assets Inputs measurement areas all need to directly map to one of the Process and Activities measurement areas in creating the business line of s		B		2		II		2

		14		DOC		2b. Explain how the PRM connects to the BRM & give examples on PRM use.		B		2		II		2

		17		USAID		2b. It is unclear if there is/will be standard operationalized indicators to use.		B		2		II		2

		18		PTO		2b. See answer for 1b.  Additionally, it is not clear how many of these categories, indicators and areas a user is expected to use.  Is this list all inclusive and users should not use measures outside this list?  Should users use a subset of this list?		B		2		II		2

		21		DOL		3b. For the Technology Measurement Area, it is not clear from what perspective the indicators would be applied.  Would they be applied by individual system, by system group (systems that support a specific functional area), or all systems in a department.		B		2		II		2

		26		HUD		4b. In general, the measurement areas apply for determining results needed.  But due to OMB's clearance process for conducting surveys of the public, the Customer Results Area may not be practical or cost-effective to measure.  Agencies should have the op		B		2		II		2

		27		USAID		4b. There is also not a clear realtionahip between inputs like IT indicators and outputs.		B		2		II		2

		28		Treasury		4b. Suggest that the PRM contain a brief description of each of the six measurement areas and what is intended for each.
· See also 18a “Comments on Figures and Tables” for further measurement areas and discussion on figures in the PRM.
· The set of measu		B		2		II		2

		30		USDA		5. 2)   Definitions:  There needs to be clear definition of the "operational zed indicators".  It’s suspected at some point that the indicators will be used to compare programs and/or organizations.  In the event, that the operationalized indicators are n		B		2		II		2

		34		DOC		5. Reference Model Hierarchy  It is not clear how the Performance Reference Model (PRM) interacts with the Business Reference Model (BRM).  Figure 1 graphically represents a hierarchy showing the BRM below and at a lower, indented level under the PRM.  Lo		B		2		II		2

		37		DOL		5. The draft is not clear in the intent of the examples provided for the various indicators.  The examples ranged from very specific to very high level.  The working assumption is that the draft is designed to provide guidance to the agencies on developin		B		2		II		2

		40		Treasury		7b. The set of indicators listed in the draft PRM for this measurement area are all “Extent to Which” indicators.  It is not clear how they can be measured in a way that facilitates cross-agency comparison.  Their relationship to GPRA Plan Performance Mea		B		2		II		2

		44		EPA		8b. The PRM implies that customer results are always on the direct, critical path toward mission results.   By contrast, the Balanced Scorecard model  recognizes that customer results may only indirectly contribute to business results of concern to other		B		2		II		2

		50		USDA		11b.  We were uncertain if the indicators where to be considered the standard indicators.  Are all the indicators mandatory or are they selectable?  Will the indicators and "operationalized indicators" be required to be included when submitting Exhibit 30		B		2		II		2

		51		HUD		11b. For the Management and Innovation category, the relevancy of the first indicator and the goal desired is unclear. This is an example of the need for performance goals to drive the selection of metrics.		B		2		II		2

		55		USAID		14b. Correlations between internal IT users and levels of satisfactin is somewhat confused.		B		2		II		2

		56		HHS		14b. We feel it would be useful if the categories reflected a greater emphasis on results rather than output or process (for example,  aligning categories to mission, goals and objectives in the strategic plan.)		B		2		II		2

		58		HUD		14b. Myers, Kappelman and Prybutok (1997) indicate that the performance factors for IT include Service, System, and Information quality and Use and User satisfaction.  Within these categories there are multiple performance dimensions.  Only the performanc		B		2		III		2

		72		DOD		5. Generally agree with measurement areas.  “Other Fixed Assets” needs to be clarified earlier.  It does not become clear until one probes the examples in Appendix A.

· The measurement areas need to address external influences or "Drivers" that affect IT		B, C		2		I		2

		20		Treasury		5. The PRM should really build upon cases or examples, that might be aggregated into common patterns of use.  These would be starting points for direct use or tailoring to an agency's needs, rather than assembly from an encyclopedia of options.		C		1		III		2

		7		DOI		2b. It is not clear where the PRM would be used, I.e., during what steps in the GPRA process, CPIC process, budget process, etc.  It is not clear if the PRM information will be available at the appropriate times in all the different processes that will be		C		2		I		2

		10		NRC		3b. Although the concept is clear, it would be of benefit to have examples as to how the PRM should be utilized at various stages of an IT project's life cycle.		C		2		I		2

		12		DOI		3b. Who would use it is described, but there is not much information on how and when.		C		2		I		2

		17		EPA		5. There needs to be further guidance on how this fits with the PART Tool and how both are to be reflected in the CPIC business cases.  The OMB message must be concurrently addressed to the CFO and CIO communities.		C		2		I		2

		21		DOD		5. Since this model will eventually be included in the Exhibit 300 Business Case, it would be beneficial to see an example of the PRM table that will need to be filled out.  Organizations will be better able to determine how PRM will fit into their organi		C		2		I		2

		26		DOD		10b. · The PRM process should include more instructions on how to choose the indicators appropriate to the agency's activities.		C		2		I		2

		3		DOD		2b.  The "notional" process described on slide # 18 and page 8 is very understandable but not complete.  Additional information to describe the detailed process is needed in order to provide "robustness" for implementation.  The process should as a minimu		C		2		II		2

		5		HUD		2b. (1) More information should be provided on the steps to use the PRM.  One-half page is devoted to the steps to use the PRM whereas 13 pages are devoted to the indicators.  The message agencies will receive will be to focus more on the indicators. Also		C		2		II		2

		6		Ed		2b. A Step-by-step guide with clear examples.  Include an example for E-Gov, non E-Gov, and enterprise architecture.		C		2		II		2

		8		Treasury		2b. The six steps presented in the PRM document are logical and make sense.  However, each step could be described in a little more detail.   Concepts such as “logic models” and the use of the “value chain” are not intuitively obvious to everyone and coul		C		2		II		2

		13		GSA		5. An initiative may have a "direct" impact on Inputs/Outputs/Outcomes, but the relationship will not be "exclusive."  For example, Customer Satisfaction may decline overall, in spite of gains resulting from implementing an IT initiative.  The guide shoul		C		2		II		2

		15		DOC		5. Basic Research and Performance Measurements  No example for the indicator “extent to which outcomes related to General Science and Innovation are achieved” is provided.  Since this is an research indicator, OMB should add measurements for basic researc		C		2		II		2

		22		EPA		5. This model mor or less assumes that an agency already has, or can install a
cost accounting system. While this should be the goal, it is a huge leap that
may require a massive restructuring of accounting and reporting systems to come
to fruition. This		C		2		II		2

		11		PTO		5. C) OMB has just issued guidance for the PART.  It is not clear how the PRM fits into the PART.  Furthermore, the PART does not reference the FEA or the PRM.		D		1		II		2

		3		DOJ		1b. Also, the PRM appears duplicative of the Agency Performance Plan, and yet may use a different construct.  In this case, it isn't clear if the two plans will provide conflicting information, and how one plan will be used over the other.		D		2		I		2

		6		HUD		2b. 4) Information should be provided to help agencies to integrate the PRM into their existing management practices.  They will not know how, otherwise.  Recommend that the PRM be used in planning decisions, analysis of alternatives, cost-benefit analyse		D		2		I		2

		8		DOC		2b. Also how will the PRM influence agency strategic plans?		D		2		I		2

		9		DOE		3b. Most of the PRM indicators are currently captured in the Capital Investment process in a business cases which are referenced in the Clinger-Cohen act.  Where is the Capital Investment and business case process?		D		2		I		2

		1		PTO		1b. B)  A limited role for the PRM is clear.  In reporting for OMB form 300 and in budgeting for major IT initiatives, the PRM can clearly be useful.  When stepping outside the IT community the use of the PRM is less clear.  How the financial community w		D		2		II		2

		2		EPA		1b. How the PRM will be used in the budget process is unclear.  "Line of sight" reasoning can be an immensely valuable planning tool.  If applied in a manner that promotes a better reasoned and more informative presentation of program logic, line of sight		D		2		II		2

		4		Treasury		1b. The relationship of the PRM to the other FEA models should be expanded.  Examples to demonstrate this would be helpful, such as the relationship between the PRM and GPRA mandated performance plans and reports.  It appears that the PRM is intended to a		D		2		II		2

		5		Treasury		1b. It is not clear whether the PRM is intended to be a complete, prescriptive expression of the performance measurement framework or allow Department/Agency to define additional metrics as required.  The material sends mixed messages on this topic. It ap		D		2		II		2

		7		Ed		2b. Spell out the process for maturing the PRM. Include: who drives it; interoperability with GPRA, budget; define mature product (pick list of standard measures by measurement area, catalogue); define how to use within agencies and inter-agencies, and so		D		2		II		2

		13		DOC		5. Linkage to Strategic Plans
Guidance is  needed on how PRM affects agency strategic plans & existing performance measures.  Should new measures be added based on the PRM guidance, as well as align existing measures? Agencies will need time to implement		D		2		II		2

		14		DOD		8b. · The PRM process states that Outcomes are aligned to Levels 1 and 3 of the BRM.  The correlation between the business activities in the BRM to this area of the PRM should be better articulated.		D		2		II		2

		15		Treasury		Other. PRM Model states that “Outcomes” are aligned with Levels 1 and 3 of the BRM, while “Outputs” are aligned with Level 2 of the BRM.  However, the “measurement categories” shown for level 2 and the associated indicators do not explicitly reflect the p		D		2		II		2

		13		DOD		9b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of t		E		1		II		2

		3		HHS		6b. The PRM needs to address the Mode of Delivery that supports Services for Citizens in Version 2 of the BRM.		E		2		II		2

		7		USAID		7b. Outcomes and associated indicators should be tuned from a definitional perspective to include alignment of foreign affair components.		E		2		II		2

		10		GSA		8b. 3) The customer satisfaction measurement category should be specific about what is meant by customer satisfaction.  For example, user surveys identify a scale on satisfaction and if a customer notes a 5 (out of 1-10), does this mean that they are sati		E		2		II		2

		11		DOE		9b. (1)  Not very Intuitive.  (2) # of new customers as a % of total customers is not appropriate.  Some of our new customers simply do not have the funds to engage us in other than manual processes.		E		2		II		2

		14		Treasury		9b. The PRM should provide a rationale for each indicator.  In some cases, it does not appear that the indicator is measurable, or that the benefit received from the indicator warrants the cost of the measurement (e.g. “% of eligible customers serviced”,		E		2		II		2

		4		Treasury		5. The PRM needs to include FISMA to account for IT security requirements. The document needs to be updated to reflect the transfer of function to DHS and add DHS as a partner.  IRS is not an agency. 
· The document should use plain English to a greater e		F		2		II		2

		6		USDA		6b. No.  The agricultural research outcome may benefit all, including US citizens.  We recommend that  new categories be added to the draft PRM as necessary in the future.  USDA anticipates that the PRM will be flexible to incorporate future changes.		F		2		II		2

		8		USAID		6b. The model assumes that all agencies activities relate to domestic services. Consideration of an interational perspective is recommended. Also specifications of a separate Financial category may be unnecessary.		F		2		II		2

		10		USDA		7b. No.  The one indicator identified for agricultural research is "…outcome related to General Science and Innovation…"  It is very possible that new indicator(s) will be identified in the future.  (It is difficult to give definitive answer now unless on		F		2		II		2

		20		NRC		9b. Current indicators have a clear G2C focus.  The indicators should be broadened or appropriate indicators added to address needs of agencies with a primary G2B or G2G focus as well as a G2C focus.  An example of an indicator for G2B under "timeliness a		F		2		II		2

		21		NARA		9b. It would be useful to clarify the meaning and use of each indicator.  Suggest using some examples of customer satisfaction indicators from the American Customer Satisfaction Index.  That survey, used by High-Impact Federal agencies, looks at customer		F		2		II		2

