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TO: David, Mark, Dee Dee 
FROM: Maria 
DATE: Wednesday, September 8 

Attached please f i n d the handout we w i l l give the media i n 
Cleveland. This information should not be d i s t r i b u t e d p r i o r to 
the event. 

Thanks. Maria, 



The National Peifonnance Review 
Creating a Govemment that Wod̂ s Better and Costs Less 

Strengthening the Partnership 
with State and Local Governments 

Major Recommendations 

Improving Coordination, Reducing Red Tape 

Fundamental change is needed to ensure that government at every level - federal, 
state, and local ~ provides its customers with high-quality, low-cost services. Red tape and 
federal mandates must be cut. Performance must replace process as a measuring stick. 
Barriers between programs must come down. And, state and local govemments must have 
more flexibility to design and implement programs that meet the needs of their citizens and 
not just the requirements of federal rules. To the average citizen, a tax is a tax and a service 
is a service, regardless of which level of government is responsible. 

Federal-State-Local Relations Todav 

o More than 600 federal grant programs will spend more than $226 billion in FY 

94. This is one-third of all federal domestic spending. 

o About two-thirds of the grants are for less than $50 million each; the number 
of separate grants has grown by 50 percent in the past decade. For example, there are more 
than 140 federal programs to assist children and their families, and more than 150 job traming 
programs. 

o The mandates and regulations accompanying these programs are cumbersome 
and costly. For example, the federal government spends about $19 billion a year in 
administrative costs for these programs. 

o Though federal aid to states and localities has declined during the past 15 
years, the number of mandates has doubled. As of December, 1992, at least 172 separate 
pieces of federal legislation require states and localities to act on issues ranging from drivers 
licenses to asbestos removal in schools. Most of these mandates are not accompanied by 
funds to iniplenieiit them. 



!mi)n)vc ScMviccs to IVoplc 

The number of grants must be consolidated Wc join the National Governors 
Association and the National Conference of State Legislatures in supporting the con.solidation 
of 55 existing grants into six 'flexible' gr;uUs to better improve services in job training, 
education, water quality, defense conversion, environmental management, and motor safety. 
But we must do more. 

States should be allowed to design 'bottom-up' solutions to their specific problems, 
instead of being forced to take 'top-down' direction from the federal govemment. They should 
be allowed to mix funding from different programs with simple notification to Washington, 
when combining grants smaller than $10 million each. For amounts greater than that, they 
should be allowed to negotiate grant consolidations. 

The focus will be on performance - on what outcomes will be achieved, not on 
precisely how they are achieved. At the same time, legitimate federal interests, such as equal 
employment opportunity and worker health and safety, would be protected. 

Entenirise Board to Improve Coordination 

To improve coordination and services, the President will create a cabinet-level 
Enterprise Board to oversee new initiatives to help strengthen communities. With leadership 
from the Vice President, the Domestic Policy Council and the National Economic Council, 
this board will look for ways to cut red tape and regulation on federal programs. It will be 
committed to solutions that respect 'bottom-up' initiatives instead of 'top-down' requirements, 
beginning with the nine Empowerment Zones and 95 Enterprise Communities authorized in 
the President's recently-passed economic plan. 

Relief from Regulations, Mandates, Red Tape 

Moving from process to performance means allowing states and localities to get out 
from under unnecessary rules, mandates, and regulations. We are recommending that 
unfunded mandates - requirements that come without money - be limited. Cabinet 
Secretaries and agency heads should be able to grant states and localities waivers from federal 
regulations or mandates 

The reimbursement procedures for administrative costs claimed by state and local 
governments for operating federal grant programs should be simplified. States and localities 
should be able to choose a fixed fee-for-service option that would set the rate of 
reimbursement based on each jurisdiction's performance. Fees would be paid in a lump sum, 
not through complex allocation plans. This would save the federal government more than $3 
billion over five years 

Stales and localities should be required to certify once that they will comply with 
federal laws, mslead of every tune they receive a federal -lani - elinunatuig tens of thousands 
of useless lorms Ami, ihev slunild be alknvod to use siiii[ilirictl purcliasiii!' procedures more 
olten, with a cap on such purchases raised froni S2\i)()() lo ilod.OOO Sonic cslunalcs suyyest 
this will sa\'c stales aiul localities up to li.sOO pci [irocui cincul aclion 



Cleveland's Urban Land Project and the National 
Performance Review 

Cleveland's Government Action on Urban Land Project is a 
model of reinventing government at die local level. Under the 
leadership of Mayor White the City of Cleveland has moved to 
reverse a decade of urban decay by relying on two of the 
cornerstones of the reinventing govemment movement ~ 
cooperation across govemment boundaries and cutting red tape to 
get results. 

1. Cooperation across govemment boundaries. The 
Urban Land Project is govemed by a Task Force under the leadership 
of the County Treasurer and the County Prosecutor. They coordinate 
the work of seven govemmental entities ~ the prosecutors office, 
the Treasurer, the Auditor, the Sheriff, the Clerk of the Court, the 
Court Administrator and the Recorder. 

In addition to the above, which all have to be coordinated in 
order to accumulate die land for the land bank, the Project includes a 
representative of the Community Development Department and 
involves the Housing office. 

Not only is govemment involved in making this effort 
successful, the private non-profit sector is also involved. Three 
private foundations have made grants and low cost loans since 1991 
in support of private land acquisition and site development for major 
new housing projects. 

The Cleveland project involves municipal agencies working 
under municipal laws. What the Vice President and the members of 
his task force heard time after time from state and local officials was 
that the attempt to integrate government resources, difficult under 
any circumstances, is nearly impossible where the Federal 
government is involved. As any fmstrated local official knows, the 
Federal government administers more tiian 600 grant programs. 
Each and every one of them have their own set of mles and 
regulations. The effort to combine small pots of money and to 
rationalize regulations into a workable program at the local level 
becomes nearly impossible if the Feds are involved. 

This should not be the case. The federal govemment should 
be fostering local innovation not standing in its way. In order to do 
lhat we recommend a dramatic turnaround in the way the federal 
i^ovcrnmcnl relates to the stales and localities. In the National 
Feiionnance ]\evievv's repon we recommend that stales and 
localiues be allowed, indeed encoui-aj-ed, lo design "bollom up" 
.soluiions lo their .sporifir piobleins. Willi a simple noliticalion lo 



Washington ihey should be allowed to mix funding irom different 
prognuns when dealing with grants of $10 million or less. For 
amounts greater than that, tiiey should be allowed to negotiate grant 
consolidations. 

No longer will a bunch of bureaucrats in Washington presume 
that they know the best way to deUver services in Cleveland or in 
any other city. Federal programs should not be tiie enemy of 
innovation; they should be tiie catalyst for innovation. 

To show we mean business tiie President will create a new 
Cabinet level Enterprise Board to oversee new initiatives to help 
strengthen communities. This group will be led by the Vice 
President and tiie White House policy Councils. Its mission will be to 
look for way to cut the red tape and regulation on federal programs 
tiiat get administered in states and localities. 

2. Cutting red tape to get results. Under tiie sti-eamlined 
procedures worked out with the agencies of government listed 
above, the City has increased the number of foreclosure cases 
completed from 183 in 1986 to 1,764 in 1992 - a stunning increase 
in efficiency. They have done tiiis while providing for the due 
process required by law in these cases. Furthermore tiiey have 
increased tiie amount of money collected from delinquent taxes ~ 
from $725,000 in 1986 to $13,559,000 m 1992. Finally, witii tiie aid 
of the private non-profit sector as well as tiie govemment entities 
they have increased the number of new housing units ~ from 89 in 
1986 to 653 in 1992. 

What tiie Urban Land Project shows us is tiiat cutting red tape 
does lead to results. The National Performance Review recommends 
several changes that would drastically reduce the amount of red tape 
that states and localities encounter when they deal with tiie federal 
government. For instance, states and localities should only be 
required to certify once that they will comply with federal laws, 
instead of every time they receive a federal grant - eliminating tens 
of thousands of useless forms. Furthermore, using simpUfied 
purchasing procedures for items purchased with federal money could 
save states and localities up to $500 per transaction. 

But the real benefits of cutting red tape cannot be measured 
solely in dollars. The real benefiis come from freeing up governmeni 
workei s to concentrate on tiie task at hmid - providing the best 
seivices possible for the lowest price possible - to the la.xpayers. 

By chaiioin;^ lhe relationship Ix'lween the federal governmeni 
and the .stales and localities our goal is lo make the federal lhe 
iiu iibator oi ricw and Innovative pioorams like tlie one we have seen 
hei-e t(.)clav 



CllVAiiO(;A ( OllN I V UlUJAN f A N l ) PROJIXT 
Cleveland, Ohio 

The Cuyahoga County Urban I.and Project is a cooperative and dynamic city/county 
partnership that has helped reverse a generation of urban decay. In the mid-1980s, Cleveland 
was struggling to carry more than 35,000 tax-delinquent properties representing more than $85 
million in virtually uncollectible arrears. The city was in danger of losing its bond rating. In 
addition, entire neighborhoods, like the Hough area, had been devastated by 20 years of 
physical deterioration, vandalism, and abandonment as citizens fled to the suburbs. 

Confronting these challenges, Cuyahoga County streamlined its traditional foreclosure 
process, which had taken up to seven years to complete, and instituted a land-bank program. 
Working under legislation unique among the 50 states, the county's new system takes only 
eight months to complete. Foreclosures have risen steeply from 183 a year in 1986 to 1,764 
last year. 

The county initiates foreclosure actions on tax delinquent properties. The tax 
delinquent vacant and abandoned properties are processed through a streamlined but 
constitutionally sound foreclosure process. The properties are sold at a sheriffs sale. I f the 
property does not sell at the sale, the taxes are stripped and the property is placed into the 
City of Cleveland's Land Bank for marketing. 

The concept of placing the properties into the Land Bank is quite simple. First, the 
taxes are removed from the property which reduces the county's tax duplicate and protects the 
bond rating. Second, the properties are usually worthless by themselves. However, when the 
parcels are pooled together and marketed by the county, the properties are attractive to 
developers who can acquire lots for about $200. A comparable lot in the suburbs would cost 
$40,000. 

Support from developers, community groups, and lending institutions has made it 
possible for the construction of homes located five minutes from downtown Cleveland. The 
30-year mortgage on the homes begins at an affordable $425 per month. Increasingly, 
developers are seeking to acquire once worthless properties, revitalizing the city by turning 
dumping grounds and crack houses into housing units and commercial centers. 

Hic Cliuivli Sduait- Slionpinii Center is an example of one such commeiYial center. 
The land assembly for the project included 15 land bank properties, private acquisition, 
vacation of city streets and city-assisted private acquisition. It is a 100,000 square foot retail 
shopping center which is the first phase of a mixed-use retail and residential development. 
The housing phase will consist of 100-fee simple town houses. The non-profit sponsor is 
Neighbors Organized for Action in Housing. The development is a partnership of Hannan-
Midtown Properties and Tri-Star Properties Company. 

i he Urban Land Project has reduced the backlog of tax-delinquent properties and 
enhanced the effectiveness ofthe city's I and Bank, which has claimed more than 5,000 
liroperlies since 1̂ X7 In 1992, the 1,7(>-l completed foreclosures eliminated $13.6 million in 
ta.x deluuiuency (up from S72S,()()() m 1̂ )S(>) and placed 1.217 properties in the Land Bank. 



MONDAY, MAY 24, 1993 

We Got Mowed Down in Atlanta 

By AlGore 

WASHINGTON 
s Congress considers Presi­

dent Clinton's eco-
nomic plan, the focus | 
Is on reducing the 1 
deficit, spending less : 
and increasing in­

vestments that create jobs, But 
there's another deficit we're address­
ing as"well. the trust deficit: a wide­
spread' belief Goyemment simply 
can't be trusted to spend u x doliars 
wisely. To eliminate that credibility 
gap., we're working to develop a new. 
customer-service contract with the 
American people that has a simple 
goal. We want to make the Govem­
ment work better afid cost less. 

Since President Ciinlon asked me 
to lead the National Performance Re­
view — a six-month comprehensive 
study of every Govemmem agency — 
I've heard from thousands of Federal 
workers and private citizens. 

Consider what the Federal Mar­
shals Service of the Justice Depari­
meni faced when il wanted lo gel ihe 
lawns mowed al houses il seized in 
drug cases. I heard aboul it from an 
employee of lhe Marshals Service in 
AUanta. The department resells the 
houses and uses the money lo finance 
the w.ir on dru);s. Bul lo sell a hous<:. 
you've r.ol m keep il pi e-.rnlalili- :in<.l 
thai mc.uir, mowni); lln' lawn. In Allan-
la, Uiev ihijii| ',lil (lic\' 'il l i i i ' ' .1 ir>-n-
.•il'. 'i fill .iliniil .̂10 a l;;\vii I'.iil | ni".' 

ment regulations dictated that they 
had to do it competitively — and. of 
course, kids don'l write bid proposals. 
So they had to negotiate a contract 
with a large firm to mow all the lawns j 
in the Atlanta region — for $40 a lawn. 

Another Federal employee came to 
me with a contraption called a steam 
trap that's used to take dirt and oil 
out of steam lines. It costs about $100. 
When It goes bad, it leaks about $50 
worth of steam ^ week. A Federal: 
engineer wanted to replace' some 
leaky ones. The problem was. the 
central procurement office had been 
directed to buy in quantity to save 
money. So the office saved up all ils 
requests for traps for a solid year, l l 
bought every $100 steam trap for $90 
and saved $10. While it wailed, each 
leaky trap cost lhe taxpayers 50 
weeks of sieam. Thai came 10 $2,500 
— $2,500 to save $10. 

An interior Deparimeni employee 
lold me how she used lhe frequent-
flyer miles she earned on Govern­
meni travel 10 gel a free ticket for a 
Governmeni trip. But lhe trip re­
quired lhai she slay over for a Satur­
day night. She did, staying with 

False economies 
cost, the U.S. 

bis" buck vS. 

saved i l $331 by giving up her Satur­
day in exchange for a free ticket. 

In 1989.- an administrator of lhe 
Alcohol. Drug Abuse and Menial 
Health Adminislraiion admitted to 
The Wall Sireel Journal that his agen­
cy did not even monitor the results of 
the $2 billion i l spent each year. 

A Department ot Transportation 
employee told me aboul a telephone 
device for the deaf that (he agency 
purchased for her use. She could have 
bought il retail for $300. The depari­
meni paid $600. 

These stories demonstrate lhat 
Governmeni has a loi of good people 
trapped in bad systems. 

We need to move from an indusiri-
al-age Government to an informa-
lion-age Governmeni. We are work­
ing to change lhe very culture of our 
Government. We want a Government 
that measures performance and puis 
its customers first. We want 10 inject 
compeliiion within Government arju 
make Government more market-ori­
ented. We want to empower commu­
nities to solve their own problems, 
give workers the powci' to make their 
own decisions and then hold them 
accountable for the results. 

This fa l l , the Nat ional Pe r fo rm­
ance Review w i l l prodvice a report 
w i t h si iecif ic sun);esUons for steps wc 
r a n lake im ined ia le ly and for huincr-
l<-nn ac i iun In biiii).', al)ijui r i 'a l 
rii.Mii',!'. l l ' : . l i i n r wc f rc;i 11'( 1 ;t 1 .n\ ' 
, 'I'll I i i r n i I li.i 1 i ;i n iiinx v mi ir.Mic:. .i , 

11 i..iir!' niMiM.I 111 111' i i n 111,' lua. 

I - . I ' . i i i •••.• l i - i i - . I f i " > ' i r ; i ' ' 111'-

| . . I I 1 111. i l l i . l l l M ' . l h i I ' I .• C I ' • • I I 1 l ' ' 
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amuSlSCOMEiFROM WITHIN 

We can cut the federal trust deficit 
By Al Gore 
Vto* Pt—UtA Ol th« Unltsd Stat«> 

•

learned a lot of things last month 
wben I met with several hundred fed­
eral workers In Denver. But one mes­
sage came through loud and clear. 

Mvemment can woti better and cost less.. 
That's the goal of the National Perfor-̂  

nuuue Review, a six-month, comprehen-
sive study o( every federal agency, which 
President Clinton has asked me to liead. 
The federal workers In Denver gave us a 
lot to consider. 

A But«ta of Land Management worker 
was frustrated by tbe InabUity of bis de­
partment to plan ahead. Somebody else 
was boiTifled by the paperwork It took to 

Et rtlmborsed for sometfaingas Umple as 
tteries for a pager. -Y^ another worker 

objected to tbe Uea of spendhig $50 hi req-
olsltlon time for a $10 item. 

At one point I asked If anybody bad had 
tbe experience of spendhig monev Just be­
cause it was the end of tbe budget year 
tod tiieir soperiors knew tliat to tum mon­
ey back would be to have it cut from next 
year% budget 

Everybody laughed. Just about every 
h^^feent op. And a Bureau of Mines 
«^^Kiild. ^̂ Tbat's probably happened 
if^^Hrothirds of the years that I've 
belR^tbem." 

Many~of tiiese complaints are not new 
or surprising. But the wilUngness to utter 
them in front of superiors — and the 

depth and passion with which they were 
uttered -^as startling. 

Shice President Clinton asked me to 
lead the National Performance Review 
I've heard from thousands of Federal 
workers and private dtiiens — many of 
whom have complatats shnllar to what I 
heard hi Denver. \ 

• Example: One federal employee 
came to me with a contraption called a 
steain trap that's supposed to take dirt 
and oil out of steam Unes. It costs about 
$100. When It goes bad It leaks about $50 
worth of steam a week. 

A federal engineer wanted to replace 
some leaky i»ncs. The problem was, the 
central procurement office had been di­
rected to buy hi quantity to save money. 
So the office saved up aU its requests for 
traps for a solid year. It bought every $100 
gteam trap for $90 and saved $10. While It 
waited, each leaky trap cost the taxpayers 
50 weeks of steam.That came to $2,500. 

$2,500 to save $10. 
Example: A worker hi the Federal 

Marshals Sovice of the Justice Department 
told me about what that department faced 
hi Atlanta, wboi It wanted to get tlie lawns 
mowed at bouses It seized hi drug cases. 

The department resells the bouses and 
uses the money to finance the war on 
drugs. But to sell a house, you've got to 
keep it presentable and that means mow-
hig the lawn. In AtlanU, they thought 
they'd hhe a teenager for about $10 a lawn. 

But procurement regulations dictated 
they bad to do it competitively — and of 
course, kids don't write bid proposals. So 
they had to negotiate a contract with a 
large firm to mow all the lawns hi the At­
lanta region — for $40 a lawa 

These stories — tiiere were dozens and 
dozens of others — demonstrate tliat Gov­
emment has a lot of good people trapped 
hi bad systems. 

Pleaso see GORE on 6-D 

Good workers caught in bad systein 
In hnw ihplr povernment works. 

GORE from Page 1-D 
Some have pointed out that the obsta­

cles to good govemment these examples 
illustrate Ue not just in the written regula­
tions but an ingrained mode of behavior on 
tlie part of federal workers. 

That's true. For that reason, we need to 
change the very culture of our govern-

. mcnl. Wc need to move from an industn-
al-age government to an information-age 
government. 

Four principles will guide this revolu­
tion in government: 

1. Before we ask ordinary Americans lo 
(Jo more, government must learn to make 
do with less. It is time to demonstrate that 
i;uvcrnnienl can bo as frugal as any house­
hold in America. 

2. Our Roal is to improve services and 
I'xp.aiKl op|)ortunily, not bureaucracy. Over 
the p.isl decade, America's most succe.s.sful 
companies rcslnicUircd llieiuselvcs to 
meet rMr.il cuiniieliliou by climinatirit; uii-
iii'i i'Ssary layers of maii.iijeincnt, piilliin', 
,|,,,iv piiwci' iiitii llu- hands c[ fniiil-lmc 

I;, . , - , , (imlini; mil wlinl l lvir nr-lMin-
, . , I il„.[i i ; - l i v c i i i i i ' , l l . T i l ' ' f ' ' i i " ! al 

i n,II, 111 li.i:. Ill .111 111': s:niif Ihui):. 
••; ( ;ii\TniMiiTil « i l! Hilly i.in'i-ei li if H I ' : - ' 

i . . | , . , 1,1 it,, i:ii:,liiiiii'rs, UIC /\)iicric:iii pen-
pi,, w,: jiccil tu make gcvcriimciit cusloiii-
. • i - fnr i i i i ly — Ijy (liivinp people more 
.•h.iii-,':; licller .s.;i vices, ami a lii|;r.cr say 

In how their government works. 
4. This revolution in govemment must 

come from within. No one Is more frus­
trated by bureaucracy than the workers 
who deal with It every day. Employees at 
the front Ihies know how to make govern­
ment work if someone wil l listen. 

What have we leamed so far? 
For one thing, we've learned that we 

need to inject competition within Govern­
ment and make government more market-
oriented. We want to empower communi­
ties to solve their own problems, give 
workers the power to make their own de­
cisions and then hold tliem accountable for 
the results. For while Congress focuses on 
President Clinton's plan lo reduce tlie defi­
cit, we must address another deficit: the 
trust deficit — Uie widespread belief that 
government simply can't be trusted to 
spend lax dollars wisely. 

Tliis fall, the National IV-rformance Re­
view will produce a report with specific 
suggestions for steps we can take right 
.iway ami in lhe future to meet our twin 
giKil's — belter service and less cost. 

H,-(lcctc(i 111 lli.:il rclHirt will he the slu-
I H :; :iiiit siigi'.i'SliiMi:, 1 c.niic.l IrH-'k lu 
Wasliiiij'.Mii li.MU thai i.-xclKinf.-i <>f views 
i , , I i.,.|iv,-i . l l will h- .1 rcpiii I wuh Ull-
lciili:!l for real clrmia- ll's li:iic 'W.- creat­
ed a governiiK.-iil thai can irii.ivc on issues 
as small us a sleani trap — ami as large 
:is our future. 



ON POLITICS |'>Y MlCllAl-L BARONI 

No more government-as-usual 

Public distrust is producing ai hydraulic pressure for 
cutting govemment, and voters will keep pushing 
until they get real results. Democrats-who repre­

sent the party of govemment-may control the White 
House and Congress, but -voters in a February ABC 
Hews-Wdshington Post poll said they favor a smaller gov­
ernment and fewer services by a 67 percent to 30 percent 
margin over a larger govemment with many services. 
That is a sharp increase in antigovemment sentiment 
ftom the 49 percent to 43 percent spread in 1984. The 
Ointon admmistration, which did 
not sec this hostility as cleariy as 
k^slators did, had to scale back 
q>ending to please House Demo­
crats and saw its stimulus package 
blocked by Senate Republicans. 

. Americans want govemment re­
formed, as other major institutions 
have been reformed over the past 15 
years. The mOitaty, in shambles in 
the mid-TOs, remade itself splendid­
ly. The U.S. auto and steel indus­
tries transfonned themselves from 
hlgh-onst, low-quality producers in 
the late 1970s to industries competi­
tive in cost and quality, though with 
work forces literally cut in half. Re­
cent headlines have been screaming 
the job cuts at other U.S. industrial 
giants-50,000 at Sears, 25,000 at 
IBM, 25,000 at Boeing, 10,000 at 
Pratt & Whitney. In the political 
sphere, the same pressures apply, 
and Bill Qinton will find himself 
pressed to make more cuts in the 
federal vvork force than the 100,000 
he promised during the campaign to 
cut through attrition. 

Watch the governors. If President 
Qinton and Vice President AJ Gore, -
who is in charge of the administra­
tion's massive review of government agencies, want to take 
advantage of the political currents, they should take heed 
of the recent experience of governors: Those who cut 
spending and lhe siz.c of the government work force are 
doing well; those who raised taxes and did not seriously 
slash public job rolls arc in trouble. Mas'sacluisclts Gov. 
William Weld cut spciidins; 1.5 percent in 1991 and now has 
a 52 percent favorable ratm;.', in a lieaviiy Democratic slate; 
South Caioliiin Gov. Canoil Campbell cm s|x-n(liii,<; 4 per­
cent ill 1'''*'.̂  :niil hail :i pnsilivc pili i.iliii!.', Iioiii I'lS pcrc 

V:-"ni:/\::v 

ol volcMS, the hi!',hc:;I in llic 
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that it was their job to manage the cuts smartly and that 
anyone who wanted to come in and argue for more' money 
"should bring with him a signed copy of his resignation." 
Florida Gov. Lawton Chiles, in contrast, while pushing for 
some significant govemment reforms, has been pressing 
constantly for increased taxes and had a positive rating 
from only 23 percent of voters, one of the lowest in the 
country. That suggests that voters want better govemment 
before they vnll ante up more money, not after. 

Qinton seems to imderstand this, although his budget 
proposals and other policy stances 
do not yet ishow how serious he is 
about meeting his promise to orga­
nize a "revolution in govermnent" 
He has given the vice prcadent six 
months to complete a "National Per­
formance Review," modeled on Tex­
as Controller John Sharp's popular 
and hugely successful audit of his 
state's govcnmienL And Gore got 
off to an impressive start by hiimg 
the Progressive Policy Institute's 
Elaine Kamarck; Sharp aide Billy 
Hamilton; David Osbome, co-au­
thor of "Reinventing Government," 
and Robert Stode, a career Defense 
Department manager whose work 
Osbome cites. All this. Gore says, is 
focused "not just on cutting wasteful 
spending but also on improving ser­
vices and making our govemment 
work better. Wc want major savings, 
major reforms and major innova­
tions." The new head of the Office of 
Personnel Management, James 
King, is also working to redesign how 
the civil service works. "Most want to 
be responsive," he says of federal 
employees. But there have to be 

1̂  changes in incentives and account­
ability-old rigid rules have to be 

dropped, and managers have to be given more flexibility to 
achieve goals, with greater rewards when they do and penal­
ties when they don't. King concedes that changes iri law may 
be necessary. " I got a sense of bipartisan cooperation when 
1 went on the Hill," he says. 

Clinton's political problem now is that these refonn 
efforts aic not nearly as visible as his tax increases and 
bigi;er-governinenl |)rogranis. The president's health care 
rehirms, which will nichule major lax increases and more 
:'nvciinn(.:iil in lei vcni 1011 in the economy, cotilil :ul(l lo 
liic |)ciC(:|ilion llial lie i.s IIKIK: of :i |);iilis:iii Inr bu: i!.'''^'-

We want major savings, 
major reforms and 
major innovations.' 

( k i l l 

is I 

l l l c l l l l l 

m i l e 

l l I I : i . -

I'. 
11 • 

: i i K ' i i c : i l c t o r I ' o v c r n i i i c m i c t o i i l l . l l u ' 

,' i ( l r : i : ; I ' M ( 11:111ni ' , i ' o \ ' c i i i i i i i - m :11c : :ci l o i r -

I i \ . ^ ; , n i l i l i r p . - i i p l c i M V o k . c i l : i l ' ' : i l ' l c : i i l ' l c u i i l -

II i l i , - \ l ] : i .!• : i l i : i i i " . I . r . l : 111 111 : i I d u 11;'. l i e ' 

.,. ,!|, •, I- . V. I l k 111'- 1 m l i l r - . i- Ml ,n i l 1 k -•• ! 

, :: 1, I-.. I ; . i i k l i . . i i i i i k . M , - E 

:-| 



Wi.scon.s.iri St.;il:c Journn], 
Ti.ie.sday, Ai.i<^nt: 17, 1993 
Pape 7A 

Gore a credible 'reinventor' 
It was a curious but hopeful scene His 

suit jacket shed and his shirt sleeves rolled 
up as a concession to Washington's Augtist 
humidity. Vice President Al Gore stood In 
the Pentagon courtyard, surrounded by 
nearly 1,000 federal employees. No, they 
weren't demanding a pay raise. They were 
there at Gore's invitation to talk about 
"reinventing govemment," a central theme 
of the 1992 presidential campaign that 
carried President Clmton and his running 
mate into the White House. 

Last week's give 
and-take at the 
Pentagon Is part of 
an effort by the 
Clinton 
administration to 
follow up on that 
campaign promise 
by "reinventing" 
how the federal 
govemment goes 
about its everyday 
tasks, such as 
budgeting, buying 
supplies and 
equipment, dealing 
with employees and 
better relating to its 
"customers," meaning every citizen of the 
United States. Gore is leading a task force 
that is scheduled to issue a report in 
September. If its recommendations reflect 
the honest self-criticism that took place at 
the Pentagon and other stops along Gore's 
route, perhaps the "quality revolution" that 
has swept through so inany private 
companies will have finally reached 
Washington. 

Gore and the military and civilian 

Al Gore 

employees who gathered in the Pentagon's 
spacious courtyard discussed Job 
performance reviews, procurement 
regulations, budgeting practices that 
encourage an agency to spend all Its money 
by the end of the fiscal year lest it be 
penalized in the next budget, 
overspeclfIcatlon in contracts, travel rules, 
job classifications and many other nuts and 
bolts procedures. The picture that emerged 
(the event was telecast on C-SPAN) was of 
federal employees who cared about doing a 
good job and saving the taxpayers' money, 
and of a vice president who seemed 
committed to change. 

More than once. Gore cited examples of 
"high-performing organizations" in the 
private sector and how they have changed 
to remain competitive. He lamented that 
federal managers who save money on 
Program A are rarely given the option of 
applying the savings to imderflnanced 
Program B. He said It's sad that federal 
workers who shortcut red tape to get better 
results too often get reprimands Instead of 
rewards. 

Gore's report, sort of a "national 
performance review," is one of several 
efforts under way to change how the 
federal govemment works. Another one 
involves learning from successful 
programs in states such as Wisconsin. 

None of these efforts will take hold 
overnight, but if it's the beginning of new 
ways of thinking about how the government 
does business, so much the better. Clinton 
told voters last year that he wanted to 
reinvent government. It's reassuring that 
Gore has been put in charge of the 
laboratory. 



FEDERAL TIMES 

Are 
Vwt President Al Gort sent thU tpedal ' 

message to Federal Times for federal em- I 
ployets during Public Service Recognition 
Week. 

In the 19808, American busineea went 
through a dramatic and bold dian^ in the 
way it operated. Across tho country, the 
business pyramid waa tumed upeide down. 

Instead of making decisions solely at the 
top, managers oonsidered input from every 
le%-el of their organizations. And they decid­
ed that what the customer wanted was what 
they v,-anted, too. 

In the beginning, there were naysayera 
who claimed that this type of approach 
wouldn't work: Decisions rfiould be made at 
the highest levela only, and if those dedskms 
didn't increase profits immediately, then 
they weren't r i j j i t 

But over time, what's known as total 
quality management swept the most suc­
cessful American businessea and not only 
met expectations, but exceeded them. 

The president and I believe that some of 
the same lessons business leamed In the 
19803 can be applied to the federal govern­
ment now. Just as American business "rcin-
\-ented" itself to be more productive and re­
sponsive a decade ago, so can the federal 
gDvermnent. 

After all, American taxpayers are the cus­
tomers of the federal government And fed­
eral employees know better than any of us 
that the go-vcmmcnt could be working hard­
er and smarter for the American people. 

On ^ta^ch 3, the president announced a 
SLT-month National Performance Review of 
the entire federal govemment He appointed 
rae to oversee that effort. 