		22		PTO		5. B)  This entire document is extremely difficult to read and understand.  PTO is very concerned about having a cohesive planning, budgeting, measurement and reporting strategy so the subject of this document is regarded as important.  5 readers read thi		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		44		Treasury		Other. This figure is showing “line of sight” metrics for the IRS free filing program – a completely internet-driven, computer-centric, business process enhancement.  But the only metric in the example in the “technology measurement area” is a user satisf		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		52		GSA		7b. Indicators must consistently map to every BRM line of business.		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		53		NRC		7b. Since the indicators will be identified through agency GPRA, PART assessments, and other frameworks pertinent to each category, they should be valid indicators so it is premature to address changes since a compendium of the indicators to be identified		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		4		DOJ		1b. The concept is clear, such as the ability to compare like projects. Not sure if this is the best approach or implementation.  Not being a measurement expert - its difficult to evaluate.  It appears that the success of the PRM is dependent on having on		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		5		DOE		1b. The FEA Reference Model, appears to be performance driven and not Business or Information Technology driven this is indicated in page 3 of 28 in the PRM Working Draft.		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		6		DOD		1b. In DoD, we already has performance measures that have been set up for the Strategic Readiness System.  The C4IT Investment Strategy already has established outcomes and measures for various investment areas.  Some of these have already been cross-walk		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		29		Ed		5. Page 2 of 28 and 8 of 28 refer to capturing critical cause and effect relationships from IT inputs to outputs.  This needs to be modified based on the discussions with OMB.  These do not appear to be cause and effect relationships but merely inferences		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		34		Treasury		5. The PRM should relate to the SRM in how service level agreements and managed services are formulated.  This relates to the degree of outsourcing which can range from small services to entire functions.		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		41		DOD		Cover Letter.  For DOD, the PRM performance measures must accurately assess IT's contribution to efficiency and effectiveness of DOD's mission in war and in peace to include the time when DoD stands ready to defend national interests and is engaged in mil		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		42		Treasury		Other. For all of the measurement areas except the “mission and business results” outcome area, the same general critique holds true.  While these metrics would seem to be leaning towards some type of standardization of metrics and performance government-		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		1		HUD		1b. (2) In developing performance metrics, the first and most important step is to determine the results needed.  It is the results desired that should determine the metrics.		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		2		HUD		1b. (4) It seems more accurate to say the PRM is a results hierarchy rather than a measurement hierarchy.		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		17		NARA		5. Fuzzy terminology needs to be made more specific. 4) The PRM is not written in plain language. It uses 
jargon, complex words and phrases (instead of simpler ones), and too 
many words to explain the information. It requires extensive revison to 
clari		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		21		State		5. Appendix D.1 addresses "Social Services" as a Line of Business(LOB) and "Monetary Benefits " as ist subfunction with Department of State as a affected agency. Business Reference Model(BRM) V2 identified "Community and Social Services" as the LOB and "S		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		25		HHS		5. In general, the types of indicators listed in the Appendix are not necessarily the only types of metrics that could be used for the categories, and there may be qualitatively measured endpoints rather than quantitative (numeric) ones. Also, in some cas		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		31		DOC		5. Performance indicators should be manageable, limited, practical, and realistic.  
They should provide quantitative, objective measures instead of qualitative, subjective measures, otherwise the values derived from the measurement are useless, particula		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		48		PTO		6b. This is the weakest area.  The standardization does not seem to work very well at this level.  It is difficult to retain standardization while still allowing leeway to recognize the unique requirements of each agency.  Perhaps unique requirements coul		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		51		PTO		7b. Indicators are very vague.  It is difficult to mandate standardization at this level.		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		10		DOD		2b.  For areas requiring a high degree of cross-Agency collaboration (e.g., Human Resources) once the indicators are made operational, it is not clear how an adequate basis for comparison across Agencies is provided.  Without having common measurement met		B		1		II		3

		36		Treasury		5. Some definition of how multiple indicators are to be synthesized into measuring the performance of an output or outcome is needed. 
· There should be a description of how individual quantitative performance indicators on a multi-agency initiative are s		B		1		II		3

		11		DOD		1b. The current federal architecture asks agencies to create a baseline AS-IS state, a target TO-BE state, and a sequencing plan to move the agency from the baseline to the target state.  The PRM process needs to clarify how the sequencing plan can be ach		B		2		I		3

		19		DOI		2b. The process is described at a high level, but it is not clear where, when and by whom decisions and assessments will be made.		B		2		I		3

		20		GSA		2b. How will the PRM governance related to the business lines that are outside the control of the CIO and IT initiatives be done? There needs to be ownership for performance measurement by the business line owner, not just the  CIO.  The linkage and depen		B		2		I		3

		23		DOD		3b. Key stakeholders were identified (slide #25), however, additional users (e.g. architects, developers, etc.) should also use and leverage the PRM to do their jobs more efficiently and effectively.  The “use” and “how” need to be explained better in a m		B		2		I		3

		16		DOE		2b. A concern is; capturing and reporting these metrics will require additional resources.  (2)  It is not clear if the PRM is a guide to help create ad-hoc measures for all projects, or if a standard set of measures which will be determined and imposed f		B		2		II		3

		22		HUD		3b. (1) The requirement is for IT managers to use the PRM in the 2005 budget submission yet IT managers are only responsible for one part.  Many do not know about logic models or value chains much less how to use them effectively.  It is unclear how they		B		2		II		3

		24		USDA		3b. No.  What is the projected expenditure necessary to be classified as a major IT investment?  Also, it is not clear who has (or have) the responsibility for executing the PRM process, including the 7 steps identified in the draft PRM.  Will it be the p		B		2		II		3

		25		PTO		3b. Page one states that "OMB, CIOs, CFOs, and Program or Project Managers seeking to meet IT performance requirements" will use the PRM.  However the rest of the document implies that the use of the PRM will spread outside of the IT community.  It is not		B		2		II		3

		32		USAID		5. It is unclear how agency-specific operational indicators will facilitate interagency performance comparisons.		B		2		II		3

		33		DOC		5. Many of the technology measurement area indicators are ambiguous and certain terms need to be defined such as: consolidated, interoperable, access point, channels, standardized, share, complete, availability.   More specific examples such as the one fo		B		2		II		3

		43		Treasury		8b. The PRM should contain a rationale for each measurement category that explains why it was selected and how it was defined.		B		2		II		3

		52		DOD		11b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of		B		2		II		3

		65		USAID		15b. Further definition regarding the calculation or interpretation of % data standards will address current vagueness associated with this item.		B		2		II		3

		41		Treasury		Other. For “Support Delivery of Services” and “Management of Government Resources” all indicators are expressed as “intermediate outcomes”. Is there any way in the PRM to link these “intermediate” outcomes to “final” outcomes?  If not, are you really achi		B		2		III		3

		73		NARA		5.  Overall comments:1) The PRM is a useful way to organize identification of performance measures, but it is applicable beyond IT performance. In fact, most of OMB's recent performance initiatives have been narrowly focused on IT when we should be trying		B, D		2		II		3

		14		GSA		5. Lastly, we need more concrete examples of the business lines.  Examples in the Draft PRM do not reflect the typical business lines or core performance areas that are applicable to most agencies.		C		1		III		3

		19		HUD		5. Recommend that policy and guidance be included on the cost of measurements.  Even a critical few measurements collection multiple times a year could be expensive.  Also, there should be guidance given on the trade-off between accuracy and cost of measu		C		1		III		3

		23		NARA		6b. The lack of examples in the Support Delivery Services and Management of Government Resources detracts from the usefulness of the model and our ability to comment on it intelligently.  The one example in each of these sections was not very helpful.  Ar		C		1		III		3

		1		GSA		1b. 2) We need suggestions or examples of how each of the indicators can be measured so that the agencies can consistently and accurately determine their success.  Standard scales to be applied uniformly to the indicators would be quite valuable.  3)  The		C		2		II		3

		2		NARA		1b. The PRM needs better examples that show a clear correlation between the IT inputs to outcomes, especially in the "Line of Sight" example 5.		C		2		II		3

		4		FERC		Standardized performance data is one of the objectives.  Without providing more guidance for defining indicators, standard for data comparison will be difficult.		C		2		II		3

		9		NARA		3b. After revising the PRM, provide implementation guidance. Guidance could also include examples of the "performance dashboard" (April 2003 FEA-PMO Presentation). Suggest using as an (additional?) example a simpler, more directly attributable IT example,		C		2		II		3

		11		USAID		3b. It is unclear how OMB will apply the results of the PRM		C		2		II		3

		28		FERC		3b. It is clear how Agencies can use it  (Slide 18, page 9). It is not really clear how OMB is going to use it without clear standards. Example: IT infrastucture indicators		C, F		2		II		3

		16		Treasury		Other. Measurement Area:  Customer Results. Category:  Service Accessibility.  Indicator:  # of access channels or entry points available.  Expanding the number of access points for customer service can be an expensive investment.  It also can be detrimen		E		2		II		3

		30		DOD		6b.  Additional ones probably should be added that include specific linkages to the "vision", "strategy" and mission; desired outcomes are also required, depending on the purpose of the EA effort (e.g. Services to the Warfighter and dependents).  DoD serv		E, F		1		III		3

		54		Treasury		Other. Measurement Area:  Process and Activities.  Category:  Management & Innovation.  Indicator”  # of application systems required to conduct process.  The implication here is the fewer, the better.  Without context, however, this is meaningless.  What		B		2		II		4

		59		Treasury		14b. One example is the combination of Information and Data.  The way in which the PRM uses the term “information” is not defined.  If it is “non-electronic” – it does not belong in this area.  If it is “electronic, but not in a database” – it should prob		B		2		II		4

		60		USDA		14b. USDA would like the PRM to be an evolving model with room for future changes or additions, including the number and percentage of attempted and successful security related intrusions.

Also, there seems to be significant overlap between "Quality and		B		2		II		4

		61		DOE		15b. (1) Beyond measuring whether requirements are fulfilled and users are satisfied, there needs to be a measure of whether the mission was better accomplished as a result of the investment.  (2)  % of consolidated or interoperable IT resources across or		B		2		II		4

		62		NARA		15b. Either under Information & Data (preferred) or Reliability & Availability, there should be an indicator that the information has an approved disposition (i.e., has been scheduled with NARA) and, if needed, a migration plan.  Definitions of the indica		B		2		II		4

		64		EPA		15b. For the IT manager, increased demand for IT services is a good indicator of the importance of those services to achieving mission results.  Increased demands tells the IT manager that he/she has successfully made the business case for IT investments		B		2		II		4

		4		EPA		7b.  The "pollution control" sub line of business under "Environmental Management" should be changed to "Pollution Prevention and Control" to better reflect the host of relevant business activities (EPA's standing requested change to the BRM)  Then, the m		E		2		I		4

		2		DOE		6b. Revised:  Service to Citizens:  Extent to which outcomes related to Energy are achieved:  Outcome indicators identified through GPRA, PART assessments, or other frameworks that align with Energy Supply, Energy Conservation, Preparedness, and Energy Re		E		2		II		4

		5		OPM		7b. In the "Definition" section of the Measurement Category "Management of Government Resources" for the Human Resources Indicator, please add "Human Capital Management."  Human Capital Management is the subfunction that best fits the E-Gov initiative "En		E		2		II		4

		6		HHS		7b. Indicators should be added to address the recommended Mode of Delivery category.

Defination of Health indicator should include Biomedical and Biobehavioral Research.		E		2		II		4

		15		GSA		9b.  Also, we suggesting clarifying the following:  Under Service Accessability, change the indicator "# and/or % of products or services accessed" to "# and/or % of products or services used" to make consistent with the definition.  ("Access" does not ne		E		2		II		4

		18		HUD		10b. Recommend that "Cycle Time and Resource Time" be changed to "Cycle Time and Timeliness."  It is unclear what resource time is.		E		2		II		4

		19		PTO		10b. The labeling language used here is confusing.  There is a separate financial category which is fine.  However, Productivity and Efficiency are lumped together.  "Efficiency" is generally regarded as a unit cost measure and should be a financial measu		E		2		II		4

		20		USDA		11b.  The "# of unidentified risk events" should be changed to address only unidentified risks that occur that have significant program impacts.  The knowledge capture indicator is very weak and needs better definition.		E		2		II		4

		21		PTO		11b. Indicators are good.  Categories need some work so that indicators appear in other categories as specified previously.		E		2		II		4

		22		DOD		11b. · While the Processes and Activities Measurement Area captures the number of FTEs’ required to produce, overtime required is neglected as an indicator of staffing appropriate to agency requirements.  Failure to capture overtime expended distorts the		E		2		II		4

		23		EPA		11b. Under the "Financial" measurement category, the description for the "comparison of planned versus actual expenditures" should read "divided by" rather than "subtracted from."  Similarly, under the "Cycle Time & Resource Time" management category, the		E		2		II		4

		24		GSA		11b. The first indicator in the Quality category seems redundant relative to the first indicator in the Service Quality category in the Customer Results Measurement Area.  How does "% of products or services provided effectively or without errors" DIFFER		E		2		II		4

		26		DOC		15b. In Reliability & Availability, divide the indicator on downtime, one for hardware related caused, the other for software related causes.  This gives a more effective overall measurement.		E		2		II		4

		27		GSA		15b. Under User Satisfaction, for both indicators noted, change "IT users" to "end users" so that it matches their definitions.		E		2		II		4

		28		FERC		15b. Reliability and integrity of the information.  I recommend integrating specifically the data quality initiative and indicators such as the number of times complains were received to correct data.		E		2		II		4

		28		DOD		10b.  We would like to see the Mode of Delivery included more explicitly.

· Additional ones that include specific linkages to the "vision", "strategy" and mission desired outcomes are also required depending on the purpose of the EA effort (e.g. warfight		F		1		III		4

		34		Ed		11b. Need to measure the effectiveness and security of processes and activities.		F		1		III		4

		46		HHS		15b. As an extension of an adjustment to the categories (as recommended in 14b), the indicators would need to adjust as well in order to remain in alignment.

Add Data integrity and capacity planning.		F		1		III		4

		2		USAID		4b. Risk management performance may need to be considered.		F		2		II		4

		9		NARA		7b. Add an indicator for Public Records/Data Management under Services for Citizens. Under the Indicator General Science and Innovation, add to the outcome indicators: Knowledge Creation--R&D. Under Management of Government Resources, add an indicator for		F		2		II		4

		11		Ed		7b. Risk reduction		F		2		II		4

		13		DOC		7b. Under "Financial" add "Clean Audit" as an indicator. Definition:  Auditors' findings certify that financial stmts of bureau conform to principles, stds and reqs prescribed by the Comptroller General.		F		2		II		4

		14		FERC		7b. Service Quality - Your Indicators are too much representing a short term view.  Need to add long term indicators of quality  such as  durability & reliability		F		2		II		4

		16		DOC		8b. Add a measurement called "Direct Client Benefits."		F		2		II		4

		17		Treasury		8b. One possibility would be the inclusion of a category for “Service Effectiveness”.		F		2		II		4

		18		DOE		8b. Internal stakeholder satisfaction.		F		2		II		4

		19		GSA		8b. We suggest the following:  1) Please consider adding a measurement category called "Financial."  This should include indicators related to post-service or product delivery such as billing and claims.  Alternatively, these could be under Processes and		F		2		II		4

		22		DOD		9b.  · Add new indicator to Management Category "Service Coverage."  The indicator would be "Ratio of man hours to customer requests."   

· To Information assurance/data protection: # or % of customers who are comfortable with the level of protection the		F		2		II		4

		23		Ed		9b. Savings to Customer - Cheaper		F		2		II		4

		24		DOL		9b. Service Quality Indicator - # and/or % of customer inquiries resolved on first contact should be moved to the Timeliness & Responsiveness Measurement Category.		F		2		II		4

		25		GSA		9b. Under Customer Satisfaction, add # and/or % of current/prior customers who have requested/received additional services/support.		F		2		II		4

		26		DOC		9b. Under the new measurement, "Direct Client Benefits" add indicators for: 1) number of transactions generated for the client; 2) "client revenue generated."  Definition:  The number and dollar amount of transactions generated for the client as a result		F		2		II		4

		30		USDA		10b. No.  The error rates in products or services provided should be included as a metric.		F		2		II		4

		31		USDA		11b. Finally, we recommend adding the percentage of errors in products or services provided.		F		2		II		4

		32		NARA		11b. Add WBS completion percentage.		F		2		II		4

		35		DOL		11b. The Management and Innovation Category does not include an indicator to address innovation.  Add indicator  - # of unique ideas that use technology to save cost, time or streamline processes.		F		2		II		4

		36		GSA		11b. We suggest adding the following:  Under Financial, 1) % of cost per unit of product produced/service provided over income received per unit of product produced/service provided.  This indicator will help determine how much profit per unit is generate		F		2		II		4

		38		Ed		14b. Add User Requirements		F		2		II		4

		44		DOL		15b. Additional indicator for Information & Data Category - degree to which data is consistent. Definition -  degree to which data is consistent when compared to pre-determined requirement for data inter-relationships. Example: total of subsidiary ledgers		F		2		II		4

		45		NRC		15b. Additional technology indicators should be added.  For example, % reduction in time to complete a business function achieved through the introduction of IT, or the number or % of customer-facing functions tracked and rated as improved through the app		F		2		II		4

		47		DOD		15b. · Following indicators should be added to the measurement category in parentheses: 
1) $ spent on training required to operate IT system (Financial) 
2) % of type of IT system, i.e.  custom code, GOTS, or COTS (Quality & Efficiency)
3) Size of data t		F		2		II		4

		49		GSA		15b. We suggest adding the following:  

Under Financial, 1) average overrun cost of capital projects.  2) $ saved in collaborating with other agencies.  3) cost of application per user of the application. .   

Under Quality and Efficiency, 1) # and/or %		F		2		II		4

		37		FERC		11b. Managemenmet & innovation.  No indicators for innovation.  With Innovation, the product life cycle is longer.  Should be addressed with an example.		F		2		III		4

		15		PTO		4b. The input level measurement categories seem quite solid.  As you move up through the outputs to the outcomes, the measurement categories seem to become less secure.		OBSERVATION		1		III		4

		45		Treasury		Other. This figure shows a line of sight for border patrol/weapons interdiction at the border.  Several questions occur:· This line of sight shows the metrics flowing through outputs, through customer results, then to mission and business results.  Howeve		OBSERVATION		1		III		4

		30		DOC		5. Performance Indicators  For research initiatives, it is questionable if most of the performance indicators cited in the PRM provide any useful information.  All the indicators are expressed as measures that commit to absolute numbers and percentages.		OBSERVATION		2		II		4

		48		EPA		9b.The indicators in this section need to be more specific and measurable.  Indicators in this section typically start out with "Extent to which outcomes related to ….are achieved."  The corresponding definitions point to sources (e.g., GPRA plans, PART a		B		1		II		6

		63		HUD		15b. For the first indicator of the Financial category, clarification needs to be made between unit costs and total cost of a process.  If there are no variable costs, i.e., it costs the same to process 500 permits as 10,000, it is not clear how useful un		B		1		II		6

		39		HUD		7b. (1) See comment to 6b. (2) For the Financial category, an explanation of what costs to include would help agencies calculate this correctly.		B		1		III		6

		66		DOI		15b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.		B		1		III		6

		38		DOE		7b. "Extent to which…" is a vague measure, despite the Definitions, and unlike the more specific parameters given in some other sections of the Appendix A.		B		2		II		6

		16		DOC		5. How Will the PRM be used 
The draft describes setting improvement targets by benchmarking high-performers in the government and private-sector.  Who will gather the benchmark data and when/how will it be distributed for use?  It would seem that unless		C		1		III		6

		24		DOI		7b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.  For example, average response time should be very different for a house fire as opposed to an approaching hurricane.		C		1		III		6

		25		DOI		7b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.		C		1		III		6

		27		DOI		11b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.		C		1		III		6

		24		HHS		5. It is difficult to provide specific comments on the PRM prior to attempting to use the model.  HHS recommends that an opportunity to provide feedback be given after the Exhibit 300s are submitted for FY 2005.    The categories and indicators would prob		OBSERVATION		2		II		6

		46		GSA		6b. The measurement categories and associated indicators of Mission and Business results are closely mapped to the business areas and LOBs of the BRM. This allignment needs to be preserved.  It may be necessary to make simultaneous releases of both models		OBSERVATION		2		II		6

		45		PTO		8b. This area contains some useful measurement categories.  The categories seem to be a mix between agency level measures and lower level measures.		B		2		I		7

		71		Treasury		Other. Measurement Area:  Technology.  Category:  Information & Data.  Indicator:  % of data or information shared across organizational units.  The ultimate level of data sharing is an IT dream that has never been achieved.  There is a difference between		B		2		II		7

		40		FERC		The best at this stage.  Some of the issues are related to the SRM (some services are difficult to map to)		OBSERVATION		1		III		7

		9		DOJ		2b. The concept is clear.  The success is dependent on the quality of the performance measures.		OBSERVATION		2				7

		14		DOJ		3b. The users are clearly stated in the document.  The supporting processes will have to be developed and institutionalized.  This represents a major endeavor, a culture shift, and a robust set of resources.  This will not happen over night.		OBSERVATION						7

		32		NRC		5. PRM has great potential to serve now as a valuable resource for IT project managers who have had difficulty explaining the contribution their projects make toward the accomplishment of mission area program goals.		OBSERVATION						7

		37		EPA		5. The [EPA Office of Inspector General] OIG fully endorses this approach to planning, measurement and reporting. This is the logic model that the OIG has been using and advocating, since it arrays and links the inputs in terms of resources, outputs, inte		OBSERVATION						7

		47		Treasury		6b. The set of measurement categories in the draft PRM do track to the BRM.		OBSERVATION						7

		55		PTO		9b. For the specific measurement categories, the indicators are good.		OBSERVATION						7

		29		FERC		4b. Where can you fit "Market Monitoring" It's a dynamic assest (generally public data on transactions in a specific market such as energy).  We need technology and people to analyse the data, but we need the data to start with.		B		1		III		9

		31		USDA		5. 3)  Phase Implementation:  The implementation of the PRM will have to be phased.  The first year, and perhaps the second may be necessary to set valid baselines for the operationalized indicators.  Further, PRM implementation could be resource-intensiv		B		1		III		9

		15		DOE		2b. In the measurement categories, efficiency and accountability is not clearly identified.		B		2		II		9

		10		PTO		5. A) It does not appear that much coordination has taken place with the CFO council, or even within other areas of OMB.  For example, OMB is at work producing the OMB Super Circular that is providing guidance on integrating strategic plans, budgeting, an		D		1		II		9

		1		DOD		4b. The Mode of Delivery Business Area is not represented well enough in Process and Activities Measurement Area.  The seven Lines of Business under Mode of Delivery should have indicators that can be measured.

· The ones identified are indeed appropriat		E		1		III		9

		9		USAID		8b. The current categories should be moved to indicators.		E		1		III		9

		17		DOD		10b. · We are concerned that there is a very weak correlation between IT architecture performance measures and the measurement categories listed for this area.		E		1		III		9

		25		Treasury		· Suggest not combining Quality and Efficiency – they are fundamentally different.		E		1		III		9

		12		NARA		9b. The "expectation" indicator is now in the Service Quality measurement category instead of under Customer Satisfaction.		E		2		II		9

		8		DOE		8b. Perhaps deleting first two measures and focusing on Quality of Products and Services.		E		2		III		9

		29		DOE		4b. (1)  For some Programs the catch-all "Other Fixed Assets" is much too broad; also suggest including contractors as a measurement area, linking contract terms, SOWs to Mission Objectives.  (2)  Measurements chosen by or for IRS and Border Patrol (outwa		E, F		2		II		9

		1		GSA		4b. Government agencies are also "customers".  It may help to have a measurement area that identifies Government Results.  This would prompt identification and evaluation of performance indicators which are used soley to measure & improve our impact upon		F		1		III		9

		7		HUD		6b. Recommend that a goal column be added to all results area with a note that states that goals should be determined as the basis for determining and prioritizing the indicators.		F		1		III		9

		33		DOE		11b. Also there should be a measure of alignment so that given a Mission objective there is line-of-sight through work process to supporting infrastructure, and from infrastructure (IT) elements to support of the Mission.		F		1		III		9

		12		Treasury		7b. Explicitly include FISMA to account for IT security requirements.		F		2		II		9

		15		DOD		8b.  Ones identified are okay, however, additional ones that include specific linkages to the "vision", "strategy" and mission desired outcomes are also required depending on the purpose of the EA effort (e.g. warfighter "satisfaction") 

· Information as		F		2		II		9

		27		Treasury		Other. Customer results should include Security of Customer information and Privacy of Customer information.  security awarenesss and training should be added to this list.		F		2		II		9

		29		DOE		10b. As reported, "PART rates 50% of programs' results not demonstrated…", which is not just performance reporting - it involves project management and execution.  As required by OMB Ex 300, a category and measure should be PM and project Earned Value. Pr		F		2		II		9

		41		Treasury		14b. · Suggest a new category “Applications and Systems” could have indicators such as interoperability, accessibility, and serviceability.
· Suggest changing “Reliability and Availability” to “System Performance”.  This will allow inclusion of indicators		F		2		II		9

		3		DOD		5. For consideration: Information and data performance could be included separately for three reasons.  First, they are an integral part of all levels of the PRM and inexorable parts of the business lines, functions, and activities of the organizations be		F		2		III		9