Our mission: to "reinvent" a government 
that puts people Gist by serving ha custom­
ers empowering its employees, foetering ei-
ceUencc and dedicaUng itself to making Bun 
Lhat the taxpayers get maximum value for 
their tax dollars. . ^ i 

To accomplish this objective, the National 
Performance Review will be asking some im­
portant questions: 

• WTiat kind of federal govemment would 
we tike to see by the begiiming of the 2l8t 
century? 

• What are the barriers that prevent us 
from achieving thoee goals at present? 

% r ^ ^ = y : i y : i •4̂ :, 

'Etnpldyees at the frotit lines 
kfiow how to tnake govemment 
work, if someone will listen.' 

Vice President AlGore 

• What changes can we make to orer-
come thoee berrierB? 

• What and where is the ffederal gmrn-
ment doing things l i ^ t and prorMing the 
taxpayers with real value for their tax 
doHais? 

We need your help as federal empkjyteeta 
anawtting th«e questions. I have met iotne 
of you in Washington, D.C, and aowe the 
countiy, and I know that it's you — the ra-
ployw* on the front fines — who know b » t 
how to do your Jobs better, work more effi­
ciently, and save money In the process. 

In our effort to reinvent government, five 
principles wiU guide this revolution The 
6ist is that before we ask ordinary Amen­
cans ]to do more, govermnent must leern to 
maEe do with less. It is time to demonstrate 

that government can be as frugal as any 
household in America. 

Our second goal is to Impiove services and 
expend opportunity, not burtautaa^. 

Over the peet deoKfe, America's meet sue-
cenflil companies rteUuctured tlieiuselvea 
to meet the global eumpetlUoo by eBmfaiat-
faigtmneceesaiylayera of management, put­
ting more power in the hands of front-line 
workers, and finfing out what their custom­
ers want— andthendeDveiingit 

Third, government win succeed o t f y i t t t 
listens to its customer*, the American peo­
ple. We need to make guvetiunent customer 
friendly — by ghring people more choices, 
better aenricea, and a bigger say. 

Fourth, the federal government has to 
empower states and kxslitiea to hdp them­
selves and their eitisent. Qoremment 
should not stand hi the way of creaUve, 
gi aas rooto iftiiuvatlon. 

And DnaDy, thia revolution In government 
must come t n m withbi. No or>e is more 
fmstrated by the bureaucracy than the 
workers who deal with It every day and 
know better than anyone how to fix it. Em­
ployees at the front lines know how to make 
govemment work, if someone wan Dsten. 

To this end, the Natiortal Performance 
Review is not being conducted by a group rf 
outsiders who have been brought in to td l 
federal worker* how to do their Jobs. The 

m<<}ori«y o f t l x " * ' " ^ ' " ' ^ * • 
be federal employees such as yourselves 
woridng with task force team members. 

With your help, we win bjstill a new ^rit 
of reeponaibnity and buwvatkm Into every 
levd ofthe federal govemment We win rev-
olutioniie the way goverriment works, en­
courage new and innovathre ways of doing 
buanees. , „ . 

For example, vre have asked each CaMnet 
secretaiy and the heads of m«|jor govem­
ment agendea to create a team within their 
agendes to work with National Perfomiance 
Review team membera to prepare both 
short- and kmg^erm agendas for change bi 
their departments. 

We will put more than 100 managers, au-
ditora, and front-Une employees from aeroas 
the govemment to work on qieciOe recom-
mendationa for improving services and cutr 
tingwaste. 

They vrill evahiata the eflWency of eveiy 

federal program and service, identify spedfic 
spen<£ng cuts in federal programs and ser­
vices that don't work anymore or no longer 
advance the mission they were intended to 
serve, and recommend ways to streamline 
the bureaucracy by eliminaUng unnecessary 
l ^ e n of management and reducing duplies-
tJonofeffort 

Moat Importantly, they will ask federal 
workers and the American people to send to 
the National Performance Review specific 
suggestions on how to Improve services and 
cut bureaucratic waste. 

At the end of the summer, the National 
Performance Review will report to the presi­
dent Our report will include a description of 
the government we would like to have and 
an analyBis of the barriers that stand in our 
way. 

We wiH set forth a series of specific recom­
mendations to reduce waste and make our 
guveiiuuent more effective, more efficient, 
and more responshre. These will include rec­
ommendations thai identify specific cuts, 
user^friendly Improvementa to government 
operations and savings resulting from our 
reinventing efforts. 

Some recommendations will address the 
systems that affect nearly all federal pro­
grams, whUe others, generated in fiill coop­
eration with Cabinet secretaries and agency 
heads, will deal specifically with the opera­
tions of a particular agency. 

I ask for your help and your input Think 
boldly, broadly and creatively. Think big. We 
want najoT savings, mstfor refonns and ma­
jor Innovations. And we want your 
suggestions. . 

How can we clarify agency missions.' 
Would thinning out layers of bureaucracy 
hnprove managera' abiUty to serve their cus­
tomers? How can we bring the information 
age that has so transfonned our private sec­
tor to the public sector? 

These are but a small sample of the ques­
tions which I hope you and your countcr-
parta througiiout govemment will ask in the 
coming months. Our work will make n 
difTerenoe. 

It's a challenge we'll meet together. Put-
thig people first is a principle that President 
Clinton is translating into policy. We join 
him in that effort I look forward to working 
with you. 



O F F I C E O F T H E V I C E P R E S I D E N T 

W A S H I N G T O N 

September 9, 1993 

TO: CABINET CHIEFS OF STAFF AND COMMUNICATIONS DIRECTORS 

FR: MARLA ROMASH 
Office of the Vice President 

RE: NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW UPDATE 

1. The President and the Vice Piiesidcnt aiie in Qevelaiid today, visiting an innovative 
community development project that demonstrates both tlie piinciples and the specifics of tlie 
National Peifonnance Review lepoil 

What follows here is a summary of the relevant National Performance Review 
recommendations and background information on the Cleveland program and its connection to 
the National Performance Review. 

The President and Vice President will visit a commercial center developed as part of 
this innovative program, speak with those responsible for its design and implementation, and 
the President will sign a directive creating the Community Enterprise Board to better 
coordinate federal efforts to help strengthen families and build communities. (For more on the 
board, see the National Performance Review report.) 

A copy of the directive is not available until it is signed by the President. We will try 
to get copies to you later today. 



The National Perfonnance Review 
Creating a Government that Wori« Better and Costs Less 

Strengthening the Partnership 
with State and Local Governments 

Major Recommendations 

A New Community Empowerment Strategy 

Fundamental change is needed to ensure that govemment at every level - federal, 
state, and local - provides its customers with high-quality, low-cost services. Red tape and 
federal mandates must be cut. Performance must replace process as a measuring stick. 
Barriers between programs must come down. And, state and local govemments must have 
more flexibility to design and implement programs that meet the needs of their citizens and 
not just the requirements of federal rules. To the average citizen, a tax is a tax and a service 
is a seiA'ice, regardless of which level of government is responsible. 

What's needed is a new strategy that helps strengthen our communities, rewards 
initiative, and produces results ~ jobs, housing, new businesses, economic growth. We're 
going to break down the barriers between federal agencies so we have real coordination in the 
delivery of services. This vAW give states and local communities the flexibility they 
desperately want and need i f they are to use federal dollars efficiently and effectively to build 
communities and strengthen our families. The National Performance Review recommendations 
are not just about cutting wasteful spending, they also are about creating a govemment that 
works better. 

Fedcral-State-Local Relations Today 

o More than 600 federal grant programs will spend more than $226 billion in FY 94. 
This is one-third of all federal domestic spending. 

o About two-thirds of the grants are for less than $50 million each; the number of 
separate grants has grown by 50 percent in the past decade. For example, there are more than 
140 federal programs to assist children and their families, and more than 150 job training 
programs. 

o The mandates and regulations accompanying these programs are cumbersome and 
costly. For example, the federal government spends about $19 billion a year in administrative 
costs for these programs. 

o l liough federal aid to states and localities lias declined during the past 15 years, the 
number of mandates has doubled As of Dcceniber, 1992, at least 172 separate pieces of 
federal legislation reciuiie states and localities to act on issues ranging from drivers licenses to 
asbestos removal in schools. N-losl of these iiiaiulates are not accompanied by funds. 



liiiniTivc SciA-ices (o l*e()i)le 

The number of grants must be consolidated. We join the National Governors 
Association and the National Conference of State Legislatures in supporting the consolidation 
of 55 existing grants into six 'flexible' grants to belter improve services in job training, 
education, water quality, defense conversion, environmental management, and motor safety. 
But we must do more. 

States should be allowed to design 'bottom-up' solutions to their specific problems, 
instead of being forced to take 'top-down' direction from the federal govemment. They should 
be allowed to mix funding from different programs with simple notification to Washington, 
when combining grants smaller than $10 million each. For amounts greater than that, they 
should be allowed to negotiate grant consolidations. 

The focus will be on performance — on what outcomes will be achieved, not on 
precisely how they are achieved. At the same time, legitimate federal interests, such as equal 
employment opportunity and worker health and safety, would be protected. 

Community Enterprise Board to Improve Coordination 

To improve coordination and services, the President will create a cabinet-level 
Community Enterprise Board to oversee new initiatives to help strengthen communities. With 
leadership from the Vice President, the Domestic Policy Council and the National Economic 
Council, this board will look for ways to cut red tape and regulation on federal programs. It 
wil l be committed to solutions that respect 'bottom-up' initiatives instead of 'top-down' 
requirements, beginning with the nine Empowerment Zones and 95 Enterprise Communities 
authorized in the President's recently-passed economic plan. 

Relief from Regulations, Mandates. Red Tape 

Moving from process to performance means allowing states and localities to get out 
from under unnecessary rules, mandates, and regulations. We are recommending that 
unfunded mandates - requirements that come without money - be limited. Cabinet 
Secretaries and agency heads should be able to grant states and localities waivers from federal 
regulations or mandates. 

The reimbursement procedures for administrative costs claimed by state and local 
govemments for operating federal grant programs should be simplified. States and localities 
should be able to choose a fixed fee-for-service option that would set the rate of 
reimbursement based on each jurisdiction's performance. Fees would be paid in a lump sum, 
not through complex allocation plans. This would save the federal government more than $3 
billion over five years 

Slates and localities should be required to certify once that they will comply with 
federal laws, instead of every time they receive a federal grant - eliminating tens of thousands 
of useless forms And. ihey should be allowed to use simplified purchasing procedures more 
oi'ten, with a cap on such purchases raised from $25,000 to $100,000. .Some esliinaies suggest 
this will save states aiui localities up to S.'̂OO per iMocuienient action. 



Cleveland's Urban Land Project and the National 
Performance Review 

Cleveland's Government Action on Urban Land Project is a 
model of reinventing government at the local level. Under the 
leadership of Mayor White the City of Cleveland has moved to 
reverse a decade of urban decay by relying on two of the 
cornerstones of the reinventing government movement — 
cooperation across govemment boundaries and cutting red tape to 
get results. 

1. Cooperation across govemment boundaries. The 
Urban Land Project is govemed by a Task Force under the leadership 
of the County Treasurer and the County Prosecutor. They coordinate 
the work of seven govemmental entities - the prosecutors office, 
the Treasurer, die Auditor, the Sheriff, the Clerk of the Court, the 
Court Administrator and the Recorder. 

In addition to the above, which all have to be coordinated in 
order to accumulate the land for the land bank, the Project includes a 
representative of the Conmiunity Development Department and 
involves the Housing office. 

Not only is govemment involved in making this effort 
successful, the private non-profit sector is also involved. Three 
private foundations have made grants and low cost loans since 1991 
in support of private land acquisition and site development for major 
new housing projects. 

The Cleveland project involves municipal agencies working 
under municipal laws. What the Vice President and the members of 
his task force heard time after time from state and local officials was 
that the attempt to integrate govemment resources, difficult under 
any circumstances, is nearly impossible where the Federal 
govemment is involved. As any fmstrated local official knows, the 
Federal govemment administers more than 600 grant programs. 
Each and every one of them have their own set of mles and 
regulations. The effort to combine small pots of money and to 
rationalize regulations into a workable program at the local level 
becomes nearly impossible if the Feds are involved. 

This should not be the case. The federal govemment should 
be fostering local innovation not standing in its way. In order to do 
lhat we recommend a dramatic turnaround in the way the federal 
government relates lo the stales and localities. In the National 
Performance Review's report we recommend that states cmd 
localities be allowed, indeed encouraged, to design "bottom up" 
.solulion.s lo their .specific problems. With a simple notification to 



Washington tiiey sliould be allowed to mix funding from different 
programs when dealing with grants of $10 million or less. For 
amounts greater than that, tiiey should be allowed to negotiate grant 
consoUdations. 

No longer will a bunch of bureaucrats in Washington presume 
that they know the best way to deUver services in Cleveland or in 
any other city. Federal programs should not be the enemy of 
innovation; they should be the catalyst for innovation. 

To show we mean business the President will create a new 
Cabinet level Enterprise Board to oversee new initiatives to help 
strengthen commumties. This group will be led by the Vice 
President and the White House policy Councils. Its mission will be to 
look for way to cut the red tape and regulation on federal programs 
that get administered in states and locaUties. 

2. Cutting red tape to get results. Under the streamlined 
procedures worked out with the agencies of govemment listed 
above, the City has increased the number of foreclosure cases 
completed from 183 in 1986 to 1,764 in 1992 ~ a stunning increase 
in efficiency. They have done this while providing for the due 
process required by law in these cases. Furthermore they have 
increased the amount of money collected from delinquent taxes ~ 
from $725,000 m 1986 to $13,559,000 m 1992. Fmally, witii tiie aid 
of the private non-profit sector as well as the govemment entities 
they have increased the number of new housing units ~ from 89 in 
1986 to 653 in 1992. 

What the Urban Land Project shows us is that cutting red tape 
does lead to results. The National Performance Review recommends 
several changes that would drastically reduce the amount of red tape 
that states and localities encounter when they deal with the federal 
govemment. For instance, states and localities should only be 
required to certify once that they will comply with federal laws, 
instead of every time they receive a federal grant ~ eliminating tens 
of thousands of useless forms. Furthermore, using simplified 
purchasing procedures for items purchased with federal money could 
save states and localities up to $500 per transaction. 

But the real benefits of cutting red tape cannot be measured 
solely in dollars. The real benefits come from freeing up government 
workers to concentrate on tiie task at hand - providing the best 
sen îces possible for tiie lowest price possible - to the taxpayers. 

By changing the relationship between the federal governmeni 
and Uie stales and localilies our goal is lo make the federal lhe 
incubalor of new and innovaiive programs like lhe one we have seen 
liere lodav 



CDYAilOCA (Ot IN I V URBAN LAND PRO.IFCI' 
Cleveland, Ohio 

The Cuyahoga County Urban Land Project is a cooperative and dynamic city/county 
partnership that has helped reverse a generation of urban decay. In the mid-1980s, Cleveland 
was struggling to carry more than 35,000 tax-delinquent properties representing more than $85 
million in virtually uncollectible arrears. The city was in danger of losing its bond rating. In 
addition, entire neighborhoods, like the Hough area, had been devastated by 20 years of 
physical deterioration, vandalism, and abandonment as citizens fled to the suburbs. 

Confronting these challenges, Cuyahoga County streamlined its traditional foreclosure 
process, which had taken up to seven years to complete, and instituted a land-bank program. 
Working under legislation unique among the 50 states, the county's new system takes only 
eight months to complete. Foreclosures have risen steeply from 183 a year in 1986 to 1,764 
last year. 

The county initiates foreclosure actions on tax delinquent properties. The tax 
delinquent vacant and abandoned properties are processed through a streamlined but 
constitutionally sound foreclosure process. The properties are sold at a sheriffs sale. I f the 
property does not sell at the sale, the taxes are stripped and the property is placed into the 
City of Cleveland's Land Bank for marketing. 