		5		Treasury		Other. Why is “Financial” an explicit measurement category on 4 of the 6 measurement areas?  It would seem that if it applied to more than one, it would apply to all of them.  If that were true, then it would also seem that several others, e.g., “quality,		F		2		III		9

		39		HHS		14b. IT Security (i.e., improves confidentiality, Integrity and availability of data/asset)		F		2		III		9

		40		DOD		14b. The existing categories do not include indicators related to Information Assurance, Security and computer network defense  
 
· Create a new measurement category titled "Information Assurance" with indicators that comply with Section 301 of the E-Gov		F		2		III		9

		42		OPM		14b. Please add Computer Security as a Measurement Category. The indicator would be the penetration ratio. The definition would be the # of unauthorized access penetrations vs. the number of unauthorized attempts that were blocked.     Please add Disaster		F		2		III		9

		43		GSA		14b. We suggest adding an IT Security category and associated indicators.		F		2		III		9

		48		Ed		15b. Quality deals more with effectiveness than efficiency.
Make efficiency a separate measurement.		F		2		III		9

		10		GSA		2b. The proposed process lays out the steps very well.  However, we suggest that you  add the following initial steps:  1) Review and understand the agency's performance and strategic plan for the appropriate fiscal year along with the federal government'		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		12		DOL		3b.  The instructions seem more oriented to development than maintenance and operations.  Many maintenance and operations projects are major initiatives, but may not have improvement targets and strategies as discussed on page 8.  Even when a COTS upgrade		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		13		Treasury		3b. Key stakeholders were identified. Additional users such as architects, designers, developers, business users also have a need to utilize and leverage the PRM to effectively perform their functions.  This valuable and needed perspective should be addre		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		19		USDA		5. 1)  This is an excellent document for vertical government initiatives, since its mission oriented.  However, it doesn't address horizontal initiatives, such as security or continuity of operations, except in that they provide support to the vertical in		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		20		GSA		5. There is a gap between the PRM and the 4-layered EA framework that is being utilized by the agencies.  (FEA Framework v1.1 dated Feb 1999, based on Zachman's "Framework for Information Systems Architecture" that shows a 4 layer model:  Business Archite		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		26		EPA		5. It will be almost impossible to link to the PRM without the PRM approach being adopted by the CFO community first.		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		27		DOJ		5. It will be difficult, if not impossible, to use the PRM for the FY05 budget process.  DOJ Components are developing their 300s, now, while this model is still in draft under comment and review.  Once OMB releases the final PRM, Agencies and Department'		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		28		Ed		5. Objective measures must be ratios that are applicable across similar processes and therefore normalize results across agencies.
This conceptual model does not directly lead to competition between systems to improve the breed.

There should be standard		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		33		DOC		5. Reporting and Monitoring Requirements  There is concern about OMB's increased reporting and monitoring requirements for IT intensive Program Initiatives.  The PRM process may increase the data collection and reporting burdens on CIO staffs that are alr		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		36		DOD		5b.  Industry best practices have illustrated how common performance criteria are essential to streamlining organization's systems and processes.  In general the PRM outlines an excellent start for what can become a very effective approach to better coupl		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		38		EPA		5. While showing the relationship of input factors leading to long term outcomes, if used in an annual cycle, the model does not account for the obvious time to achieve long term outcomes associated with specific investments.. Without consideration of the		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		11		FERC		2B. Since A-11 is not complete, it is not clear  if the Measurement Categories are going to be mandatory. They have to be included in the CPIC process as criteria for selection and in the Cost Benefit Analysis to start with.  Is it really realistic to req		OBSERVATION		2		II		9

		49		FERC		6b. Very high level - For FERC mission, one mapping  "Extent to which outcomes related to Energy are achieved"		OBSERVATION		2		II		9

		54		FERC		8b. Important to identify indicators for 2 types of customers (External and Internal) and collect real external customers input.		OBSERVATION		2		II		9

		23		DOC		5. Training on the use of PRM - It will be important that training be scheduled and widely announced, especially since it appears this training will occur sometime during the summer months.		OBSERVATION		2		III		9

		43		Treasury		Other. The “Mission and Business Results” in the Appendix A all use indicators based on the lines of business of the BRM.  “Customer Results” indicators are generic, process-based metrics.  Why then, would the PRM be shown as the highest level in the FEA?		OBSERVATION		2		III		9

		53		Treasury		11b. The set of indicators listed in the draft PRM are sufficient to begin to use the PRM but will almost certainly have to be modified and augmented as the PRM evolves/matures.  The PRM should provide a rationale for each indicator.  In some cases, it do		B		2		II		2, 4

		18		DOC		5. Line of Sight  There is no explanation of how the indicators directly or indirectly support the "line of sight" outcomes.  Some level of explanation or rationale of each indicator to the each line of sight outcome must be made.  The next version of the		C		2		II		2, 6

		69		USDA		15b. No.  Under Financial indicators:  1) Steps should be taken to ensure that fully burdened costs are captured.  Unless different organizations providing similar services use the same cost model, care should be taken if comparisons are going to be made		B		2		II		3, 4

		70		Treasury		15b. The set of indicators listed in the draft PRM are sufficient to begin to use the PRM but will almost certainly have to be modified and augmented as the PRM evolves.  The PRM should provide a rationale for each indicator.  In some cases, it does not a		B		2		II		3, 4

		12		EPA		5. The PRM says this will be used for 2005 IT submissions.  Without the Agency fully aligning strategic and budget planning processes to the principles in the PRM, it will be almost impossible to align IT with both the Goals and Objectives of the agency a		D		2		I		3, 9

		42		DOD		8b.  Similar to answer to 6b above, it may be difficult to identify internal customers for some of the DoD’s systems and processes.

· A fundamental objective of measuring customer results should be in ensuring that desired customer behavior is achieved.		B		1		III		4, 7

		16		DOE		5. (2) The PRM is much more capable of measuring "IT management performance" than IT performance.   
(3)  Adhering to the PRM and performance and results requirements in the various legislations and initiatives mentioned will necessitate that Departments		D, OBSERVATION		2		II		7, 6



Booz Allen User:
A - disagree with model
B - requests clarification on one or more aspect of PRM
C - More guidance on process and examples
D - More guidance on how the PRM fits with other frameworks
E - Request change to existing category / indicator
F - Suggest new category / indicator

Booz Allen User:
1. Hard to address
2. Easy to address

Booz Allen User:
I. Currently addressed in 1.0 draft
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A

				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		DOD		Cover Letter.  DOD recommends that OMB work closely with agencies to take the time to "get this right" before impacting government operations as envisioned through the budget process and as outlined in the agency FEA and A-11 briefings.  Without careful c		A		2		I		1

		2		SSA		Cover Letter.  The draft PRM states that “Agencies will be expected… to use the PRM for all their major IT investments during the FY 2005 budget process.”  Since the comment period for the PRM ends on 05/19/03, we assume we will not have a final version u		A						1
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B

				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		DOD		2b.  For areas requiring a high degree of cross-Agency collaboration (e.g., Human Resources) once the indicators are made operational, it is not clear how an adequate basis for comparison across Agencies is provided.  Without having common measurement met		B		1		II		3

		2		Treasury		5. Some definition of how multiple indicators are to be synthesized into measuring the performance of an output or outcome is needed. 
· There should be a description of how individual quantitative performance indicators on a multi-agency initiative are s		B		1		II		3

		3		EPA		9b.The indicators in this section need to be more specific and measurable.  Indicators in this section typically start out with "Extent to which outcomes related to ….are achieved."  The corresponding definitions point to sources (e.g., GPRA plans, PART a		B		1		II		6

		4		HUD		15b. For the first indicator of the Financial category, clarification needs to be made between unit costs and total cost of a process.  If there are no variable costs, i.e., it costs the same to process 500 permits as 10,000, it is not clear how useful un		B		1		II		6

		5		FERC		4b. Where can you fit "Market Monitoring" It's a dynamic assest (generally public data on transactions in a specific market such as energy).  We need technology and people to analyse the data, but we need the data to start with.		B		1		III		9

		6		USDA		5. 3)  Phase Implementation:  The implementation of the PRM will have to be phased.  The first year, and perhaps the second may be necessary to set valid baselines for the operationalized indicators.  Further, PRM implementation could be resource-intensiv		B		1		III		9

		7		HUD		7b. (1) See comment to 6b. (2) For the Financial category, an explanation of what costs to include would help agencies calculate this correctly.		B		1		III		6

		8		DOD		8b.  Similar to answer to 6b above, it may be difficult to identify internal customers for some of the DoD’s systems and processes.

· A fundamental objective of measuring customer results should be in ensuring that desired customer behavior is achieved.		B		1		III		4, 7

		9		DOI		15b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.		B		1		III		6

		10		HUD		1b. (6) One section of the PRM indicates that agencies can (implies the option) use the PRM.  Later, the text indicates it is mandatory.  This inconsistency needs to be corrected.  HUD recommends that it be optional because the metrics that may be approp		B		2		I		2

		11		Ed		1b. It appears to be biased towards E-Gov initiatives but should include all government IT initiatives.  It is not clear when it will be used, for what, other than it will be used for Exhibits 300 for budget formulation for 05.  Is it to be a catalogue? I		B		2		I		2

		12		DOD		1b. The current federal architecture asks agencies to create a baseline AS-IS state, a target TO-BE state, and a sequencing plan to move the agency from the baseline to the target state.  The PRM process needs to clarify how the sequencing plan can be ach		B		2		I		3

		13		DOI		2b. The process is described at a high level, but it is not clear where, when and by whom decisions and assessments will be made.		B		2		I		3

		14		GSA		2b. How will the PRM governance related to the business lines that are outside the control of the CIO and IT initiatives be done? There needs to be ownership for performance measurement by the business line owner, not just the  CIO.  The linkage and depen		B		2		I		3

		15		DOD		3b. Key stakeholders were identified (slide #25), however, additional users (e.g. architects, developers, etc.) should also use and leverage the PRM to do their jobs more efficiently and effectively.  The “use” and “how” need to be explained better in a m		B		2		I		3

		16		Treasury		5. The document does an excellent job of expressing fundamental concepts and motivations to better couple IT with business objectives and define common performance indicators to achieve both OMB and Department/Agency objectives.  It provides a viable star		B		2		I		2

		17		PTO		8b. This area contains some useful measurement categories.  The categories seem to be a mix between agency level measures and lower level measures.		B		2		I		7

		18		USDA		8b. USDA recommends that the  PRM be an evolving model with room for future changes or additions, such as external customer orientation to new products & services.		B		2		I		2

		19		USDA		9b. The draft PRM should be an evolving model with room for future changes or additions, such as adding the number and percentage of customer complaints after using new products.		B		2		I		2

		20		Treasury		10b. The set of measurement categories in the draft PRM are sufficient to begin to use the PRM but will almost certainly have to be modified and augmented as the PRM evolves/matures. The PRM should contain a rationale for each measurement category that ex		B		2		I		2

		21		DOD		14b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of		B		2		I		2

		22		PTO		15b. Indicators are good.  However, it is unclear whether all of these indicators would be needed.		B		2		I		2

		23		DOD		15b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of		B		2		I		2

		24		DOD		5. Generally agree with measurement areas.  “Other Fixed Assets” needs to be clarified earlier.  It does not become clear until one probes the examples in Appendix A.

· The measurement areas need to address external influences or "Drivers" that affect IT		B, C		2		I		2

		25		HUD		1b. (1) The model provides a useful framework to link resources, processes, and program results to strategic goals and link performance measurement activities which often operate as stovepipes.   However, there is a conceptual displacement between the mod		B		2		II		2

		26		HUD		1b. (3) More emphasis should be placed on determining the results from either the strategic or program outcomes.  In figure 3, there needs to be explanation of the relationship between program goals (outputs, intermediate outcomes, outcomes) and the means		B		2		II		2

		27		HUD		1b. (8) Please provide more explanation of measurement areas. (9) Page 8, first bullet, should be "cause and effect".		B		2		II		2

		28		PTO		1b. A)  The beginning of this document seems as if it is an IT document written about IT measures.  Later in the document, a wider role than IT is implied.		B		2		II		2

		29		DOD		1b. As written the PRM cannot be used as a mandatory scorecard for all departments and agencies.  Not all measurement areas and measurement categories are applicable, to each Agency and, within measurement categories, not all indicators are applicable.  T		B		2		II		2

		30		DOD		What needs to happen is that OMB needs to provide a more clear and concise definition of PRM.  Since there are differences in organizations, define the scope and boundary of the IT activity as it relates to % allocated for IT in the budget, and as aligned		B		2		II		2

		31		GSA		1b. The PRM draft is well done and provides good examples of its use for projects of varying complexity.  It is relatively simple to understand and apply within our agency.  However, more detail will be required for its implementation.  1) We suggest that		B		2		II		2

		32		NARA		2b. "Line of Sight" to Results: needs more explanation.  Also it is not clear whether proposed measurement indicators are the only choices available--an attempt to standardize measurement across agencies, or whether agencies may choose appropriate indicat		B		2		II		2

		33		HHS		2b. Except for figure 2, it was not obvious (especially in Appendix A) that the People, Technology and Fixed Assets Inputs measurement areas all need to directly map to one of the Process and Activities measurement areas in creating the business line of s		B		2		II		2

		34		DOC		2b. Explain how the PRM connects to the BRM & give examples on PRM use.		B		2		II		2

		35		DOE		2b. In the measurement categories, efficiency and accountability is not clearly identified.		B		2		II		9

		36		DOE		2b. A concern is; capturing and reporting these metrics will require additional resources.  (2)  It is not clear if the PRM is a guide to help create ad-hoc measures for all projects, or if a standard set of measures which will be determined and imposed f		B		2		II		3

		37		USAID		2b. It is unclear if there is/will be standard operationalized indicators to use.		B		2		II		2

		38		PTO		2b. See answer for 1b.  Additionally, it is not clear how many of these categories, indicators and areas a user is expected to use.  Is this list all inclusive and users should not use measures outside this list?  Should users use a subset of this list?		B		2		II		2

		39		DOL		3b. For the Technology Measurement Area, it is not clear from what perspective the indicators would be applied.  Would they be applied by individual system, by system group (systems that support a specific functional area), or all systems in a department.		B		2		II		2

		40		HUD		3b. (1) The requirement is for IT managers to use the PRM in the 2005 budget submission yet IT managers are only responsible for one part.  Many do not know about logic models or value chains much less how to use them effectively.  It is unclear how they		B		2		II		3

		41		USDA		3b. No.  What is the projected expenditure necessary to be classified as a major IT investment?  Also, it is not clear who has (or have) the responsibility for executing the PRM process, including the 7 steps identified in the draft PRM.  Will it be the p		B		2		II		3

		42		PTO		3b. Page one states that "OMB, CIOs, CFOs, and Program or Project Managers seeking to meet IT performance requirements" will use the PRM.  However the rest of the document implies that the use of the PRM will spread outside of the IT community.  It is not		B		2		II		3

		43		HUD		4b. In general, the measurement areas apply for determining results needed.  But due to OMB's clearance process for conducting surveys of the public, the Customer Results Area may not be practical or cost-effective to measure.  Agencies should have the op		B		2		II		2

		44		USAID		4b. There is also not a clear realtionahip between inputs like IT indicators and outputs.		B		2		II		2

		45		Treasury		4b. Suggest that the PRM contain a brief description of each of the six measurement areas and what is intended for each.
· See also 18a “Comments on Figures and Tables” for further measurement areas and discussion on figures in the PRM.
· The set of measu		B		2		II		2

		46		USDA		5. 2)   Definitions:  There needs to be clear definition of the "operational zed indicators".  It’s suspected at some point that the indicators will be used to compare programs and/or organizations.  In the event, that the operationalized indicators are n		B		2		II		2

		47		USAID		5. It is unclear how agency-specific operational indicators will facilitate interagency performance comparisons.		B		2		II		3

		48		DOC		5. Many of the technology measurement area indicators are ambiguous and certain terms need to be defined such as: consolidated, interoperable, access point, channels, standardized, share, complete, availability.   More specific examples such as the one fo		B		2		II		3

		49		DOC		5. Reference Model Hierarchy  It is not clear how the Performance Reference Model (PRM) interacts with the Business Reference Model (BRM).  Figure 1 graphically represents a hierarchy showing the BRM below and at a lower, indented level under the PRM.  Lo		B		2		II		2

		50		DOL		5. The draft is not clear in the intent of the examples provided for the various indicators.  The examples ranged from very specific to very high level.  The working assumption is that the draft is designed to provide guidance to the agencies on developin		B		2		II		2

		51		DOE		7b. "Extent to which…" is a vague measure, despite the Definitions, and unlike the more specific parameters given in some other sections of the Appendix A.		B		2		II		6

		52		Treasury		7b. The set of indicators listed in the draft PRM for this measurement area are all “Extent to Which” indicators.  It is not clear how they can be measured in a way that facilitates cross-agency comparison.  Their relationship to GPRA Plan Performance Mea		B		2		II		2

		53		Treasury		8b. The PRM should contain a rationale for each measurement category that explains why it was selected and how it was defined.		B		2		II		3

		54		EPA		8b. The PRM implies that customer results are always on the direct, critical path toward mission results.   By contrast, the Balanced Scorecard model  recognizes that customer results may only indirectly contribute to business results of concern to other		B		2		II		2

		55		USDA		11b.  We were uncertain if the indicators where to be considered the standard indicators.  Are all the indicators mandatory or are they selectable?  Will the indicators and "operationalized indicators" be required to be included when submitting Exhibit 30		B		2		II		2

		56		HUD		11b. For the Management and Innovation category, the relevancy of the first indicator and the goal desired is unclear. This is an example of the need for performance goals to drive the selection of metrics.		B		2		II		2

		57		DOD		11b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of		B		2		II		3

		58		Treasury		11b. The set of indicators listed in the draft PRM are sufficient to begin to use the PRM but will almost certainly have to be modified and augmented as the PRM evolves/matures.  The PRM should provide a rationale for each indicator.  In some cases, it do		B		2		II		2, 4

		59		Treasury		Other. Measurement Area:  Process and Activities.  Category:  Management & Innovation.  Indicator”  # of application systems required to conduct process.  The implication here is the fewer, the better.  Without context, however, this is meaningless.  What		B		2		II		4

		60		USAID		14b. Correlations between internal IT users and levels of satisfactin is somewhat confused.		B		2		II		2

		61		HHS		14b. We feel it would be useful if the categories reflected a greater emphasis on results rather than output or process (for example,  aligning categories to mission, goals and objectives in the strategic plan.)		B		2		II		2

		62		Treasury		14b. One example is the combination of Information and Data.  The way in which the PRM uses the term “information” is not defined.  If it is “non-electronic” – it does not belong in this area.  If it is “electronic, but not in a database” – it should prob		B		2		II		4

		63		USDA		14b. USDA would like the PRM to be an evolving model with room for future changes or additions, including the number and percentage of attempted and successful security related intrusions.

Also, there seems to be significant overlap between "Quality and		B		2		II		4

		64		DOE		15b. (1) Beyond measuring whether requirements are fulfilled and users are satisfied, there needs to be a measure of whether the mission was better accomplished as a result of the investment.  (2)  % of consolidated or interoperable IT resources across or		B		2		II		4

		65		NARA		15b. Either under Information & Data (preferred) or Reliability & Availability, there should be an indicator that the information has an approved disposition (i.e., has been scheduled with NARA) and, if needed, a migration plan.  Definitions of the indica		B		2		II		4

		66		EPA		15b. For the IT manager, increased demand for IT services is a good indicator of the importance of those services to achieving mission results.  Increased demands tells the IT manager that he/she has successfully made the business case for IT investments		B		2		II		4

		67		USAID		15b. Further definition regarding the calculation or interpretation of % data standards will address current vagueness associated with this item.		B		2		II		3

		68		USDA		15b. No.  Under Financial indicators:  1) Steps should be taken to ensure that fully burdened costs are captured.  Unless different organizations providing similar services use the same cost model, care should be taken if comparisons are going to be made		B		2		II		3, 4

		69		Treasury		15b. The set of indicators listed in the draft PRM are sufficient to begin to use the PRM but will almost certainly have to be modified and augmented as the PRM evolves.  The PRM should provide a rationale for each indicator.  In some cases, it does not a		B		2		II		3, 4

		70		Treasury		Other. Measurement Area:  Technology.  Category:  Information & Data.  Indicator:  % of data or information shared across organizational units.  The ultimate level of data sharing is an IT dream that has never been achieved.  There is a difference between		B		2		II		7

		71		NARA		5.  Overall comments:1) The PRM is a useful way to organize identification of performance measures, but it is applicable beyond IT performance. In fact, most of OMB's recent performance initiatives have been narrowly focused on IT when we should be trying		B, D		2		II		3

		72		Treasury		Other. For “Support Delivery of Services” and “Management of Government Resources” all indicators are expressed as “intermediate outcomes”. Is there any way in the PRM to link these “intermediate” outcomes to “final” outcomes?  If not, are you really achi		B		2		III		3

		73		HUD		14b. Myers, Kappelman and Prybutok (1997) indicate that the performance factors for IT include Service, System, and Information quality and Use and User satisfaction.  Within these categories there are multiple performance dimensions.  Only the performanc		B		2		III		2

		74		SSA		5. Figure 5 on page 7 is confusing.  If the shading and arrows were missing, I would not be able to follow the "line of sight".  I do not see the link between the technology and the processes and activities.  How does Firearms Integrated Technology (FIT)		B						2

		75		SSA		5. In the People Measurement Area Measurement Categories on pages 19 and 20, are we talking about Information Technology employees only or all agency employees?		B						6

		76		SSA		5. On page 18, in the fourth Management & Innovation indicator description, what are “targeted compliance audits” and who will be conducting them?		B						3

		77		SSA		5. On page 19, in the seventh Management & Innovation indicator description, what are “targeted evaluations” and who will be conducting them?		B						3

		78		SSA		5. On page 22, what is the definition of Other Fixed Assets?  Are we just describing IT assets such as mainframe computers and telecommunication equipment or are we talking about the buildings that house the data centers or are we talking about all fixed		B						6

		79		SSA		5. Page 4 states that the "Outputs" measurement area aligns with level 2 of the BRM.  It is not clear to us how it aligns.		B						2

		80		SSA		1b. The concept of performance indicators is widely used throughout all aspects of government.  It is not clear whether this document/process is primarily focused on performance indicators or on IT procurements and prioritization.  While it may not be nec		B						2

		81		SSA		5.  On page 8 in the “Conduct Baseline Analyses” section, it states that a baseline analysis of current performance … could be conducted.  The use of the word “could” generally implies that this is an option and not required.  Is this step considered opti		B						3

		82		SSA		5.  On page 8, what are the “concepts of logic models” and the “value chain”?  Determining how to create “Line of Sight” results is not clear.		B						3

		83		SSA		5. Appendix A shows indicators for BRM Business Areas and corresponding LOBs, but not for BRM sub-functions.  Where will these indicators come from?  Also, why do the indicators for "Services for Citizens" measure "outcomes" while the indicators for the o		B						2

		84		SSA		9B. Customer Satisfaction--#/% of customers retained is not an appropriate indicatore for all agencies.  For example, one SSA initiative is to facilitate return to work for the disabled.  This effectively eliminates them as a customer. Service Coverage--#		B						2

		85		SSA		9b. It appears that most of the indicators are designed for the e-GOV initiatives.  They may not be the appropriate measures for other IT projects.		B						2
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				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		GSA		5. Lastly, we need more concrete examples of the business lines.  Examples in the Draft PRM do not reflect the typical business lines or core performance areas that are applicable to most agencies.		C		1		III		3

		2		DOC		5. How Will the PRM be used 
The draft describes setting improvement targets by benchmarking high-performers in the government and private-sector.  Who will gather the benchmark data and when/how will it be distributed for use?  It would seem that unless		C		1		III		6

		3		HUD		5. Recommend that policy and guidance be included on the cost of measurements.  Even a critical few measurements collection multiple times a year could be expensive.  Also, there should be guidance given on the trade-off between accuracy and cost of measu		C		1		III		3

		4		Treasury		5. The PRM should really build upon cases or examples, that might be aggregated into common patterns of use.  These would be starting points for direct use or tailoring to an agency's needs, rather than assembly from an encyclopedia of options.		C		1		III		2

		5		NARA		6b. The lack of examples in the Support Delivery Services and Management of Government Resources detracts from the usefulness of the model and our ability to comment on it intelligently.  The one example in each of these sections was not very helpful.  Ar		C		1		III		3

		6		DOI		7b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.  For example, average response time should be very different for a house fire as opposed to an approaching hurricane.		C		1		III		6