The concept of placing the properties into the Land Bank is quite simple. First, the 
taxes are removed from the property which reduces the county's tax duplicate and protects the 
bond rating. Second, the properties are usually worthless by themselves. However, when the 
parcels are pooled together and marketed by the county, the properties are attractive to 
developers who can acquire lots for about $200. A comparable lot in the suburbs would cost 
$40,000. 

Support from developers, community groups, and lending institutions has made it 
possible for the construction of homes located five minutes from downtown Cleveland. The 
30-year mortgage on the homes begins at an affordable $425 per month. Increasingly, 
developers are seeking to acquire once worthless properties, revitalizing the city by tuming 
dumping grounds and crack houses into housing units and commercial centers. 

Tlic Oiuncli Sqiiaic Shopping Center is an example of one such commercial center. 
The land assembly for the project included 15 land bank properties, private acquisition, 
vacation of city streets and city-assisted private acquisition. It is a 100,000 square foot retail 
shopping center which is the first phase of a mixed-use retail and residential development. 
The housing phase will consist of 100-fee simple town houses. The non-profit sponsor is 
Neighbors Organized for Action in Housing. The development is a partnership of Hannan-
Midlown Properties and Tri-Star Properties Company. 

The Urban Land Project has reduced the backlog of tax-delinquent properties and 
enhanced the effectiveness ofthe city's Land Bank, which has claimed more than 5,000 
properties since 1̂ )87. In 1̂ )̂ )2, the 1,764 completed foreclosures eliminated $13.6 million in 
tax deluuiuency (tij) iVoni S72.S,000 in l')S6) and placed 1,2.17 properties m the Land Bank 



The National Performance Review 
Backgmund 

The National Performance Review began on March 3, 1993 when President Clinton 
announced the six-month review of the federal government and asked Vice President Gore to 
lead the effort. The goal: create a government that works better and costs less. 

Unlike past efforts that relied on outsiders, the Vice President gathered experienced 
federal workers and organized them into teams to examine federal agencies and issues that cut 
across agencies, such as personnel or procurement or budget policies. Approximately 200 
federal workers made up the NPR teams. In addition, the President asked each cabinet 
secretary to organize a 'Reinvention Team' to work from within each agency and to create 
'Reinvention Laboratories' where experiments in this new way of doing business could begin 
immediately. 

The Vice President and the National Performance Review teams sought input from 
people all across America. Vice President Gore spoke with workers at every major agency 
and at federal centers around the country. He visited programs that work and companies that 
have implemented new practices, dramatically changing their operations and decreasing costs 
and increasing profits in the process. The Vice President and the National Performance 
Review teams learned from state and local leaders who have put many of these ideas into 
practice and they listened to the very best experts in the country — from business, from 
govemment, from the academic community — at special conferences in Philadelphia and 
Nashville. And, they listened to the American people whose letters and phone calls were 
invaluable. 

The National Performance Review focused on how govemment should work, not on 
what it should do. With the exception of those programs recommended for elimination, it did 
not address policy issues. The National Performance Review teams examined virtually every 
cabinet department and key agencies. A 'bottom-up' review at the Department of Defense, 
begun two months before the review to meet the spending reductions in the President's 1994 
budget, took precedence as did the work of the Health Care and Welfare Reform Task Forces 
at the Department of Health and Human Services. 

The report of the National Performance review represents the beginning of what will 
be, and what must be, an ongoing commitment to change. It includes actions that will be 
taken now, by Executive Order of the President or by the cabinet secretaries and agency 
heads; recommendations for Congressional action; and a vision for the future, for long-term 
changes we must begin now. I f implemented, these recommendations will revolutionize the 
way the federal government does business. They will reduce waste, eliminate obsolete 
functions, improve services to taxpayers and create a smaller but more productive 
govemment. 



TALKING POINTS 
THE NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

The National Performance Review is about creating a govemment that works better and costs less, 
but cutting waste and reducing bureaucracy. Unlike similar efforts that have preceded it, the National 
erformance Review is not just about getting rid of waste ~ though we do plenty of that - it is also about 

fundamental and dramatic changes in the way the govemment works. It's about tuming our govemment into 
a high-performance, low-cost organization. 

o The National Performance Review is guided bv four main principles: 
1) Put the customer first, listening to them, restructuring basic operations to meet customer needs, 

and using market dynamics such as competition and customer choice to create incentives for success. 
2) Cut red tape, shifting from a system based on accountability for following rules to one where 

you're accountable for achieving results. 
3) Empower emplovees to get results, transforming the way they think and act by decentralizing 

authority, empowering those who work on the front lines to make more of their own decisions and solve 
more of their own problems. 

4) Cut back to basics and create a government that works better and costs less by abandoning the 
obsolete, eliminating duplication, and ending special interest privileges. 

0 It's time we had a new customer service contract with the American people, a new guarantee of 
effective, efficient, and responsive govemment. It's time we treated taxpayers like customers. 

o The National Performance review can help close the budget deficit but it can also help close the lrust 
deficit, showing the American people that their tax dollars will be treated with respect for the hard work that 

ed them. 

o It's time to make govemment work and work efficiently. It's time we got our own house in order. 
The National Performance Review does that, getting rid of unnecessary rules and red tape that cost too 
much and don't serve us well enough, and streamlining the federal govemment. 

0 We're going to reform the way our govemment works, hold employees to new performance standards 
and insist on results. Instead of measuring what we put in, we're going to measure what we get out and 
what's accomplished. We're going to free federal employees from the rule that make their jobs more difficult 
but in retum, we're going to demand performance. 

o Special interest subsidies ought to be cut. There's no reason taxpayers should be picking up the bill 
for millions of dollars in special interest subsidies. 

o We're going to get rid of programs that don't work, consolidate programs where there's duplication, 
and make sure that federal programs have a specific goal. The National Performance Review is 
consolidating programs and getting rid of outdated programs. And we're going to put an end to crazy rules 
that now allow people who defraud the govemment to get benefits to keep getting them. 

o American business have recognized the need to change and restructure to stay competitive, increase 
profits, and satisfy their customers. It's time the government took the same approach. All across our 
country, businesses have recognized how new thinking and a new way of doing business can increase profits 

cut costs. It's time our government learned that lesson from successful businesses and changed the way 
oes business to improve services and cut costs. 

• 



THE NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Q: Why will this succeed when eveiy other effort has failed? 

A: Most importantly, because there is leadership from the White House. President Clinton 
and Vice President Gore share a strong commitment to improving the way govemment works 
and to making government work better for less. That commitment is shared by every Cabinet 
Secretary and agency head across the government. 

In addition, the National Performance Review — unlike every other earlier effort of 
this kind — did not bring in outside experts to create a report to gather dust on some shelf 
The National Performance Review organized a team of talented, experienced career federal 
employees who know best (from first-hand experience) what's wrong and how to fix it. 

The NPR Report offers specific recommendations and real savings — for immediate 
action and over the long term. The President will sign executive orders and cabinet 
secretaries will take action to begin the kinds of dramatic changes the National Performance 
Review is recommending. Americans want a change. Federal employees want a change. The 
President and Vice President are determined to make it happen. 

Q: How do you expect to overcome Congiessional opposition to your recommendations? 

A: We have been and will continue working closely with Congress on a bipartisan basis. 
This is not a political issue. The American people want change and they want to know their 
tax dollars are being spent wisely. They want a govemment that works. We believe Congress 
shares our determination to cut spending and reform the govemment. We're asking for some 
big changes and change is never easy. We know there are those who will defend the status 
quo — even if it means wasteful spending and unnecessary bureaucracy. And, we expect some 
fights. But we intend to work with Congress to bring about these changes. 

Q: How do you propose to get all these hundreds of lecommendations through Congress? 
Will you deal with each one individually? Use the Commission that the Senate Govemment 
Affairs Committee has approved? How? 

A: Remember, many of the actions we are proposing do not need Congressional approval. 
They can be accomplished by administrative action, by the President or by cabinet secretaries 
and agency heads. The President will sign executive orders and other directives, and cabinet 
secretaries will take action to implement many of these changes. Where Congressional action 
is needed, our goal is to identify the quickest way possible to gain Congressional approval for 
this package. We intend to work with Congress to identify the best way to move these 
proposals forward. If they are serious about cutting costs and serious about reforming 
govemment, they'll do just that. 



Q: The National Peifonnance Review repoit includes hundreds of recommendations. How 
many do you really expect to get accomplished? 

A: We intend to dramatically change the way our govemment works — to cut waste and 
bureaucracy, to create a government that works better and costs less. Many of the actions in 
the report we will take immediately. We intend to work with Congress to gain approval of the 
remainder. We recognize that the change we seek will not happen overnight. Ours is a long-
term commitment and a long-term job. We're going to stay with it and keep working. 

Q: Will there be another National Peifonnance Review? When? Who will do the work? 

A: This report represents the beginning of what will be an ongoing effort to create a 
govemment that works better and costs less. We intend to continue our work, through the 
newly established President's Management Council and through every Cabinet Secretary to 
change the way the govemment works, to improve services, cut bureaucracy and make sure 
taxpayers are getting their money's worth. In this review, we identified many things we can 
do and many things yet to be done so our work will continue. We are going to continue to 
look at different issues that we raised in this report and others that need more study. The 200 
federal workers we assembled for this six-month project will go back to their agencies and 
bring with them this commitment to change. But considering the success of this project in 
identifying ways to make the govemment work better and cost less, we're certainly 
considering other similar reviews in the future. 

Q: Did the Cabinet Secretaiies have the ability to veto recommendations you had hoped 
to make? Were there instances where a cabinet secretary stopped you from acting? 

A: We worked closely with the cabinet throughout this process. Remember, at the 
President's direction, each cabinet secretary created their ovm "reinvention" team and the 
national performance review teams worked closely with them. This was very much a 
collaborative not a confrontational process with a great deal of consultation and discussion. 
Our efforts were met with great support and enthusiasm from the cabinet - -they are as eager 
as we are to improve the way the govemment works, to get rid of unnecessary bureaucracy 
and cut costs. 

Q: What difference will all this make to the Amencan people? And when? 

A: In the end, it will mean better service and lower costs. For example, a faster retum of 
income tax refunds, or better education or job training or improved community services and a 
feeling that they are being treated with respect. They may not notice the difference tomorrow, 
but we hope that before too long they will. 



Q: What's happened to the repoils from all your teams? Will they be released? 

A: The work of our National Performance Review teams is reflected in the report we 
have released. We will, in the future, release additional details and supporting information in 
the individual team reports. You can imagine from the number of recommendations we are 
making, that there is an enormous amount of material. Our intention is to release the work of 
the teams at a later date. 

Q: Is it appropnate to have government employees conducting a review of themselves? 

A: Outsiders have traditionally reviewed the government and those efforts haven't 
succeeded as much as everyone would have liked, in part because they did not consult with 
those who have to live in the system. As any modern organization improvement expert, such 
as Tom Peters or Edwards Deming, will tell you, you have to involve those who are affected 
if you want real change to happen. The experience of other countries that have reinvented 
themselves shows that real change comes from within. We relied on team of experienced and 
talented federal workers who then sought advice and ideas from a wide range of groups and 
individuals. 

Q: How do you reconcile the message of cutting costs vs. reinventing govemment? 

A: The National Performance review is and always has been about both. If you're 
interested in really reducing costs over the long term, then you have to change the way the 
govemment works. That's one of the major reasons this review is different from others that 
preceded it. Those efforts only focused on waste and abuse and did not try to put in place a 
positive vision of how govemment should work in the future and a blueprint for how to get 
there. We want a government that works better for less. We found plenty of ways to save 
money and make government more efficient. But this is about more than that, it is about 
fundamental and profound changes in how govemment works. We intend to change the very 
culture of government. We're not after just short-term savings, but long-term changes. For 
example, by changing the incentives in the budget system so that federal managers are 
rewarded for saving money, the process of cutting costs becomes ongoing and long term. 

Q: How many people woi-ked on the National Peiformance Review? 

A: We assembled a team of about 200 federal workers. Many of the federal employees 
are senior executives who have been frustrated with the system and know where the changes 
need to occur because they've been trying for years to bring about those changes. We have 
included line managers and employees who deliver services directly to the public. They come 
from the field as well as Washington, DC. 

In addition to the people on the National Performance Review team each Cabinet 
Secretary has put together his or her own intemal reinvention team and those teams worked 
closely with the NPR teams. 



Q: If we are going to empower federal employees, how aie we going to keep them from 
making mistakes? 

A: In most cases, the problem is not the people but rather the system in which they work. 
We think we can fix the "blundering" problems by setting clear expectations, rewards, and 
penalties for poor performance, by reforming the personnel system and giving managers the 
tools and incentives they need. We will measure performance and we will hold employees 
accountable for results. But we're going to do it in a way that really produces results instead 
of blocking them. 

We need to find a clear balance between protecting the taxpayers money from outright 
fraud and abuse and protecting the taxpayers money from overly bureaucratic systems that 
waste money and make the govemment pay more than it needs to pay to get the job done. 

Q: Are you planning to change the system so you can fire federal employees? 

A: We're going to create a personnel system that works better, makes sense, and costs 
less — for workers, for the government, and for American taxpayers. Right now, thousands of 
pages of rules and restrictions, layer upon layer of bureaucracy, have created a personnel 
system that simply doesn't work. We're going to make it easier for federal workers to do their 
jobs and we're going to make it easier for them to grow and advance in their workplaces ~ to 
get rewards, promotions and raises. And, yes, we're going to make it easier, when it's 
necessary, to fire employees who are not performing up to standard. 

At his town meetings with federal workers, the Vice President asks if it's too hard to 
fire bad employees. Usually, more than 90 percent raise their hands when asked if the system 
needs to be changed. Federal employees recognize probably better than anyone else that the 
system needs to be changed. It's a system that's frustrating them as much as it's frustrating 
their customers. Remember, the system makes it just as hard to give good employees bonuses 
or promotions. 

Q: Why don't you just stop wasting money instead of changing the budget system? 

A: The budget system encourages waste. Line items encourage spending in low priority 
areas and year-end spending limits encourage spending every last dime (inefficient in a last 
minute rush) or you get less next year. No private sector business could succeed with these 
types of incentives. Can you imagine a business that couldn't transfer money from its 
equipment budget to its personnel budget if it had to? Or one that had 450 job classifications. 
Or one not allowed to buy what it needs, when it's needed, at the best price? Or one that 
doesn't reward saving money? The National Performance Review recommendations will 
fundamentally reform the systems of government - that's the only way to achieve long-term 
savings and real improvements in service and performance. 

Q: Arc you using Total Quality Management principles to redesign the govemment? 

A: The basic principles of TQM are reflected in the review -- especially the focus on the 



customer — but anyone who knows anything about govemment knows that in the 
govemment, nothing is 'total.' We have involved some of the top award-winning management 
leaders in the federal government and we have created teams that are spending time with 
customers. The teams themselves are talking to a wide spectrum of suppliers and intemal 
customers. As well, we've sought advice and ideas from business leaders who have applied 
innovative management principles to their own companies, increasing profits and cutting costs 
in the process. 

Q: The Vice President asked the public and govemment employees to contiibute to this 
review, to write letteis, to call in. Where dieir recommendations incoiporated? 

A: Yes. The Vice President met with federal workers at every agency and at regional 
centers aroimd the country. Hundreds of letters were received and read. We leamed a lot from 
them and found them incredibly useful both in terms of identifying problems and designing 
solutions. 

Q: How were the NPR staff selected? 

A: We sought experienced federal workers from across the government and we found that 
across the govemment there are people experienced and dedicated to the principles behind our 
work. In many cases, federal workers came to us because they wanted to be involved. 

Q: Did federal woi'kei's comprise the entire staff? 

A: The NPR teams were made up of federal workers. However, they consulted with 
outside advisors from state and local govemment, from the business world, and elsewhere. 

Q: How was the cabinet involved? 