		7		DOI		7b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.		C		1		III		6

		8		DOI		11b. However, Appendix A should provide examples of all indicators, not just some.		C		1		III		6

		9		DOI		2b. It is not clear where the PRM would be used, I.e., during what steps in the GPRA process, CPIC process, budget process, etc.  It is not clear if the PRM information will be available at the appropriate times in all the different processes that will be		C		2		I		2

		10		NRC		3b. Although the concept is clear, it would be of benefit to have examples as to how the PRM should be utilized at various stages of an IT project's life cycle.		C		2		I		2

		11		DOI		3b. Who would use it is described, but there is not much information on how and when.		C		2		I		2

		12		EPA		5. There needs to be further guidance on how this fits with the PART Tool and how both are to be reflected in the CPIC business cases.  The OMB message must be concurrently addressed to the CFO and CIO communities.		C		2		I		2

		13		DOD		5. Since this model will eventually be included in the Exhibit 300 Business Case, it would be beneficial to see an example of the PRM table that will need to be filled out.  Organizations will be better able to determine how PRM will fit into their organi		C		2		I		2

		14		DOD		10b. · The PRM process should include more instructions on how to choose the indicators appropriate to the agency's activities.		C		2		I		2

		15		GSA		1b. 2) We need suggestions or examples of how each of the indicators can be measured so that the agencies can consistently and accurately determine their success.  Standard scales to be applied uniformly to the indicators would be quite valuable.  3)  The		C		2		II		3

		16		NARA		1b. The PRM needs better examples that show a clear correlation between the IT inputs to outcomes, especially in the "Line of Sight" example 5.		C		2		II		3

		17		DOD		2b.  The "notional" process described on slide # 18 and page 8 is very understandable but not complete.  Additional information to describe the detailed process is needed in order to provide "robustness" for implementation.  The process should as a minimu		C		2		II		2

		18		FERC		Standardized performance data is one of the objectives.  Without providing more guidance for defining indicators, standard for data comparison will be difficult.		C		2		II		3

		19		HUD		2b. (1) More information should be provided on the steps to use the PRM.  One-half page is devoted to the steps to use the PRM whereas 13 pages are devoted to the indicators.  The message agencies will receive will be to focus more on the indicators. Also		C		2		II		2

		20		Ed		2b. A Step-by-step guide with clear examples.  Include an example for E-Gov, non E-Gov, and enterprise architecture.		C		2		II		2

		21		Treasury		2b. The six steps presented in the PRM document are logical and make sense.  However, each step could be described in a little more detail.   Concepts such as “logic models” and the use of the “value chain” are not intuitively obvious to everyone and coul		C		2		II		2

		22		NARA		3b. After revising the PRM, provide implementation guidance. Guidance could also include examples of the "performance dashboard" (April 2003 FEA-PMO Presentation). Suggest using as an (additional?) example a simpler, more directly attributable IT example,		C		2		II		3

		23		USAID		3b. It is unclear how OMB will apply the results of the PRM		C		2		II		3

		24		GSA		5. An initiative may have a "direct" impact on Inputs/Outputs/Outcomes, but the relationship will not be "exclusive."  For example, Customer Satisfaction may decline overall, in spite of gains resulting from implementing an IT initiative.  The guide shoul		C		2		II		2

		25		DOC		5. Basic Research and Performance Measurements  No example for the indicator “extent to which outcomes related to General Science and Innovation are achieved” is provided.  Since this is an research indicator, OMB should add measurements for basic researc		C		2		II		2

		26		DOC		5. Line of Sight  There is no explanation of how the indicators directly or indirectly support the "line of sight" outcomes.  Some level of explanation or rationale of each indicator to the each line of sight outcome must be made.  The next version of the		C		2		II		2, 6

		27		EPA		5. This model mor or less assumes that an agency already has, or can install a
cost accounting system. While this should be the goal, it is a huge leap that
may require a massive restructuring of accounting and reporting systems to come
to fruition. This		C		2		II		2

		28		FERC		3b. It is clear how Agencies can use it  (Slide 18, page 9). It is not really clear how OMB is going to use it without clear standards. Example: IT infrastucture indicators		C, F		2		II		3

		29		SSA		2b. It appears that use of the PRM is a comprehensive process and is only intended for selected activities relating to major IT investments. The process as outlined in the PRM is not intuitive and takes a great deal of study to follow.  While the examples		C						3

		30		SSA		3b. It is clear who the intended users are, but it is not clear how to use it.  A training manual or user guide on each FEA Reference Model should be provided.  Also, is there a recommended numbering/indexing system and database approach of storing this i		C						3

		31		SSA		5. The discussion of roles and responsibilities needs to be expanded.  The PRM is difficult to read and understand how it will be applied in "real life."  It's very heavy on theory, but needs more examples of actual use.  Also, SSA is not comfortable with		C						3

		32		SSA		Cover Letter. SSA supports the Federal Enterprise Architecture (FEA) and applauds OMB’s efforts to make government more efficient, effective and citizen-centered.  We are concerned, however, that OMB intends to implement four of its five reference models		C						2
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				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		PTO		5. A) It does not appear that much coordination has taken place with the CFO council, or even within other areas of OMB.  For example, OMB is at work producing the OMB Super Circular that is providing guidance on integrating strategic plans, budgeting, an		D		1		II		9

		2		PTO		5. C) OMB has just issued guidance for the PART.  It is not clear how the PRM fits into the PART.  Furthermore, the PART does not reference the FEA or the PRM.		D		1		II		2

		3		DOJ		1b. Also, the PRM appears duplicative of the Agency Performance Plan, and yet may use a different construct.  In this case, it isn't clear if the two plans will provide conflicting information, and how one plan will be used over the other.		D		2		I		2

		4		HUD		2b. 4) Information should be provided to help agencies to integrate the PRM into their existing management practices.  They will not know how, otherwise.  Recommend that the PRM be used in planning decisions, analysis of alternatives, cost-benefit analyse		D		2		I		2

		5		DOC		2b. Also how will the PRM influence agency strategic plans?		D		2		I		2

		6		DOE		3b. Most of the PRM indicators are currently captured in the Capital Investment process in a business cases which are referenced in the Clinger-Cohen act.  Where is the Capital Investment and business case process?		D		2		I		2

		7		EPA		5. The PRM says this will be used for 2005 IT submissions.  Without the Agency fully aligning strategic and budget planning processes to the principles in the PRM, it will be almost impossible to align IT with both the Goals and Objectives of the agency a		D		2		I		3, 9

		8		PTO		1b. B)  A limited role for the PRM is clear.  In reporting for OMB form 300 and in budgeting for major IT initiatives, the PRM can clearly be useful.  When stepping outside the IT community the use of the PRM is less clear.  How the financial community w		D		2		II		2

		9		EPA		1b. How the PRM will be used in the budget process is unclear.  "Line of sight" reasoning can be an immensely valuable planning tool.  If applied in a manner that promotes a better reasoned and more informative presentation of program logic, line of sight		D		2		II		2

		10		Treasury		1b. The relationship of the PRM to the other FEA models should be expanded.  Examples to demonstrate this would be helpful, such as the relationship between the PRM and GPRA mandated performance plans and reports.  It appears that the PRM is intended to a		D		2		II		2

		11		Treasury		1b. It is not clear whether the PRM is intended to be a complete, prescriptive expression of the performance measurement framework or allow Department/Agency to define additional metrics as required.  The material sends mixed messages on this topic. It ap		D		2		II		2

		12		Ed		2b. Spell out the process for maturing the PRM. Include: who drives it; interoperability with GPRA, budget; define mature product (pick list of standard measures by measurement area, catalogue); define how to use within agencies and inter-agencies, and so		D		2		II		2

		13		DOC		5. Linkage to Strategic Plans
Guidance is  needed on how PRM affects agency strategic plans & existing performance measures.  Should new measures be added based on the PRM guidance, as well as align existing measures? Agencies will need time to implement		D		2		II		2

		14		DOD		8b. · The PRM process states that Outcomes are aligned to Levels 1 and 3 of the BRM.  The correlation between the business activities in the BRM to this area of the PRM should be better articulated.		D		2		II		2

		15		Treasury		Other. PRM Model states that “Outcomes” are aligned with Levels 1 and 3 of the BRM, while “Outputs” are aligned with Level 2 of the BRM.  However, the “measurement categories” shown for level 2 and the associated indicators do not explicitly reflect the p		D		2		II		2

		16		DOE		5. (2) The PRM is much more capable of measuring "IT management performance" than IT performance.   
(3)  Adhering to the PRM and performance and results requirements in the various legislations and initiatives mentioned will necessitate that Departments		D, OBSERVATION		2		II		7, 6
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				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		DOD		9b. Most of the indicators are generic and notional.  In addition, a lot of them are focused at a too detailed level for a top-level enterprise set of metrics and are also very voluminous.  The EA metrics are normally defined depending on the purpose of t		E		1		II		2

		2		DOD		4b. The Mode of Delivery Business Area is not represented well enough in Process and Activities Measurement Area.  The seven Lines of Business under Mode of Delivery should have indicators that can be measured.

· The ones identified are indeed appropriat		E		1		III		9

		3		USAID		8b. The current categories should be moved to indicators.		E		1		III		9

		4		DOD		10b. · We are concerned that there is a very weak correlation between IT architecture performance measures and the measurement categories listed for this area.		E		1		III		9

		5		Treasury		· Suggest not combining Quality and Efficiency – they are fundamentally different.		E		1		III		9

		6		DOD		6b.  Additional ones probably should be added that include specific linkages to the "vision", "strategy" and mission; desired outcomes are also required, depending on the purpose of the EA effort (e.g. Services to the Warfighter and dependents).  DoD serv		E, F		1		III		3

		7		EPA		7b.  The "pollution control" sub line of business under "Environmental Management" should be changed to "Pollution Prevention and Control" to better reflect the host of relevant business activities (EPA's standing requested change to the BRM)  Then, the m		E		2		I		4

		8		DOE		6b. Revised:  Service to Citizens:  Extent to which outcomes related to Energy are achieved:  Outcome indicators identified through GPRA, PART assessments, or other frameworks that align with Energy Supply, Energy Conservation, Preparedness, and Energy Re		E		2		II		4

		9		HHS		6b. The PRM needs to address the Mode of Delivery that supports Services for Citizens in Version 2 of the BRM.		E		2		II		2

		10		OPM		7b. In the "Definition" section of the Measurement Category "Management of Government Resources" for the Human Resources Indicator, please add "Human Capital Management."  Human Capital Management is the subfunction that best fits the E-Gov initiative "En		E		2		II		4

		11		HHS		7b. Indicators should be added to address the recommended Mode of Delivery category.

Defination of Health indicator should include Biomedical and Biobehavioral Research.		E		2		II		4

		12		USAID		7b. Outcomes and associated indicators should be tuned from a definitional perspective to include alignment of foreign affair components.		E		2		II		2

		13		GSA		8b. 3) The customer satisfaction measurement category should be specific about what is meant by customer satisfaction.  For example, user surveys identify a scale on satisfaction and if a customer notes a 5 (out of 1-10), does this mean that they are sati		E		2		II		2

		14		DOE		9b. (1)  Not very Intuitive.  (2) # of new customers as a % of total customers is not appropriate.  Some of our new customers simply do not have the funds to engage us in other than manual processes.		E		2		II		2

		15		NARA		9b. The "expectation" indicator is now in the Service Quality measurement category instead of under Customer Satisfaction.		E		2		II		9

		16		Treasury		9b. The PRM should provide a rationale for each indicator.  In some cases, it does not appear that the indicator is measurable, or that the benefit received from the indicator warrants the cost of the measurement (e.g. “% of eligible customers serviced”,		E		2		II		2

		17		GSA		9b.  Also, we suggesting clarifying the following:  Under Service Accessability, change the indicator "# and/or % of products or services accessed" to "# and/or % of products or services used" to make consistent with the definition.  ("Access" does not ne		E		2		II		4

		18		Treasury		Other. Measurement Area:  Customer Results. Category:  Service Accessibility.  Indicator:  # of access channels or entry points available.  Expanding the number of access points for customer service can be an expensive investment.  It also can be detrimen		E		2		II		3

		19		HUD		10b. Recommend that "Cycle Time and Resource Time" be changed to "Cycle Time and Timeliness."  It is unclear what resource time is.		E		2		II		4

		20		PTO		10b. The labeling language used here is confusing.  There is a separate financial category which is fine.  However, Productivity and Efficiency are lumped together.  "Efficiency" is generally regarded as a unit cost measure and should be a financial measu		E		2		II		4

		21		USDA		11b.  The "# of unidentified risk events" should be changed to address only unidentified risks that occur that have significant program impacts.  The knowledge capture indicator is very weak and needs better definition.		E		2		II		4

		22		PTO		11b. Indicators are good.  Categories need some work so that indicators appear in other categories as specified previously.		E		2		II		4

		23		DOD		11b. · While the Processes and Activities Measurement Area captures the number of FTEs’ required to produce, overtime required is neglected as an indicator of staffing appropriate to agency requirements.  Failure to capture overtime expended distorts the		E		2		II		4

		24		EPA		11b. Under the "Financial" measurement category, the description for the "comparison of planned versus actual expenditures" should read "divided by" rather than "subtracted from."  Similarly, under the "Cycle Time & Resource Time" management category, the		E		2		II		4

		25		GSA		11b. The first indicator in the Quality category seems redundant relative to the first indicator in the Service Quality category in the Customer Results Measurement Area.  How does "% of products or services provided effectively or without errors" DIFFER		E		2		II		4

		26		DOC		15b. In Reliability & Availability, divide the indicator on downtime, one for hardware related caused, the other for software related causes.  This gives a more effective overall measurement.		E		2		II		4

		27		GSA		15b. Under User Satisfaction, for both indicators noted, change "IT users" to "end users" so that it matches their definitions.		E		2		II		4

		28		FERC		15b. Reliability and integrity of the information.  I recommend integrating specifically the data quality initiative and indicators such as the number of times complains were received to correct data.		E		2		II		4

		29		DOE		4b. (1)  For some Programs the catch-all "Other Fixed Assets" is much too broad; also suggest including contractors as a measurement area, linking contract terms, SOWs to Mission Objectives.  (2)  Measurements chosen by or for IRS and Border Patrol (outwa		E, F		2		II		9

		30		DOE		8b. Perhaps deleting first two measures and focusing on Quality of Products and Services.		E		2		III		9

		31		SSA		7B. On page 13, Support Delivery of Services Category, the definition for the Public Affairs indicator is not complete.		E						2

		32		SSA		7B. In the Financial measurement category, the PRM needs to define which costs are included in computing the cost per outcome achieved.   In addition, the item seems to be duplicative given the indicator “$ per unit of products produced or services provid		E						3

		33		SSA		7b. The definition of the "Extent to which intermediate outcomes related to Human Resource Management…" should include a reference to diversity.		E						3

		34		SSA		15b. The Reliability & Availability Indicators should make a distinction as to the effects on the public that use a system, employee users of a system and the IT development staff users.  Some times there are adequate resources for production systems but		E						3



Booz Allen User:
A - disagree with model
B - requests clarification on one or more aspect of PRM
C - More guidance on process and examples
D - More guidance on how the PRM fits with other frameworks
E - Request change to existing category / indicator
F - Suggest new category / indicator

Booz Allen User:
1. Hard to address
2. Easy to address

Booz Allen User:
I. Currently addressed in 1.0 draft
II.  Planned to be addressed in 1.0 draft
III.  Requires additional research and/or development



F

				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		GSA		4b. Government agencies are also "customers".  It may help to have a measurement area that identifies Government Results.  This would prompt identification and evaluation of performance indicators which are used soley to measure & improve our impact upon		F		1		III		9

		2		HUD		6b. Recommend that a goal column be added to all results area with a note that states that goals should be determined as the basis for determining and prioritizing the indicators.		F		1		III		9

		3		DOD		10b.  We would like to see the Mode of Delivery included more explicitly.

· Additional ones that include specific linkages to the "vision", "strategy" and mission desired outcomes are also required depending on the purpose of the EA effort (e.g. warfight		F		1		III		4

		4		DOE		11b. Also there should be a measure of alignment so that given a Mission objective there is line-of-sight through work process to supporting infrastructure, and from infrastructure (IT) elements to support of the Mission.		F		1		III		9

		5		Ed		11b. Need to measure the effectiveness and security of processes and activities.		F		1		III		4

		6		HHS		15b. As an extension of an adjustment to the categories (as recommended in 14b), the indicators would need to adjust as well in order to remain in alignment.

Add Data integrity and capacity planning.		F		1		III		4

		7		USAID		4b. Risk management performance may need to be considered.		F		2		II		4

		8		Treasury		5. The PRM needs to include FISMA to account for IT security requirements. The document needs to be updated to reflect the transfer of function to DHS and add DHS as a partner.  IRS is not an agency. 
· The document should use plain English to a greater e		F		2		II		2

		9		USDA		6b. No.  The agricultural research outcome may benefit all, including US citizens.  We recommend that  new categories be added to the draft PRM as necessary in the future.  USDA anticipates that the PRM will be flexible to incorporate future changes.		F		2		II		2

		10		USAID		6b. The model assumes that all agencies activities relate to domestic services. Consideration of an interational perspective is recommended. Also specifications of a separate Financial category may be unnecessary.		F		2		II		2

		11		NARA		7b. Add an indicator for Public Records/Data Management under Services for Citizens. Under the Indicator General Science and Innovation, add to the outcome indicators: Knowledge Creation--R&D. Under Management of Government Resources, add an indicator for		F		2		II		4

		12		USDA		7b. No.  The one indicator identified for agricultural research is "…outcome related to General Science and Innovation…"  It is very possible that new indicator(s) will be identified in the future.  (It is difficult to give definitive answer now unless on		F		2		II		2

		13		Ed		7b. Risk reduction		F		2		II		4

		14		Treasury		7b. Explicitly include FISMA to account for IT security requirements.		F		2		II		9

		15		DOC		7b. Under "Financial" add "Clean Audit" as an indicator. Definition:  Auditors' findings certify that financial stmts of bureau conform to principles, stds and reqs prescribed by the Comptroller General.		F		2		II		4

		16		FERC		7b. Service Quality - Your Indicators are too much representing a short term view.  Need to add long term indicators of quality  such as  durability & reliability		F		2		II		4

		17		DOD		8b.  Ones identified are okay, however, additional ones that include specific linkages to the "vision", "strategy" and mission desired outcomes are also required depending on the purpose of the EA effort (e.g. warfighter "satisfaction") 

· Information as		F		2		II		9

		18		DOC		8b. Add a measurement called "Direct Client Benefits."		F		2		II		4

		19		Treasury		8b. One possibility would be the inclusion of a category for “Service Effectiveness”.		F		2		II		4

		20		DOE		8b. Internal stakeholder satisfaction.		F		2		II		4

		21		GSA		8b. We suggest the following:  1) Please consider adding a measurement category called "Financial."  This should include indicators related to post-service or product delivery such as billing and claims.  Alternatively, these could be under Processes and		F		2		II		4

		22		NRC		9b. Current indicators have a clear G2C focus.  The indicators should be broadened or appropriate indicators added to address needs of agencies with a primary G2B or G2G focus as well as a G2C focus.  An example of an indicator for G2B under "timeliness a		F		2		II		2

		23		NARA		9b. It would be useful to clarify the meaning and use of each indicator.  Suggest using some examples of customer satisfaction indicators from the American Customer Satisfaction Index.  That survey, used by High-Impact Federal agencies, looks at customer		F		2		II		2

		24		DOD		9b.  · Add new indicator to Management Category "Service Coverage."  The indicator would be "Ratio of man hours to customer requests."   

· To Information assurance/data protection: # or % of customers who are comfortable with the level of protection the		F		2		II		4

		25		Ed		9b. Savings to Customer - Cheaper		F		2		II		4

		26		DOL		9b. Service Quality Indicator - # and/or % of customer inquiries resolved on first contact should be moved to the Timeliness & Responsiveness Measurement Category.		F		2		II		4

		27		GSA		9b. Under Customer Satisfaction, add # and/or % of current/prior customers who have requested/received additional services/support.		F		2		II		4

		28		DOC		9b. Under the new measurement, "Direct Client Benefits" add indicators for: 1) number of transactions generated for the client; 2) "client revenue generated."  Definition:  The number and dollar amount of transactions generated for the client as a result		F		2		II		4

		29		Treasury		Other. Customer results should include Security of Customer information and Privacy of Customer information.  security awarenesss and training should be added to this list.		F		2		II		9

		30		DOE		10b. As reported, "PART rates 50% of programs' results not demonstrated…", which is not just performance reporting - it involves project management and execution.  As required by OMB Ex 300, a category and measure should be PM and project Earned Value. Pr		F		2		II		9

		31		USDA		10b. No.  The error rates in products or services provided should be included as a metric.		F		2		II		4

		32		USDA		11b. Finally, we recommend adding the percentage of errors in products or services provided.		F		2		II		4

		33		NARA		11b. Add WBS completion percentage.		F		2		II		4

		34		DOL		11b. The Management and Innovation Category does not include an indicator to address innovation.  Add indicator  - # of unique ideas that use technology to save cost, time or streamline processes.		F		2		II		4

		35		GSA		11b. We suggest adding the following:  Under Financial, 1) % of cost per unit of product produced/service provided over income received per unit of product produced/service provided.  This indicator will help determine how much profit per unit is generate		F		2		II		4

		36		Ed		14b. Add User Requirements		F		2		II		4

		37		Treasury		14b. · Suggest a new category “Applications and Systems” could have indicators such as interoperability, accessibility, and serviceability.
· Suggest changing “Reliability and Availability” to “System Performance”.  This will allow inclusion of indicators		F		2		II		9

		38		DOL		15b. Additional indicator for Information & Data Category - degree to which data is consistent. Definition -  degree to which data is consistent when compared to pre-determined requirement for data inter-relationships. Example: total of subsidiary ledgers		F		2		II		4

		39		NRC		15b. Additional technology indicators should be added.  For example, % reduction in time to complete a business function achieved through the introduction of IT, or the number or % of customer-facing functions tracked and rated as improved through the app		F		2		II		4

		40		DOD		15b. · Following indicators should be added to the measurement category in parentheses: 
1) $ spent on training required to operate IT system (Financial) 
2) % of type of IT system, i.e.  custom code, GOTS, or COTS (Quality & Efficiency)
3) Size of data t		F		2		II		4

		41		GSA		15b. We suggest adding the following:  

Under Financial, 1) average overrun cost of capital projects.  2) $ saved in collaborating with other agencies.  3) cost of application per user of the application. .   

Under Quality and Efficiency, 1) # and/or %		F		2		II		4

		42		DOD		5. For consideration: Information and data performance could be included separately for three reasons.  First, they are an integral part of all levels of the PRM and inexorable parts of the business lines, functions, and activities of the organizations be		F		2		III		9

		43		Treasury		Other. Why is “Financial” an explicit measurement category on 4 of the 6 measurement areas?  It would seem that if it applied to more than one, it would apply to all of them.  If that were true, then it would also seem that several others, e.g., “quality,		F		2		III		9

		44		FERC		11b. Managemenmet & innovation.  No indicators for innovation.  With Innovation, the product life cycle is longer.  Should be addressed with an example.		F		2		III		4

		45		HHS		14b. IT Security (i.e., improves confidentiality, Integrity and availability of data/asset)		F		2		III		9

		46		DOD		14b. The existing categories do not include indicators related to Information Assurance, Security and computer network defense  
 
· Create a new measurement category titled "Information Assurance" with indicators that comply with Section 301 of the E-Gov		F		2		III		9

		47		OPM		14b. Please add Computer Security as a Measurement Category. The indicator would be the penetration ratio. The definition would be the # of unauthorized access penetrations vs. the number of unauthorized attempts that were blocked.     Please add Disaster		F		2		III		9

		48		GSA		14b. We suggest adding an IT Security category and associated indicators.		F		2		III		9

		49		Ed		15b. Quality deals more with effectiveness than efficiency.
Make efficiency a separate measurement.		F		2		III		9

		50		SSA		11b. Results for the following two measures may be misleading:
- Ratio of FTEs to operating $; and
- Ratio of technology $ to operating $.
Higher expenditure per FTE for technology is not always a good performance indicator since poor IT management or ill		F						7

		51		SSA		11B. With respect to Management and Innovation, there is no indicator that shows innovation used when all funding and other resources are not available for a specific project. Congress occasionally passes legislation or requires initiatives that are not c		F						6
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				Agency		Comment		Type		Difficulty		Status		Action

		1		DOI		5.  Not all IT expenditures will result in improved performance, especially in quantifiable terms.  Some expenditures are necessary to replace outdated hardware/software, keep pace with increasing labor costs, respond to 911 priorities and mission changes		OBSERVATION		1		II		1