A: The cabinet was involved throughout this process, both through their agency 
'reinvention' teams and through personal contact with the NPR staff and the Vice President. 
We have worked with Cabinet Secretaries and agency heads throughout and have welcomed 
their enthusiasm and their support for this review. 

Q: If the NPR was able to take almost 250 federal employees away from theirjobs, how 
important were these people, and why can't their positions be eliminated? 

A: Almost all the staff were recruited to NPR from agencies who were reluctant to 
release their best people but did so in recognition of the great importance of this effort. NPR 
selected a wide range of specialists at all grade levels from across govemment to reflect the 
diversity in the federal workforce. Their work at NPR has demonstrated some of the best 
virtues of the civil service which hardly justifies eliminating their jobs upon their retum. 



Q: How much damage to govemment seivices did the NPR do by taking 250 people away 
from theirjobs? 

A: There is no doubt that both organizations and individuals have made significant 
sacrifices to conduct the NPR. Even though a number of individuals spent long days working 
at NPR then worked nights and week-ends at their home agencies, most organizations had to 
soldier on without the services of those working at NPR. The NPR staff and their home 
institutions have had to make adjustments to support this very important enterprise. We have 
every confidence that the retum on investment to government operations over the next decade 
will be many times the sacrifice made this summer. 

Q: Why were die vast majority of NPR staff selected from die GS15 and SES ranks? 
Why was there so littie involvement from the lower grade employees that the NPR seeks to 
empower? 

A: The more senior personnel have both the experience and the demonstrated ability to 
wrestle large, complex issues to resolution quickly, more so than less seasoned employees. 
Given the very ambitious schedule for reporting out, we didn't have the luxury to conduct 
extensive on the job training for junior staff However, it would be a mistaken impression to 
bel leve that lower grade employees were not significantly involved. We used many PMIs 
Presidential Management Interns ~ in this process. These are young, talented people just out 
of management school. Those who were part of NPR were active and vocal participants and 
contributed valuable parts to the overall effort. 

Q: David Broder reported tfiat tfie NPR was staffed by some very young people who 
didn't undeistand what they were dealing with. How many of them were there and how were 
they selected to become pait of NPR? 

A: The NPR was fortunate to attract several dozen White House Intems and Presidential 
Management Intems to participate in this summer's work activities. Every effort was made to 
match their responsibilities with their experience and capabilities. All were volunteers who 
were interviewed and selected on the basis of background, interest, and motivation. It's 
important to remember that the management team of the NPR and the team leaders and 
members are experienced federal workers, many of whom have specific expertise in these 
kind of reviews and issues. 

Q: What is tfie value added of tfie NPR over all tfie OMB, GAO, IG and otfier reports 
tfiat have already been written about refomiing the way govemment operates? Why not just 
devote more high-level attention to implementing them and less attention to laî e-scale and 
potentially futile repoits? 

A: There are several important differences that make this effort truly unique. First, the 
primary architects of these recommendations are experienced career professionals from inside 
the govemment, not outsiders with casual knowledge of what's right and wrong with our 



systems. Second, we have reached out to thousands of others throughout the country through 
town hall meetings, the Philadelphia Summit, our 800 number and the tens of thousands of 
individual citizens who have written to us with their ideas and concerns. Third, these 
recommendations have been coordinated thoroughly at the highest levels of this 
Administration to ensure that they are valid, sound and practical solutions. And, sometimes 
the OMB, GAO, and IG recommendations didn't go far enough or identify solutions. 

Finally no other administration has committed the Vice President to such an intensive 
and extensive effort to transform the entire government from top to bottom and side to side. 
Of course the final difference will be in what we accomplish, and these results will be far 
from futile. 

Q: How involved was OMB in tfie NPR? If OMB is doing its job, why is an NPR 
necessaiy? 

A: OMB has been intimately involved in NPR from the outset. In addition to Phil Lader 
being one of the principal leaders of NPR, there have been numerous other individuals from 
OMB who have supported NPR on a full-time or part-time basis. Every NPR team had an 
active OMB liaison and all the draft reports were made available to OMB for comment. 

The reason for doing NPR outside of OMB is that OMB has had its hands full this 
summer preparing the President's budget for submission to Congress. As you well know, 
there have been constant questions and calls for information in addition to the round the clock 
negotiations with the Congress that OMB had to support. Thus precisely because OMB was 
completely devoted to doing its job-working the budget, not to mention fulfilling its 
management responsibilities -that the NPR was accomplished by other staff who could 
devote all their attention and energies to reinventing the govemment. 

Q: How did the NPR evaluate entitfement progiams? 

A: The NPR did not address entitlements as a central focus. However in our agency 
reviews of HHS, VA, Education, Labor and other service-oriented departments, we have 
recommended ways in which certain entitlement programs can be managed more effectively 
and economically, and ways to reduce fraud in entitlement programs. 

Q: Why aiB there so few defense issues, given the size of the DOD and its obvious need 
for reform? 

A: The NPR has been careful to concentrate on areas where we could make distinct value 
added contributions to the current efforts of each agency to improve their intemal operations. 
The DOD had already begun a major examination called the Bottom-up Review last January 
well before NPR started in March. The NPR therefore deferred to the Bottom-up Review. 

Q: How much influence did the DOD have in dissuading the NPR from taking on certain 
issues? 



A: Where DOD was already addressing specific issues in their Bottom-up Review, there 
was little reason for NPR to devote its attention and limited resources to duplicating the same 
study. DOD has been quite energetic in moving out on their own impressive reinvention 
initiatives and NPR has been cooperating with DOD to ensure that we our efforts are 
complementary. 

Q: How were issues paied away from the NPR? Who decided what stayed and what got 
cut from your list of recommendations? 

A: Those decisions were made after careful study and a great deal of consultation within 
the NPR and within the agencies. We wanted to make sure that the recommendations we put 
forward made sense and would accomplish the goals we sought — improving the govemment 
and cutting costs. In some instances, we discovered that issues needed more time that we 
were able to give them in this six-month review and we're going to continue to study them. In 
other instances, it was clear early on when a recommendation just didn't make sense. 
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The Vice President's Ashtray 
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A
L GORE IS SHOWING ML THIS ASHTRAY. IT IS A 
standard, regulation federal "ash receiver, tobacco, 
desk type" and Gore has 10 pages of regulations to 
prove it. He flips through the specifications, giggling. 
"Can you believe this?" he says. "It's incredible. This is 

what you have to do if you want to sell the govemment an ashtray 
. . . Now, here's my favorite. This is the specification for how you 
test i t " You put the ashtray on a plank, "a maple plank. It has to be 
maple, 44.5 millimeters thick." And you hit it with a steel punch 
"point ground to a 60 percent included angle" and a hammer. "The 
s{)ecimen should break into a small number of irregularly shaped 
pieces, not greater in number than 35." Gore is losing it now, belly-
laughing. "But wait! Now we get to the specification ofthe pieces." 
To be counted as regulation shards, they 
must be "6.4 millimeters or more, on any 
three of its adjacent edges . . . " 

And so on. "I've got some other interest­
ing stxiK," he says. Gore's office, once a 
repository of enviro-clutter, is becoming 
the Museum ofthe American Bureaucracy. 
There is a photo of piles of books, 1,088 
pounds of them —the federal regxJations 
"or hiring and firing employees. There is a 

iry ejqjensive steam trap. There is a gray 
•oolen glove liner from the Korean Weir. 

'Making sure we had enough of these was 
the rationale for the federal mohair sub­
sidy," he says. "It costs $190 million a year." 

Gore and his staff have spent the past 
six months scouring the govemment for 
silliness. They have sent SWAT teams into 
each of the agencies. He has conducted 
town meetings for federal employees, a mix 
of stand-up comedy ("Can anybody give 
me an example of a really crazy federal 
regulation?") and encounter group ("How 
many of you believe it's too hard to tei^ 
minate a federal employee for just cause?"). 
The vice president, in his inimitable fashion, 
has become obsessed. The product of his obsession—the National 
Performance Review (also known as the "reinventing govem­
ment" study)—will be released on Sept. 7. It will contain a host of 
recommendations—not just reform ofthe procurement, personnel 
and budget systems but also sp)ecific programs that should be 
canceled or merged. It could save $6 biihon to $8 biUion per year (a 
similar effort in 1991 saved $4 billion in Texas alone). 

But only if it is implemented—and, the received wisdom says, these 
sorts of govemment-reiomi studies never get implemented. Still, 
Gore may have a chance to bc;il the odds. Alter tho budget agony — and 
the promise of more cuts to come —his work seems the next logical 
step. With the federal huieauciiicv neiiringa stale of surrciil inertial 
thrombosis, some sort ol lescue openilion would probably have hi-.cu 
required soon in anv case .\ ijiiarlor (•enliiry ol divided governmeni 

s meant that cvcrythino has had lo lie spelled oul (llie Congress 
d the execulivo hiaiirh diiliil Inisl cacli oilier, sii lliey lell III 

Gore: Scouring government for silliness 

tie to chance); the rules have grown incomprehensibly hteral. 
Creativity is not encouraged. And tlie money wasted has become truly 
embarrassing—Gore has stories of $1,500 laptop computers routinely 
purchased for $3,5(X) (well, not routinely: in one case, 23 different 
officials had to approve), $3 notebooks bought for $6, and so on. 
These are not isolated cases; they are how the system works. 

There seems, for once, the political will—and the possibUity ofa 
clever legislative mechanism —to make the necessary changes. 
Last week the Senate's Govemmental Affairs Committee pro{X)sed 
a commission, similar to the recent defense base-closing board, to 
review Gore's recommendations and package them into a single 
piece of legislation, relatively unmune from the predations of 
committee chairmen (who usually pick such things apart). There is 

a good chance that this idea will receive 
bipartisan, maybe even fnpartisan, support. 
Bob Dole is desperately seeking something 
not to be nasty about and, sources say, may 
endorse Gore's proposals—if they really 
take a bite out of the bureaucracy. There's 
also Ross Perot, who was a fan ofthe Texas 
performance review and has called Gore to 
offer encouragement. Moderate Democrats 
Uke Bob Kerrey have long favored a drastic 
housecleaning. Which leaves only . . . the 
rest of the Democratic Party, esjjecially its 
most powerful panjandrums, as potential 
opponents. 

Message zombie: And it leaves Clinton 
with a dilemma. During the campaign — 
early on, before he became a message 
zombie —he often said that a Democrat 
would succeed as president only if he 
convinced the pubhc he wasn't going to 
waste its money. The past six months have 
proved him right. If Clinton had taken 
Gore's effort as his own, if he had made a 
cmsade ofthe ashtrays and personnel rules 
and mohair subsidies that render the 
govemment ridiculous —if he had made 

good management his maxim—he might have built the credibility 
needed to ask for new taxes and spending (or found enough sav­
ings to make some of his taxes irrelevant). But he cast his lot with 
the very people —the callous, corrupt, cowardly congressional 
leaders —most likely to torpedo a real reform effort. Worse, he 
allowed ihem to define the limits ofthe possible. 

So the president has a choice. He can delay or submerge Gore's 
report (as some Hillarinistas want, to clear the decks for health 
reform). He ciin give lhe appearance of support, but stick with his 
congressional pals and allow them lo gul it, as they did his budget 
plan. Or he can take a Ilier on a new, moderate, bipartisan coalition 
that might aclually gel the job done. The last will require courage 
and confroiilalioii Mt? mighl lose, bul il would be a strong loss, one 
thai clarilied the prcsidenl's coiiviclioiis and identified the real 
enemies ol progress— as ojiposed lo last week's "victory," which 

MARTIN SIMON-SAflA 

III- lell tlx.' sour resiiliic nt weakness and presidential desperation. 
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We Got Mowed Down in Atlanta 

By Al Gore 

WASHINGTON 
J^s Congress considers Presi-
# % dent Clinton's eco-

§ ^ nomic plan, the focus 
A ^ B A is on reducing the 

m ^ft^ deficit, spending less 
aJ i^ . and increasing in­

vestments that create jobs. But 
there's another deficit we're address­
ing as well, the trust deficit: a wide­
spread belief Governmeni simply 
can't be trusted to spend tax dollars 
wisely. To eliminate that credibility 
gap, we're working to develop a new 
customer-service contract with the 
American people that has a simple 
goal. We want to make the Govern­
ment work better aiid cost less. 

Since President Clinton asked me 
to lead the National Performance Re­
view — a six-month comprehensive 
study of every Government agency — 
I've heard from thousands of Federal 
workers and private citizens. 

Consider what the Federal Mar­
shals Service of the Justice Depart­
ment faced when it wanted to get the 
lawns mowed at houses it seized in 
drug cases. I heard about it from an 
employee of the Marshals Service in 
Atlanta. The department resells the 
houses and uses the money to finance 
the war on drugs. But to sell a house, 
you've got to keep it presentable and 
that means mowing the lawn. In Atlan­
ta, they thought they'd hire a teen­
ager for about $10 a lawn. But procure­

ment regulations dictated lhat they 
had to do it competitively — and, of 
course, kids don't write bid proposals. 
So they had to negotiate a contract 
with a large firm to mow all the lawns 
in the Atlanta region — for $40 a lawn. 

Another Federal employee came to 
me with a contraption called a steam 
trap that's used to take dirt and oil 
out of steam lines, it costs about $100. 
When it goes bad, it leaks about $50 ! 
worth of steam a week. A Federal 
engineer wanted to replace' some 
leaky ones. The problem was, the 
central procurement office had been 
directed to buy in quantity to save 
money. So the office saved up all its 
requests for traps for a solid year. It 
bought every $100 steam trap for $90 
and saved $10. While it waited, each 
leaky trap cost the taxpayers 50 
weeks of steam. That came lo $2,500 
— $2,500 to save $10. 

An Inierior Deparimeni employee 
told me how she used the frequent-
flyer miles she earned on Govern­
ment travel to get a free ticket for a 
Government trip. But the trip re­
quired that she slay over for a Satur­
day nighl. She did, slaying with 

False economies 
cost the U.S. 
big bucks. 

friends inslea(J of incui i iny hold 
COSIS. liui when she rciiirned the de­
parimeni refused lo pay lhe extra per 
diem — $:(K — even iluniiih she had 

saved it $331 by giving up her Satur­
day in exchange for a free ticket 

In 1989,- an adminisiraior of the 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental 
Health Administration admilicd to 
The Wall Street Journal lhat his agen­
cy did nol even monitor ihe results ol 
the $2 billion il spent each year 

A Depanment of Transportation 
employee told me aboul a telephone 
device for the deaf that ihe agency 
purchased for her use. She could have 
bought it reiail for $300 The depart­
ment paid $600 

These stories dcmonslraic that 
Government has a loi of good people 
trapped in bad systems 

We need lo move from an industri-
al-age Governmeni lo an informa­
tion-age Government. We arc work­
ing to change the very culture of our 
Government. We want a Government 
lhat measures performance and puts 
ils customers first. We want to inject 
competition withm Government auu 
make Government more markoi-orl-
ented. We want to empower commu­
nities to solve Iheir own problems, 
give workers lhe power lo make Iheir 
own decisions and ihen hold ihem 
accountable for the results. 

Ihis fall, the National Perform­
ance Review will produce a repon 
with specific suggestions for steps we 
can lake immediately and foi' longer-
term action to bring aboul real 
change, ll's lime wc created a Gov­
ernment that can move (jn issues as 
small as a sieam irap and as large as 
our fuluic. 
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REVOLUTION MUST COME FROM WITHIN 

e can cut the federal trust deficit 
By Al Gore 
Vice President ol tne United States 

I learned a lot of things last month 
when I met with several hundred fed­
eral workers in Denver. But one mes­
sage came through loud and clear: 

government can work better and cost less. 
That's the goal of the National Perfor­

mance Review, a six-month, comprehen­
sive study of every federal agency, which 
President Clinton has asked me to lead. 
The federal workers in Denver gave us a 
lot to consider. 

A Bureau of Land Management worker 
was frustrated by the inability of his de­
partment to plan ahead. Somebody else 
was horrified by the paperwork it took to 
get reimbursed for something as simple as 
batteries for a pager. Yet another worker 
objected to the idea of spending $50 in req­
uisition time for a $10 item. 

At one point I asked if anybody had had 
the experience of spending money just be­
cause it was the end of the budget year 
and their superiors knew that to turn mon­
ey back would be to have it cut from next 
year's budget. 

Everybody laughed. Just about every 
hand went up. And a Bureau of Mines 
worker said, "That's probably happened 

•

wo thirds of the years that I've 
th them." 

of these complaints are not new 
. rising. But the willingness to utter 

them In front of superiors — and the 

depth and passion with which they were 
uttered -^as startling. 

Since President Clinton asked me to 
lead the National Performance Review 
I've heard from thousands of Federal 
workers and private citizens — many of 
whom have complaints similar to what I 
heard in Denver. \ 

• Example: One federal employee 
came to me with a contraption called a 
steam trap that's supposed to take dirt 
and oil out of steam lines. It costs about 
$100. When it goes bad it leaks about $50 
worth of steam a week. 

A federal engineer wanted to replace 
some leaky ones. The problem was, the 
central procurement office had been di­
rected to buy in quantity to save money. 
So the office saved up all its requests for 
traps for a soUd year. It bought every $100 
steam trap for $90 and saved $10. While it 
waited, each leaky trap cost the taxpayers 
50 weeks of steam. That came to $2,500. 

$2,500 to save $10. 
Example: A worker in the Federal 

Marshals Service of the Justice Department 
told me about what that department faced 
in Atlanta, when It wanted to get the lawns 
mowed at bouses It seized in drug cases. 

The department resells the houses and 
uses the money to finance the war on 
drugs. But to sell a house, you've got to 
keep It presentable and that means mow­
ing the lawn. In Atlanta, they thought 
they'd hire a teenager for about $10 a lawn. 

But procurement regulations dictated 
they had lo do it competitively — and of 
course, kids don't write bid proposals. So 
they had to negotiate a contract with a 
large firm to mow all the lawns in the At­
lanta region — for $40 a lawn. 

These stories — there were dozens and 
dozens of others — demonstrate that Gov­
ernment has a lot of good people trapped 
in bad systems. 

Please see GORE on 5-D 

Good workers caught in bad system 
GORE Irom Page 1-D 

Some have pointed out that the obsta­
cles to good government these examples 
illustrate lie not just in the written regula­
tions but an ingrained mode of behavior on 
tlie part of federal workers. 

That's true. For that reason, we need to 
change the very culture of our govern­
ment. Wc need to move from an industri-
:il-age government to an information-age 
fjovcrnmenl. 

l""our principles will guide this revolu­
tion in governmeni: 

1. Before we ask ordinary Americans to 
do more, government must learn to make 
do with less. It is time to demonstrate that 
yuvcrnment can be as frugal as any house­
hold in America. 

2. Our goal is to improve services and 
expand opportunity, not bureaucracy. Over 
the past decade, America's most successful 
companies restructured themselves to 
meet global competition by ehminating un­
necessary layers of management, putting 
more power into the hands of front-line 
workers and finding out what theh- custom­
ers want — then delivering it. The federal 
government has to do the same thing. 

3. Government will only succeed if it lis­
tens to its customers, tbe American peo­
ple. We need to make government custom­
er-friendly — by giving people more 
choices, better services, and a bigger say 

in how their government works. 
4. This revolution in government must 

come from within. No one is more frus­
trated by bureaucracy than the workers 
who deal with It every day. Employees at 
the front lines know how to make govern­
ment work if someone will listen. 

What have we learned so far? 
For one thing, we've learned that we 

need to inject competition within Govern­
ment and make government more market-
oriented. We want to empower communi­
ties to solve their own problems, give 
workers the power to make their own de­
cisions and then hold them accountable for 
the results. For while Congress focuses on 
President Clinton's plan to reduce the defi­
cit, we must address another deficit: the 
trust deficit — the widespread belief that 
government simply can't be trusted to 
spend tax dollars wisely. 

This fall, the National Performance Re­
view will produce a report with specific 
suggestions for steps we can take right 
away and In the future to meet our twin 
goals — better service and less cost. 

Reflected in that report will be the sto­
ries and suggestions I carried back to 
Washington from that exchange of views 
In Denver. It will be a report with the po­
tential for real change. It's time we creat­
ed a government that can move on Issues 
as small as a steam trap — and as large 
as our future. 



ON POLITICS 1!Y MlCllAKI. IURONE 

No more govemment-as-usual 

P ublic distrust is producing a hydraulic pressure for 
cutting governntent, and voters will keep pushing 
until they gel real results. Democrats —who repre­

sent the party of government — may control the White 
House and Congress, but voters in a Febmary ABC 
News-Washington Post poll said they favor a smaller gov­
ernment and fewer services by a 67 percent lo 30 percent 
margin over a larger government with many services. 
That is a sharp increase in antigovemment sentiment 
from the 49 percent to 43 percent spread in 1984. The 
Clinton administration, which did 
not see this hostility as clearly as 
legislators did, had to scale back 
spending to please Hou.se Demo­
crats and saw its stimulus package 
blocked by Senate Republicans. 

Americans want government re-
fonned, as other major institutions 
have been reformed over the past 15 
years. The military, in shambles in 
the mid-'70s, remade itself splendid­
ly. The U.S. auto and steel indus­
tries transfonned themselves from 
high-cost, low-quality producers in 
the late 1970s to industries competi­
tive in cost and quality, though with 
work forces literally cut in half. Re­
cent headlines have been screaming 
the job cuts at other U.S. industrial 
giants-50,000 at Sears, 25,000 at 
IBM, 25,000 at Boeing, 10,000 at 
Pratt & Whitney. In the political 
sphere, the same pressures apply, 
and Bill Clinton will find himself 
pressed to make more cuts in the 
federal work force than the 100,000 
he promised during the campaign to 
cut through attrition. 

Watch the governors. If President 
Clinton and Vice President Ai Gore, • 
who is in charge of the administra­
tion's massive review of government agencies, want to take 
advantage of the political currents, they should take heed 
of the recent experience of governors: Those who cut 
spending and the size of the government work force are 
doing well; those who rai.sed ta.\es and did not seriously 
slash public job rolls arc in trouble. Massachusetts Gov. 
William Weld cut spending 1.5 percent in 1991 and now has 
a 52 percent favorable rating in a heavily Democratic state; 
South Carolina Gov. Carroll Campbell cut spending 4 per­
cent in 1992 and had a positive job rating from 68 percent 
of voters, the highest in the Souih. l^oth were forced to act 
by events: Weld by a st;itc bond r:iling falling to Third 
World levels, Campbell bv a court order. But both found 
they coiikl make real cuts vviilioiii imposing greal pain. 
"For 30 days, llicy all said lliini;s would be lerribic," says 
Caiiiphcll. "and ihcn 1 i.lidn'l hear :uiv more of i l . " To 
avoiil cms in [lopuhir services. WeU! lold his ;ippoiiilecs 
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We want major savings, 
major reforms and 
major innovations.' 

that it was their job to manage the cuts smartly and that 
anyone who wanted to come in and argue for more money 
"should bring with him a signed copy of his resignation." 
Florida Gov. Lawton Chiles, in contrast, while pushing for 
some significant government reforms, has been pressing 
constantly for increased taxes and had a positive rating 
from only 23 percent of voters, one of the lowest in the 
country. That suggests that voters want better government 
before they will ante up more money, not after. 

Clinton seems to understand this, although his budget 
proposals and other policy stances 
do not yet show how serious he is 
about meeting his promise to orga­
nize a "revolution in govemment." 
He has given the vice president six 
months to complete a "National Per­
formance Review," modeled on Tex­
as Controller John Sharp's popular 
and hugely successful audit of his 
state's govemment. And Gore got 
off to an impressive start by hiring 
the Progressive Policy Institute's 
Elaine Kamarck; Sharp aide Billy 
Hamilton; David Osbome, co-au­
thor of "Reinventing Govemment," 
and Robert Stone, a career Defense 
Department manager whose work 
Osborne cites. All this. Gore says, is 
focused "not just on cutting wasteful 
spending but also on improving ser­
vices and making our govemment 
work better. We want major savings, 
major reforms and major innova­
tions." The new head of the Office of 
Personnel Management, James 
King, is also working to redesign how 
the civil service works. "Most want to 
be responsive," he says of federal 
employees. But there have to be 

H changes in incentives and account­
ability—old rigid rules have to be 

dropped, and managers have to be given more flexibility to 
achieve goals, with greater rewards when they do and penal­
ties when they don't. King concedes that changes in law may 
be necessary. " I got a sense of bipartisan cooperation when 
I went on the Hi l l , " he says. 

Clinton's political problem now is that these reform 
efforts are not nearly as visible as his tax increases and 
bigger-government programs. The president's health care 
reforms, which will include major tax increases and more 
government intervention in the economy, could add to 
the perception that he is more of a partisan for big gov­
ernment than an advocate hn government reform. The 
Clinloniles' ideas for eluinging government are serious 
and attractive, and ihc people involved arc able and com­
mitted. LUil Ihey h:ive a dauiiiuig lask in malcliing the 
president's policy visions with the public denuind for seri­
ous leioini :ind fewer public employees. • 

U.S.Ni:vvs,v W()i;|.|) Klil'oifi-. Al'k'll.:*•.. i<»<i:i 
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Gore a credible 'reinventor' 
It was a curious but hopeful scene. His 

suit jacket shed and his shirt sleeves rolled 
up as a concession to Washington's August 
humidity. Vice President Al Gore stood in 
the Pentagon courtyard, surrounded by 
nearly 1,000 federal employees. No, they 
weren't demanding a pay raise. They were 
there at Gore's invitation to talk about 
"reinventing government," a central theme 
of the 1992 presidential campaign that 
carried President Clinton and his running 
mate into the White House. 

Last week's give-
and-take at the 
Pentagon is part of 
an effort by the 
Clinton 
administration to 
follow up on that 
campaign promise 
by "reinventing" 
how the federal 
government goes 
about its everyday 
tasks, such as 
budgeting, buying 
supplies and 
equipment, dealing 
with employees and 
better relating to its 
"customers," meaning every citizen of the 
United States. Gore is leading a task force 
that is scheduled to issue a report in 
September. If its recommendations reflect 
the honest self-criticism that took place at 
the Pentagon and other stops along Gore's 
route, perhaps the "quality revolution" that 
has swept through so many private 
companies will have finally reached 
Washington. 

Gore and the military and civilian 

A! Gore 

employees who gathered in the Pentagon's 
spacious courtyard discussed job 
performance reviews, procurement 
regulations, budgeting practices that 
encourage an agency to spend all its money 
by the end of the fiscal year lest it be 
penalized in the next budget, 
overspecification in contracts, travel rules, 
job classifications and many other nuts and 
bolts procedures. The picture that emerged 
(the event was telecast on C-SPAN) was of 
federal employees who cared about doing a 
good job and saving the taxpayers' money, 
and of a vice president who seemed 
committed to change. 

More than once. Gore cited examples of 
"high-performing organizations" in the 
private sector and how they have changed 
to remain competitive. He lamented that 
federal managers who save money on 
Program A are rarely given the option of 
applying the savings to underfinanced 
Program B. He said it's sad that federal 
workers who shortcut red tape to get better 
results too often get reprimands instead of 
rewards. 

Gore's report, sort of a "national 
performance review," is one of several 
efforts under way to change now the 
federal government works. Another one 
involves learning from successful 
programs in states such as Wisconsin. 

None of these efforts will take hold 
overnight, but if it's the beginning of new 
ways of thinking about how the government 
does business, so much the better. Clinton 
told voters last year that he wanted to 
reinvent government. It's reassuring that 
Gore has been put in charge of the 
laboratory. 
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You Are the Key to Reinventing Govemment 
Vice Pretideni Al Gore tent thU tpedal 

mettage to Federal Times for federal em-
ploytea during Public Service Recognition 
Week. 

I n the 1980s, American business went 
through a dramatic and bold change in the 
way i t operated. Across the countiy, the 
business pyramid waa turned upside down. 

Instead of making decisions aoldy at the 
top, managera considered input frtnn eveiy 
level of their organizations. And they decid­
ed that what the customer wanted was what 
they wanted, too. 

In the beginning, there were naysayera 
who claimed that th is type of approach 
wouldn't work: Decisions should be made st 
the highest levels only, and i f those decisions 
didn' t increase profits immediately, then 
they weren't r ight 

But over time, what's known as total 
quality management swept the most suc­
cessful American businesses and not only 
met eiperfafions, but exceeded them. 

The president and I believe that aome of 
the same lessons business leamed in the 
1960s can be applied to the federal govem­
ment now. Just as American business "rein­
vented" itself to be more productive and re­
sponsive a decade ago, so can the federal 
government. 

After aU, American taxpoyera are the cus­
tomer* of the federal pTvemmenL And fed­
eral employees know better than any of us 
that the government could be working hard­
er and smarter for the American people. 

On March 3, the president announced a 
six-month National Performance Review of 
the entire federal govemmenL He appointed 
me to oversee that ef for t 

Our mission: to "reinvent" a govemment 
that puts people Gist by serving its custom­
ers, empowering its employees, fostering ex­
cellence and dedicating itself to making sure 
that the taxpayers get maxiraum value for 
their tax dollars. 

To accomplish this objective, the Nstional 
Performance Review wil l be asking some im­
portant questions: 

• What kind of federal government would 
we like to see by the beginning of the 21rt 
century? 

• What are the barriers that prevent us 
from adiieving those goals at present? 

'Employees at the front lines 
know how to make govemment 
work, if someone will listen.' 

Vice President Al Gore 

• What changes can we make to over­
come those barriers? 

• What and where is the federal govem­
ment doing things right and providing the 
taxpayers w i th real value for their tax 
dollars? 

We need your help as federal employees in 
answering these questions. I have met some 
of you in Washington, D.C, and across the 
countiy, and I know that it's you — the em­
ployees on the front lines — who know t)est 
how to do your jobs better, work more efTi-
dently, and save money in the process. 

In our effort to reinvent government, five 
principles will guide this revolution. The 
first H that before we ask ordinary Ameri­
cans to do more, govemment must le 
malte do with less. It is time to demf 

1 1 ^ ^ ^ 

that govemment can be as frugal as any 
household in America. 

Our second goal is to improve services and 
expfind opportunity, not bureaucracy. 

Over the past decade, America's roost suc­
cessful companies restmctured themselves 
to meet the global competition by elirainat^ 
ing unnecessaiy layers of management, put­
ting more power in the hands of front-line 
workers, and finding out what their custom­
ers want — and then delivering i t 

Third, pjvemment will succeed only i f it 
listens to its customers, the American peo­
ple. We need to make govemment customer 
friendly — by giving people more choices, 
better services, and a bigger say. 

Fourth, the federal govemment has to 
empower states and localities to help them­
selves and their citizens. Government 
should not stand in the way of creative, 
grass-roots innovation. 

And finally, this revolution in government 
must come from within. No one is more 
frustrated by the bureaucracy than the 
workers who deal wi th i t every day and 
know better than anyone how to fix i t Em­
ployees at the front lines know how to make 
government vrork, i f someone will listen. 

To this end, the National Performance 
Review is not being conducted by a group of 
outsiders who have been brought in to tell 
federal workers how to do their jobs. The 
nuyority of those involved in the review will 
be federal employees such as yourselves 
working with task force team memtiers. 

With your help, we will instill a new spirit 
of responsibility and innovation into every 
level of the federal govemment. We will rev­
olutionize the way govemment works, en­
courage new and innovative ways of doing 
business. 

For example, we have asked each Cabinet 
secretary and the heads of m^or govem­
ment agencies to create a team within their 
agencies to work with National Performance 
Review team members to prepare both 
short- and kjng-tcrm agendas for change in 
their departments. 