		2		PTO		5. B)  This entire document is extremely difficult to read and understand.  PTO is very concerned about having a cohesive planning, budgeting, measurement and reporting strategy so the subject of this document is regarded as important.  5 readers read thi		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		3		Treasury		Other. This figure is showing “line of sight” metrics for the IRS free filing program – a completely internet-driven, computer-centric, business process enhancement.  But the only metric in the example in the “technology measurement area” is a user satisf		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		4		GSA		7b. Indicators must consistently map to every BRM line of business.		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		5		NRC		7b. Since the indicators will be identified through agency GPRA, PART assessments, and other frameworks pertinent to each category, they should be valid indicators so it is premature to address changes since a compendium of the indicators to be identified		OBSERVATION		1		II		2

		6		HUD		1b. (5) The PRM might be strengthened if the process leading to definition of program logic models was more informed by policy, program evaluations and social science and not just worked out by program directors and IT people.		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		7		DOJ		1b. The concept is clear, such as the ability to compare like projects. Not sure if this is the best approach or implementation.  Not being a measurement expert - its difficult to evaluate.  It appears that the success of the PRM is dependent on having on		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		8		DOE		1b. The FEA Reference Model, appears to be performance driven and not Business or Information Technology driven this is indicated in page 3 of 28 in the PRM Working Draft.		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		9		DOD		1b. In DoD, we already has performance measures that have been set up for the Strategic Readiness System.  The C4IT Investment Strategy already has established outcomes and measures for various investment areas.  Some of these have already been cross-walk		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		10		USDA		2b. No.  A quandary exists for establishing improvement targets without an established budget.  The process normally would be to 1) set outcomes targets; 2) determine the mix of outputs that will allow the achievement of the outcome targets, thereby estab		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		11		EPA		2b. Section IV notes that "initiatives that involve more than one or all agencies will require some degree of collaboration to identify common PRM indicators.  These would include…initiatives that align with BRM Lines of Business such as Human Resources o		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		12		GSA		2b. The proposed process lays out the steps very well.  However, we suggest that you  add the following initial steps:  1) Review and understand the agency's performance and strategic plan for the appropriate fiscal year along with the federal government'		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		13		DOL		3b.  The instructions seem more oriented to development than maintenance and operations.  Many maintenance and operations projects are major initiatives, but may not have improvement targets and strategies as discussed on page 8.  Even when a COTS upgrade		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		14		Treasury		3b. Key stakeholders were identified. Additional users such as architects, designers, developers, business users also have a need to utilize and leverage the PRM to effectively perform their functions.  This valuable and needed perspective should be addre		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		15		PTO		4b. The input level measurement categories seem quite solid.  As you move up through the outputs to the outcomes, the measurement categories seem to become less secure.		OBSERVATION		1		III		4

		16		DOE		5. (1)  Human Capital Areas should be coordinated with OPM.   Mission and Business, Processes and activities should be included in the Business Model and Service Component Architectures. This level of detail should not be included in the PRM reporting req		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		17		USDA		5. 1)  This is an excellent document for vertical government initiatives, since its mission oriented.  However, it doesn't address horizontal initiatives, such as security or continuity of operations, except in that they provide support to the vertical in		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		18		GSA		5. There is a gap between the PRM and the 4-layered EA framework that is being utilized by the agencies.  (FEA Framework v1.1 dated Feb 1999, based on Zachman's "Framework for Information Systems Architecture" that shows a 4 layer model:  Business Archite		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		19		EPA		5. It will be almost impossible to link to the PRM without the PRM approach being adopted by the CFO community first.		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		20		DOJ		5. It will be difficult, if not impossible, to use the PRM for the FY05 budget process.  DOJ Components are developing their 300s, now, while this model is still in draft under comment and review.  Once OMB releases the final PRM, Agencies and Department'		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		21		Ed		5. Objective measures must be ratios that are applicable across similar processes and therefore normalize results across agencies.
This conceptual model does not directly lead to competition between systems to improve the breed.

There should be standard		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		22		Ed		5. Page 2 of 28 and 8 of 28 refer to capturing critical cause and effect relationships from IT inputs to outputs.  This needs to be modified based on the discussions with OMB.  These do not appear to be cause and effect relationships but merely inferences		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		23		DOC		5. Reporting and Monitoring Requirements  There is concern about OMB's increased reporting and monitoring requirements for IT intensive Program Initiatives.  The PRM process may increase the data collection and reporting burdens on CIO staffs that are alr		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		24		Treasury		5. The PRM should relate to the SRM in how service level agreements and managed services are formulated.  This relates to the degree of outsourcing which can range from small services to entire functions.		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		25		DOD		5b.  Industry best practices have illustrated how common performance criteria are essential to streamlining organization's systems and processes.  In general the PRM outlines an excellent start for what can become a very effective approach to better coupl		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		26		EPA		5. While showing the relationship of input factors leading to long term outcomes, if used in an annual cycle, the model does not account for the obvious time to achieve long term outcomes associated with specific investments.. Without consideration of the		OBSERVATION		1		III		9

		27		FERC		The best at this stage.  Some of the issues are related to the SRM (some services are difficult to map to)		OBSERVATION		1		III		7

		28		DOD		Cover Letter.  For DOD, the PRM performance measures must accurately assess IT's contribution to efficiency and effectiveness of DOD's mission in war and in peace to include the time when DoD stands ready to defend national interests and is engaged in mil		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		29		Treasury		Other. For all of the measurement areas except the “mission and business results” outcome area, the same general critique holds true.  While these metrics would seem to be leaning towards some type of standardization of metrics and performance government-		OBSERVATION		1		III		2

		30		Treasury		Other. This figure shows a line of sight for border patrol/weapons interdiction at the border.  Several questions occur:· This line of sight shows the metrics flowing through outputs, through customer results, then to mission and business results.  Howeve		OBSERVATION		1		III		4

		31		DOD		7b.  In general, the PRM seems to provide a pretty extensive inventory of indicators.  Whether it is complete, we cannot be certain.  However, the performance indicators appear to be merely a restatement of the objectives for the function.

· Most of the		OBSERVATION		1		III		1

		32		HUD		1b. (2) In developing performance metrics, the first and most important step is to determine the results needed.  It is the results desired that should determine the metrics.		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		33		HUD		1b. (4) It seems more accurate to say the PRM is a results hierarchy rather than a measurement hierarchy.		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		34		FERC		2B. Since A-11 is not complete, it is not clear  if the Measurement Categories are going to be mandatory. They have to be included in the CPIC process as criteria for selection and in the Cost Benefit Analysis to start with.  Is it really realistic to req		OBSERVATION		2		II		9

		35		NARA		5. Fuzzy terminology needs to be made more specific. 4) The PRM is not written in plain language. It uses 
jargon, complex words and phrases (instead of simpler ones), and too 
many words to explain the information. It requires extensive revison to 
clari		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		36		State		5. Appendix D.1 addresses "Social Services" as a Line of Business(LOB) and "Monetary Benefits " as ist subfunction with Department of State as a affected agency. Business Reference Model(BRM) V2 identified "Community and Social Services" as the LOB and "S		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		37		HHS		5. It is difficult to provide specific comments on the PRM prior to attempting to use the model.  HHS recommends that an opportunity to provide feedback be given after the Exhibit 300s are submitted for FY 2005.    The categories and indicators would prob		OBSERVATION		2		II		6

		38		HHS		5. In general, the types of indicators listed in the Appendix are not necessarily the only types of metrics that could be used for the categories, and there may be qualitatively measured endpoints rather than quantitative (numeric) ones. Also, in some cas		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		39		DOC		5. Performance Indicators  For research initiatives, it is questionable if most of the performance indicators cited in the PRM provide any useful information.  All the indicators are expressed as measures that commit to absolute numbers and percentages.		OBSERVATION		2		II		4

		40		DOC		5. Performance indicators should be manageable, limited, practical, and realistic.  
They should provide quantitative, objective measures instead of qualitative, subjective measures, otherwise the values derived from the measurement are useless, particula		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		41		VA		5. The measures proposed by the Performance Reference Model present are a set of complete process outcome measures.  While this may be the most appropriate approach to measure performance in terms of the direct service to the citizenry; it does not lend i		OBSERVATION		2		II		1

		42		GSA		6b. The measurement categories and associated indicators of Mission and Business results are closely mapped to the business areas and LOBs of the BRM. This allignment needs to be preserved.  It may be necessary to make simultaneous releases of both models		OBSERVATION		2		II		6

		43		PTO		6b. This is the weakest area.  The standardization does not seem to work very well at this level.  It is difficult to retain standardization while still allowing leeway to recognize the unique requirements of each agency.  Perhaps unique requirements coul		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		44		FERC		6b. Very high level - For FERC mission, one mapping  "Extent to which outcomes related to Energy are achieved"		OBSERVATION		2		II		9

		45		PTO		7b. Indicators are very vague.  It is difficult to mandate standardization at this level.		OBSERVATION		2		II		2

		46		FERC		8b. Important to identify indicators for 2 types of customers (External and Internal) and collect real external customers input.		OBSERVATION		2		II		9

		47		DOC		5. Training on the use of PRM - It will be important that training be scheduled and widely announced, especially since it appears this training will occur sometime during the summer months.		OBSERVATION		2		III		9

		48		EPA		5. This model assumes that the Federal Agency has some control over its
performance relationships. In EPA, as in some other Federal agencies, about 80%
of the programs are delegated to the States. When performance is dependent upon
Grantees, there is disc		OBSERVATION		2		III		1

		49		Treasury		Other. The “Mission and Business Results” in the Appendix A all use indicators based on the lines of business of the BRM.  “Customer Results” indicators are generic, process-based metrics.  Why then, would the PRM be shown as the highest level in the FEA?		OBSERVATION		2		III		9

		50		DOJ		2b. The concept is clear.  The success is dependent on the quality of the performance measures.		OBSERVATION		2				7

		51		DOJ		3b. The users are clearly stated in the document.  The supporting processes will have to be developed and institutionalized.  This represents a major endeavor, a culture shift, and a robust set of resources.  This will not happen over night.		OBSERVATION						7

		52		NRC		5. PRM has great potential to serve now as a valuable resource for IT project managers who have had difficulty explaining the contribution their projects make toward the accomplishment of mission area program goals.		OBSERVATION						7

		53		EPA		5. The [EPA Office of Inspector General] OIG fully endorses this approach to planning, measurement and reporting. This is the logic model that the OIG has been using and advocating, since it arrays and links the inputs in terms of resources, outputs, inte		OBSERVATION						7

		54		Treasury		6b. The set of measurement categories in the draft PRM do track to the BRM.		OBSERVATION						7

		55		PTO		9b. For the specific measurement categories, the indicators are good.		OBSERVATION						7

		56		SSA		5. Figure 3 would be easier to understand if the text referred the reader to the appropriate pages in Appendix A.  Reading the text boxes from left to right and top to bottom, the pages would be 14, 16, 17, 19, 20 and 22 respectively.		OBSERVATION				2

		57		SSA		5. Figure 4 would be easier to understand if the text referred the reader to the appropriate pages in Appendix A.  Reading the text boxes from left to right and top to bottom, the pages would be 13, 15, 17, and 21 respectively.		OBSERVATION				2

		58		SSA		6b. The "Financial" measurement category is the only one that does not map to the BRM.		OBSERVATION				2

		59		SSA		7b. The indicators are very high level and , therefore, subject to interpretation.  They may not achieve the degree of standardization OMB wants.		OBSERVATION				3

		60		SSA		14b. Categories such as "Reliability and Availability" and "User Satisfaction" seem to be outcomes rather than Inputs.		OBSERVATION				7



Booz Allen User:
A - disagree with model
B - requests clarification on one or more aspect of PRM
C - More guidance on process and examples
D - More guidance on how the PRM fits with other frameworks
E - Request change to existing category / indicator
F - Suggest new category / indicator

Booz Allen User:
1. Hard to address
2. Easy to address

Booz Allen User:
I. Currently addressed in 1.0 draft
II.  Planned to be addressed in 1.0 draft
III.  Requires additional research and/or development



Summary

		PRM Comments (Except Those of People and Other Fixed Assets) Organized by Type

		Type of Comment				Number of Comments

		A - Agency believes PRM should not be used government-wide in FY2005 budget process		A		2

		B - Agency requests clarification on one or more aspects of the PRM		B		85

		C - Agency requests more guidance and examples of how to use the PRM		C		32

		D - Agency requests more discussion of how the PRM fits with other management processes		D		16

		E - Agency requests a specific change to an existing category and/or indicator		E		34

		F - Agency suggests additional category and/or indicator		F		51

		Observation - Agency has made a comment or point about the PRM or performance management that requires no action by the FEA-PMO		O		60
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