We will put more than 100 managers, au­
ditors, and front-line employees from across 
the govemment to work on specific recom­
mendations for improving services and cut­
ting waste. 

They will evaluate the elTiciency of every 

federal program and service, identify specific 
spending cuts in federal programs and ser­
vices that don't work anymore or no longer 
advance the mission they were intended to 
serve, and recommend ways to streamline 
the bureaucracy by eliminating unnecessary 
layers of management and reducing duplica­
tion of effort. 

Most importantly, they will ask federal 
workers and the American people to send Ui 
the National Performance Review specific 
suggestions on how to improve services and 
cut bureaucratic waste 

At the end of the summer, the National 
Performance Review will report to the presi­
dent Our report will include a description of 
the govemment we would like to have and 
an analysis of the barriers that stand in our 
vray. 

We will set forth a series of specific recom­
mendations to reduce waste and make our 
govemment more effective, more efficient, 
and more responsive. These will include rec­
ommendations that identify specific cuts, 
user-friendly improvements to govemment 
operations and savings resulting from our 
reinventing efforts 

Some recommendations will address the 
systems that affect nearly all federal pro­
grams, while others, generated in full coop­
eration with Cabinet secretaries and agency 
heads, will deal specifically with the opera­
tions ofa [)articular agency. 

I ask for your help and your input. Think 
twidly, broadly and creatively Think big We 
want major savings, major reforms and ma­
j o r i n n o v a t i o n s And we want your 
suggestions. 

How can we clarify agency missions'' 
Would thiruiing out layers of bureaucracy 
improve managers' ability Lo serve their cus­
tomers? How can we bring the information 
age that tias so transformed our private .sec­
tor to the public sector' 

These are hut a small .sample of the ques 
tions which 1 hope you and your counter­
parts throughout govemment will ask in the 
coming months. Our work wi l l make a 
difference. 

It's a challenge we'll meet together f u l ­
ling people first is a principle thai President 
Clinton is translating into policy. We Joii 
him in that effort I look forward to wq 
with you. 



Remarks of 
Vice-President AI Gore 

May 24, 1993 
Washington, D C 

Mark Twain once wrote about a sermon that began so well that as he listened he 
vowed to put $20 in the collection plate. After ten minutes he upped it to $50. After a half 
hour he cut back to $10 -- and by the time the plate came around he stole $5 from it. 

No collection plate, today. But I hope your applause and your enthusiasm is as strong 
when I'm done because together, we face an urgent and important responsibility. 

We're going to talk today about some big ideas. But I want to start with something 
small. In fact, it's so small I can hold it in the palm of my hand. 

It's a contraption called a steam trap. I've had this one in my office ever since a 
federal employee brought it to me because he was so fed up with the system under which he 
had to work. 

This steam trap takes dirt and oil out of steam lines. It costs about $100. When it 
goes bad. it begins to leak. It leaks about $50 worth of steam each week. 

The man who brought it to me had uncovered some leaky ones and wanted to replace 
them. 

The problem was, the central procurement office had been directed to buy in quantity 
to save money. To do that, they saved up all their requests for leaky steam traps. In fact, 
they saved them for a solid year. 

Sure enough, they got a discount. They bought each $100 trap for $90. Saved ten 
bucks. 

In the meantime, though, how much did each leaky trap cost the taxpayers? 
That's right. 50 weeks of steam. $2500. 
$2500 to save ten dollars. 
Is that an isolated case of govemment inefficiency? 
Not according to one man who stood up at a meeting of federal employees a while 

back. 
"I work for the marshals service of the Justice Department," he told me. 
The marshals seize the property of drug dealers. For example, if they seize a load of 

drugs in the dealer's house, they can confiscate his house. The Justice Department then 
resells these houses, using the money to help finance the war against drugs. 

Of course, in order to sell these houses you have to keep them presentable. That 
means mowing the lawns. 

How would you keep those lawns mowed? Well, in Atlanta, where this man worked, 
you would hire a teenager to do it for about ten bucks a lawn. 

Not in this govemment. 
"Procurement," said this worker, "told us that the marshals had to do this 

competitively. Kids don't write proposals." So they eventually had to contract with a firm to 
mow all the lawns in the Atlanta region — for $40 a lawn. 

Stories like this have come in to my office again and again ~ from frustrated federal 
workers and from the growing 
number of people doing excellent work analyzing the way govemment operates. 

Their work makes it clear that the anecdotal evidence is true: that too much of the 
federal govemment is -- in David Osbome's phrase — "approaching paralysis." 

Does this mean nothing gets done? Of course not. Each minute in the federal 
govemment workers are doing useful things. Rebuilding roads. Researching cancer. 
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Investigating a homicide or a kidnappmg 
But not enough is getting done. 61% of our roads need repair. A bridge closes every 

two days in America. 37 million people have no health insurance — and millions more have 
seen their benefits cut. Ten million people eager to work can't find jobs, and millions more 
can't find housing they can afford 

Bureaucracy and red-tape frustrate the American people and the govemment workers 
who serve them, feeding a cynicism and anger that's real. 

We can't even pay our bills. Over the last twelve years we ran up more debt than all 
the Presidents from George Washington to Jimmy Carter combined. The approach of the last 
two administrations reminded me of this t-shirt I saw once: "I can't be broke -- I've still got 
checks." 

But even if we could pay all our bills, things wouldn't be right. Too many of our 
public systems just don't work, and money alone won't fix them. 

Think about it. Is there anything more foolish than spending more money for 
something that doesn't work? 

It's not that the people working in govemment are bad people. They're not. It's not 
that govemment is inherently incompetent. It's not. It's that these systems and programs 
are out of date. 

They worked once. But times have changed. 
In the 1930s, in the 1940s, in the 1950s and in the 1960s, we created large, top-down, 

centralized bureaucracies to do the public's business. Not only were they slow, cumbersome 
and unresponsive ~ most of them were monopolies. As we all know, in today's world of 
rapid change, lightning-quick information technologies, tough global competition and 
demanding customers, large, lumbering, top-down monopolies — public er private — don't 
work very well. 

But we're still using them. We're still trying to get an ocean liner to behave like a 
sleek, quick, and agile sailboat. It's impossible. The Queen Elizabeth wont tum on a dime. 

But while the evidence of this failure to evolve and adapt is there for all to see, for 
too long the basic functioning of govemment has gone unexamined. 

Think about our welfare system. It worked fine when Franklin Roosevelt created it in 
the 1930s. It was designed to help women v^o were widowed with children. But the world 
changed. We had a massive migration of mral southem sharecroppers into the north after 
World War n. Living in poverty, largely uneducated, in cities that simply couldn't cope with 
the change or provide work, these families disintegrated. 

Did we ever change the program? Did we pay attention to creating jobs and skills? 
No. Not really. We've just kept on handing out the checks. 

Think about our civil service system. 
It was terrific when it was invented. It accomplished its mission. It controlled 

political patronage and arbitrary political firings. But that was in 1883. Do you think we 
should allow a personnel system designed for the 19th Century to take us into the 21st 
Century? 

And while some of it still protects workers, can you imagine top managers in business 
having their hands tied when they want to reward their best employees for doing a good job? 
Or blocked by complicated mles when they want promote somebody ~ and unable to give 
bonuses for superior performance? 

Can you imagine top managers in business having to wait a year to fire an employee 
who's doing a terrible job? At the Interior Department last week, I asked 500 employees if 
it's currently too difficult to terminate someone for good cause and 90% of them raised their 
hands to say, "Yes." 



And what about budget systems? We use a budget system that encourages managers 
to waste money. That's right - we encourage people to waste lots of money. All of us here 
know what we mean by the phrase, "spend it or lose it." It means if you don't spend every 
penny of every line item every year, you have to give it back. Have any of you ever 
worked in an agency or office pushed by that rule? What if business worked that way? Or 
your household? 

Imagine a business that couldn't move money from its equipment budget to personnel. 
Or one with 450 job classifications. Or one not allowed to buy what it needs, when it's 
needed, at the best price. 

This isn't a partisan thing. 
You know, the late Senator Hayakawa from Califomia used to describe the two parties 

this way. A Republican (he said) sees a drowning man fifty feet from shore, throws him a 
twenty foot rope and tells him swimming the thirty feet is good for his character. A 
Democrat would throw him a 100 foot rope ~ then walk away looking for other good deeds. 

The fact is, there's plenty of blame to go around. Both parties have been part of the 
problem. And both parties must help meet the challenge before us today: to create a 
govemment for the Twenty-First century. 

President Clinton is moving to meet that challenge, providing the bold and creative 
leadership it demands, showing the courage to take risks and the willingness to innovate. 

We've all had enough experience listening to people talk about vAiat's wrong with 
govemment. And we've seen what happens when all we get is a lecture. Nothing happens. 
Nothing changes. The only winners are the cynics. It's time the American people were the 
winners and talk tumed to action. 

President Clinton and I are determined to get results. We want to change and improve 
the way our govemment works. It'll make your jobs ~ and ours ~ easier, and it will provide 
the American people better value and service for their tax dolars. 

We've already started. The President started at the White House, cutting his own staff 
by 25 percent and making it clear that the days of perks and privileges are over. He's ordered 
$16 billion in administrative savings. 

He's pared the bureaucracy. He's parked the limos. 
You're here because you're part of teams within your agencies dedicated to this effort; 

teams created because the President directed his Cabinet to move forward and take action 
within every agency. 

We're working to reform the welfare system and the First Lady is leading an historic 
effort to reform our health care system. 

We are determined to move from industrial age govemment to information age 
govemment ... from a govemment preoccupied with sustaining itself to a govemment clearly 
focused on serving the people. 

It will not be easy. Change rarely is. It demands a shared commitment and a 
cooperative effort. 

After all, nowhere is it written that the govemment can't be thrifty, or flexible ~ or 
even creative and competitive. All over our country local and state govemments, faced with 
the same kinds of fiscal constraints as the federal govemment, are making changes. It's time 
the federal govemment paid attention. 

We need a federal govemment that delivers more for less. 
We need a federal govemment that treats its taxpayers as if they were customers and 

treats taxpayer dollars with respect for the sweat and sacrifice that eamed them. 
We need a govemment that can respond quickly and efficiently to today's challenges 

instead of rusting and rigid bureaucracies still running on yesterday's clock. We must 



undergo a change in the way we do busmess as profound - and for some, as difficult — as 
the transformation from typewriter to computer. 

Now, I don't want to pretend that this administration is the first to see the need to 

reorganize govemment 
In fact, listen to this message to Congress: 
"The time has come to set our house in order. The administrative management of the 

Govemment needs overhauling. The executive structure of the Govemment is sadly out of 
date. If we have faith in our republican form of govemment we must devote ourselves 
energetically and courageously to the task of making that Govemment efficient." 

That was President Roosevelt, in 1937. And the result of that message was the 
Brownlow Committee and - later ~ the First Hoover Commission which carried out so many 
of the Brownlow Committee recommendations. Any of you who majored in Public 
Administration know that. 

The Brownlow Committee has been called the "high noon of orthodoxy." It sought to 
model govemment after the highly stratified companies of the Industrial Age. 

And for more than a generation, those companies were useful models. 
But American business recognized when they got rusty. It has spent much of the last 

ten years reinventing itself Decentralizing. Giving both responsibility and authority to 
employees and then holding them accountable over time for results. Finding new ways to 
meet their customers' needs. 

The Gap doesn't work the way Sears did. Microsoft doesn't work the way IBM did. 
These new businesses talk about an 18-month product cycle ~ way too short a time to pass 
decisions up and down an elaborate, heirarchical chain of command. 

But govemment has preserved its outmoded ways. The quality revolution has changed 
the way business works. But it has ~ for the most part — by-passed the federal govemment. 

Employees tried to bring it in, but with a few notable exceptions, it hasn't yet taken 
hold. 

That's why govemment can't keep up. That's why govemment can't buy steam traps 
when it needs to. That's why it pays four times as much as it should to mow lawns. 

Can we afford to do nothing? 
Well, the other day, at a Town Hall meeting about these problems, an IRS worker got 

up and told me, "If you always do what you always did, you'll always get what you always 
got." 

The President doesn't want that. Neither do I. 
And that is why he has asked me to conduct a thorough National Performance Review, 

an examination of how govemment works — and can work better, and more efficiently. How 
taxpayers' dollars can be used wisely and well. 

It will take six months to complete our review. But the spirit of change, of 
innovation, of renewed purpose and shared goals — the commitment to provide high quality, 
low cost service to the American people — will operate as long as this Administration 
remains in office. And the people who will make it work, who will sustaion the change and 
the spirit, are those of us in this room. 

You know, in 1899, Charles Duell, the Director of the U.S. Patent Office, said, 
"Everything that can be invented has been invented." 

He was wrong then. He'd be just as wrong, today. 
We intend nothing less than to reinvent govemment to make it work for people. 
Our work has a short-term deadline but a long term goal ~ creating a govemment that 

puts people first. Right now, Americans — the people who are our customers — too often feel 
that the govemment puts them last. That govemment costs too much. Or it's too slow. Or 



too arrogant. Or too unresponsive Or all of the above. 
Our customers are right And so, our long-term goal is to change the very culture of 

the federal govemment. 
How do we do that? 
Let me outline six principles. 
The first thing we're going to do is start measuring the results of everything we do in 

govemment. Have you ever wondered why govemment programs never go away? Why, 
once they're created, they last forever? 

One reason is we too rarely measure the results of what we do. We measure what we 
put in, not what we get out. We don't set goals and then measure to see if we're achieving 
them. And we sure don't tie our funding decisions to results. 

A few years ago the Bush Administration declared war on drugs. But the federal 
govemment had never measured the results of its previous antidmg efforts so they had no 
idea what worked. They just poured more money down the same holes into which the 
Reagan administration had already poured $21 billion - interdiction, investigation and 
prosecution. 

Now I'm the last person to object to spending money to fight drugs. But my point is: 
we've got to know what works. 

The Wall Street Joumal did a long report in 1989 which showed that eight years of 
effort on that front had "hardly put a dent" m the dmg traffic. One of the the few evaluations 
the Joumal could find - by the Rand Corporation - concluded that $5.72 billion spent on 
Coast Guard cutters, jets and radar-equipped blimps had done little more than raise the price 
of illegal dmgs by four percent. 

Dmg treatment? An administrator of the Alcohol, Dmg Abuse and Mental Health 
Administration admitted to the Joumal that his agency didn't even monitor the results of the 
$2 billion a year it spent. 

It's hard to hit a home run ~ or even get a piece of the ball — when you're 
blindfolded. But that's what we've been trying to do in the federal govemment. State and 
local govemments across the country are taking off the blindfolds and tuming to something 
called performance measurement. It's time we did the same in Washington. 

There's a Senate bill sponsored by Senators John Glenn and William Roth ~ S.20 ~ 
dealing with performance measurement. I'm confident the Senate and House will pass it, the 
President supports it. and I can't wait till he signs it into law. 

So first is measurement. 
The second thing we have to do is put the customer in the driver's seat. 
We almost never use the word "customer" in govemment. But what are the students 

we educate, the people we train for jobs, the drivers we build roads for, if not our customers? 
And what do customers always want? 
For one thing, they want value for the money they work hard to eam. They want 

efficient and convenient service. They want to be able to find what they need when they 
need it, without hassles or headaches. They want to have confidence in the people they rely 
on. 

And they want choices along with the freedom to make those choices. If we're going 
to put our customers first, then we're going to have to give them value for the dollar, efficient 
and convenient service, eam their confidence, and offer them a choice. 

When you tum on your television you don't want one channel. When you go to the 
grocery store you don't want one brand of cereal. You want Wheaties and Cheerios and Total 
and — if you have kids ~ Froot Loops, Super Golden Crisp, and all the others to choose 
from. 



Same with govemment. 
It really isn't such a radical idea In fact, I think you can argue that the most 

successful social program in the history of America was a program built around customer 
choice. It was called the GI bill. 

After Worid War 11 we didn't build GI universities and assign veterans to the 
university closest to their home. We let them choose their institution - college, university, or 
technical school. As long as it was accredited the GI bill would pay. 

It worked. The GI bill took a generation traumatized by war and tumed it into the 
educated backbone of a 30-year economic boom. 

That's a success story . And the principle of choice can be applied to the rest of 
govemment, too. 

The third thing we need to do is inject competition into govemment services. 
It's a fimny thing: Americans hate monopoly in the private sector but they tolerate it in 

the public sector. To this day, if a politician sees competition, he's likely to call it waste and 
duplication and do his best to eliminate it. He thinks he's saving money. But you know that 
monopolies don't save any money ~ except maybe for their stockholders. 

Now let me make one thing clear. I'm not talking about that gimmick trotted out to 
produce some short-term budget reductions called "privatization." 

I'm talking about competition within govemment. 
It's worked in the Defense Department. Bill Creech, the general who took over the 

Tactical Air Command back in 1978, was a big fan of competition. He encouraged it 
throughout his command. They measured the performance of every squadron, and they 
posted the results so everybody — the pilots, mechanics, everybody — knew who was the best. 
And you know what? In six years Creech doubled the productivity of that command. 

On every important measure ~ sortie rates, repair times, flying time — TAC virtually 
doubled its perfonnance and maintained their high quality work. 

Imagine the potential if we really encouraged all federal workers to strive for 
excellence and gave them the freedom to do it. 

The fourth thing we need to do flows from the idea of competition and customers: 
We need to make govemment more market oriented. You know, people in 

Washington have what some folks call "programmitis." They see a problem, they instantly 
want to create a program to solve it. 

Newsweek recently quoted Lyndon Johnson as saying, "I'm in favor of lots of 
programs amd against damn few." They implied that this Administration believed the same 
thing. 

Nothing could be farther from the tmth. Sometimes programs aren't the best solution. 
Sometimes it's more effective to use govemment's leverage to change what happens in the 
private sector. 

Like housing. Back in 1930 Americans who wanted to buy homes had to put 50 
percent down and repay the mortgage in five years. But FDR created the Federal Housing 
Administration and it decided to try out mortgages requiring only 20 percent down, which 
people could repay over 30 years. It forced a change in the banking industry which today we 
take for granted. 

Ask yourself: would we be better off if FDR had created half a dozen low and 
moderate-income housing programs? Or are we better off because he changed the 
marketplace? 

Now, I want to make sure you understand: I'm not saying, "Leave matters to the free 
market." That's the Republican line. They think the market will solve our problems if we 
just ignore them and leave the market free to work. 



That's hogwash. That's what gave us the Depression, and later, the S&L Crisis. We 
need to use the govemment's leverage to influence positively what happens in the private 
sector - and to use the power of the market to influence positively what happens in 
govemment. 

Which brings me to my fifth point. To make govemment more effective in this 
country, we need to empower communities to solve their own problems. 

Usually, in govemment, the professionals and bureaucrats have all the control. The 
people they're supposed to serve have none. They're dependent. After we treat them as 
dependents for a generation, it sticks. 

That's one reason welfare dependency is such a problem. 
The President feels strongly that we've got to push money and control out of the 

federal bureaucracy and into the community. And so do I . 
I've seen it work in Miami, where I recently visited a school that doubles as a 

community center, or Chicago - where I recently walked down 95th Street on the South Side 
looking at a program that put more cops on the beat. 

That was an eye opener. At one point we had a kind of roundtable discussion with 
some police and firefighters and shopkeepers on the sidewalk, and they talked about how 
much safer this made the enrire community. Federal dollars? Yes. Federal control? No. 

We have to empower communiries. And we have to move from hierarchy to 
participarion and teamwork. 

And that brings me to my final principle: decentralizarion. You know, if you talk to 
computer people these days, they will talk excitedly about what they call "massively parallel" 
computers. 

For those of you who think of computers as something your kids understand, let me 
explain. 

Computers with central processors solve problems in sequence ~ one by one, each bit 
of informarion is sent back and forth from the central processor to the memory where it's 
stored. . It's like running errands on Saturday and going home in between each stop to the 
cleaners, the grocery, and the shoe-maker. Even at the speed of light, that takes time. 

On the other hand, massively-parallel computers have hundreds ... or thousands ... of 
little processors located within the field of memory that simultaneously solve the different 
elements of a given problem. So, the problem is split into little pieces that are all attacked at 
the same rime by processors, and then solved when the pieces are all brought together. As 
though you stayed home and six different people brought you what you needed. 

For somewhat the same reason, incidentally, representarive democracy is better than a 
dictatorship. Each cirizen has a little bit of freedom to make decisions. The cumularive 
result is not only morally superior than having decisions made by some dictator in a castle ~ 
it's more efficient. 

That's the way govemment should work. And why not? 
Conditions change quickly. We don't have rime to let information wend its way slowly from 
desk to desk. We've got to give workers the power to make their own decisions. 

There are lots of questions to ask. 
How can we clarify agency missions? Would thinning out layers of bureaucracy 

improve the line managers' ability to serve customers? Can we improve the way we hire and 
train? 

How can we bring the information age that has so transformed our private sector into 
the public sector? Can we reduce the number of mles and regularions that don't directly add 
value to an agency's mission? 

Can we create programs in ways that make sure the design matches the mission? 



Finally, what should we stop doing because it just doesn't need to be done anymore'̂ ' 
Measurement should help us a lot with that question. 
This is not the first time people have tried to make govemment efficient Even the 

Brownlow Committee was part of a long line of such efforts - some successful. 
The other day someone told me that in the 1580s the British created a continuously 

manned station responsible for lighting a bonfire on the cliffs of Dover whenever the Spanish 
Armada was sighted. 

But eventually they did a review and abolished that job. 
Of course, they didn't abolish it till 1946. 
I think we can do better. 
For one thing, we are dramatically different from otiier attempts that produced reports 

now gatiiering dust on die shelves. You know, tiiere's a story about a politician who came to 
town for a banquet. And as he was sitting at tiie head table, a waiter came by and put a pat 
of butter on his plate. 

The politician asked. "Can I have anotiier pat of butter? 
The waiter said, "Sorry. One pat per person." 
"Well," tiie politician said, "I guess you don't know who I am. I'm extremely 

important." And recited his resume in great detail. 
When he was done, tiie waiter said, "I guess you don't know who I am." 
"I guess I don't. Who are you?" 
"I'm the guy," tiie waiter said, "who controls the butter." 
In Washington, there's always someone who controls the butter. 
Maybe it's a vote. Maybe it's a committee. Maybe it's an insight or a procedure or an 

idea. 
The result is you don't accomplish things alone. Not even a President does. 
If we succeed in reinventing govemment we will do it through a partnership. 
And that's the purpose of this meeting today. 
Because this Performance Review will not be nm by a group of high-priced 

consultants brought in to tell federal workers how to do their jobs. 
It will be the result of all of us in this room working as partners. 
None of us has all the answers. Each one of us knows some of the answers. 
We will succeed only if each of us provides the insights only we are best equipped to 

share. 
But if we work together, we will succeed. 
We will empower communities. 
We will use market principles. 
We will measure results. 
We will decentralize. 
We will treat Americans like customers again. 
Very different from the way govemment has been run. 
Since the New Deal we've had it in our minds that govemment's sole job is to deliver 

services. But govemment's real job is much more profound. 
If you look back at the roots of the word govern, it comes from a Greek word, which 

means to steer. 
That pretty well summarizes what ought to be govemment's basic role in today's 

world. 
I hope all of us, working together, can create a new role for the federal govemment. I 

hope we create a new partnership between govemment and people. We need a strong federal 
govemment, but we don't need a bigger federal govemment. We need a federal govemment 



that steers our society to health - not one where it rows every boat 
Will we make mistakes? 
Plenty. T ^ 
There have been times, these last few months, when 1 have thought of tiiat story 1 used 

to hear back in Tennessee about an old man renowned for his wisdom. 
One time, somebody asked him how come he was so smart. 
"Well ... I've got good judgment," he said. "Good judgment comes from expenence. 

And experience? Well ... tiiat comes from bad judgment." 
We've made mistakes. But listen. Babe Ruth stmck out 1330 times. 
Meanwhile, we're hitting a lot of home runs. 
Last year people were arguing about whetiier tiie deficit could ever be reduced. 
Now tiiey've seen the President's plan and the debate is over how much we'll reduce it. 
Last year, people were saying we could never cut spending. Now tiiey've seen the 

President's plan and tiie argument is over how much he's cut. 
Last year people were saying we could never reform the healtii care system tiiat's 

bankmpting families. , . 
Now tiiey've seen tiie broad outiines of the President's plan and tiie debate is over how 

big a change we can get passed ~ and whetiier tiiat's enough. 
Last year people tiiought long-temi interest rates couldn't possibly get lower. Now 

they are rushing to refinance. 
Last year people tiiought ideas like Family and Medical Leave and "Motor Voter" 

were dead in the water. Now they're both law. 
Last year we were arguing about the consequences of inaction. This year we are 

arguing about the consequences of action. 
I'm confident we can move to reshape govemment in a way tiiat can cany tiiis country 

into the 21st Century. 
President Kennedy use to like telling tiie story about tiie French General who asked his 

gardner to plant a tree. 
"Oh, tiiis tree grows slowly," tiie gardener said. "It won't mature for a hundred years." 
"Then tiiere's no time to lose," the General said. "Plant it tiiis aftemoon." 
The reforms we're after won't come in a day ~ or a year. All tiie more reason to start 
Work with me in tfie montiis ahead. Plant the seeds of a govemment tfiat will work 

Armed witfi your help, with tfie dedication and insight tiiat has marked your own work 
in govemment, we can bring change to America. 

I'm confident we can create a govemment that can move on issues as small as, well, as 
small as a steamtrap ... and as large as our future. 

mmiiiiHHiniiiHiiiiiiimm 

now. 

again 



O F F I C E O F T H E V I C E P R E S I D E N T 

W A S H I N G T O N 

September 1, 1993 

TO: JEFF BIGGS DIANNE DEWHIRST 
Office of the Speaker Office of the Majority Leader 

ssideivtx^ 

RE: NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW ANNOUNCEMENT 

FR: MARLA ROMASH 
Office of the Vice Pre'si 

I'm forwarding with this memo some background materials for intemal use onlv that we 
thought would be helpful to you. 

You'll find: 
o A summary explaining the National Performance Review; 
o Talking points; 
o Qs and As for basic questions; 
o Background clips and the major speech the Vice President delivered on this issue. 

The National Performance Review report will be released Tues.. Sept. 7 at the White House. 
Specifically, at that time, we will release a 150+ page report, and a summary of that 

report. The report itself will be organized around our basic principles: Cutting red tape; 
customer service; empowering employees; and cutting back to basics. The major 
recommendations of the National Performance Review will be discussed in the report. All of 
the recommendations (and there are hundreds and hundreds of them) will be listed, witii brief 
descriptions, in an appendix of the report. As well, that announcement will include a specific 
dollar figure for savings that would be produced if the report's recommendations are acted 
upon. (The recommendations themselves represent changes that can be made by the President, 
Cabinet, or agency heads and changes that will require Congressional action.) 

This report will be the focus of Administration activities throughout the week of September 7. 
The schedule is being planned now so few details are available. However, this report 

will represent a very clear and strong priority for the President and the entire Administration. 

Please let me know if vou need more information or if we can be helpful to vou in anv other 
way. 



The National Performance Review 
Backgix)und 

The National Perfonnance Review began on March 3. 1993 when President Clinton 
amiounced tiie six-montii review of tiie federal govemment and asked Vice President Gore to 
lead tiie effort. The goal: create a govemment tiiat works better and costs less. 

Unlike past efforts tiiat relied on outsiders, tiie Vice President gatiiered experienced 
federal workers and organized tiiem into teams to examine federal agencies and 'ssues that cut 
across agencies, such as persomiel or procurement or budget policies. ApproHmately 200 
federal workers made up tfie NPR teams. In addition, tfie President asked each cabmet 
secretary to organize a "Reinvention Team' to work from witfiin each agency and to create 
•Reinvention Laboratories' where experiments in tfiis new way of doing business could begm 
immediately. 

The Vice President and tfie National Perfonnance Review teams sought input from 
people all across America. Vice President Gore spoke with workers at every major agenqr 
and at federal centers around tiie country. He visited programs tiiat work and companies tfiat 
have implemented new practices, dramatically changing tfieir operations and decreasmg costs 
and increasing profits in tfie process. The Vice President and tfie Narional Perfonnance 
Review teams leamed from state and local leaders who have put many of tfiese ideas mto 
practice and tiiey listened to tiie very best experts in tiie country - from business trom 
govemment. from the academic community - at special conferences m Philadelphia and 
Nashville. And, they listened to tiie American people whose letters and phone calls were 
invaluable. 

The National Perfonnance Review focused on how govemment should work, ^ot on 
what it should do. With tiie exception of tiiose programs recommended for elimination, it did 
not address policy issues. The National Performance Review teams examined virtually every 
cabinet department and key agencies. A 'bottom-up' review ^^^e Departrnent of Defense 
begun two months before the review to meet tiie spending reductions in tiie P^^ '̂̂ ents 1994 
budget, took precedence as did the work of the Health Care and Welfare Reform Task Forces 
at the Department of Healtii and Human Services. 

The report ofthe National Performance review represents the beginning of what will 
be and what must be, an ongoing commitment to change. It includes actions that will be 
taken now by Executive Order of the President or by the cabinet secretanes and agency 
heads- recommendations for Congressional action; and a vision for the future, for long-term 
changes we mtist bo-.n now. If implemented, these recommendations will revolutionize the 
way the federal governmeni docs business. Tiicy w.ll reduce waste, eliminate obsolete 
functions, imin'ove services to taxpayeis <in 
govern nient 



l ALKING POINI^ 
I MF. NA nONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

_ Th^ National Performance Review is about creating ^ povemment that works better and costs less, 
about cutting w.ste and reducing bureaucracy. Unlike similar efforts that have preceded it. the National 
Performance R ^ is not just about getting nd of waste - though we do plenty of that - it is also about 
fundamental and dramatic changes in tiie way tiie govemment works. It's about turning our govemment into 
a high-performance, low-cost organization. 

o The Narional Performance Review is t̂ nided bv four main principles: 
1) P.n tti« r-nstomer first, listening to tfiem, restmctiiring basic operations to meet customer needs, 

and using market dynamics such as competition and customer choice to create incentives for success. 
2) Cut red taoe. shifting from a system based on accountability for following rules to one where 

vou're accountable for achieving results. i • 
>̂ Fmnnwer emDlov -̂-.. to get results, transfonning tfie way tfiey tfiink and act by decentralizing 

autfiority. empowering those who work on tfie front lines to make more of tfieir own decisions and solve 
more of their own problems. t u u A 

4) r „ t h,.ck to basics and create a govemment tiiat works better and costs less by abandoning tfie 
obsolete, eliminating duplication, and ending special interest privileges. 

o Tt'̂  time we had « new customer service contract with the American people, a new guarantee of 
effective, efficient, and responsive govemment. It's time we treated taxpayers like customers. 

T l , . TsĴ tinn.l Perfonnance r>>vî w r.»n heln close, the budget deficit but it can also help glose ihe trvst 

it . shovving tiie American people tiiat tfieir tax dollars will be treated witfi respect for tfie hard work tfiat 

[ed them. 

Tf. time, to make gnvpmment work and work efficientiy Ifs tim^ we got onr own house in order. 
TTie National Perfonnance Review does tiiat. getting rid of unnecessary mles and red tape tiiat cost too 
much and don't serve us well enough, and streamlining tiie federal govemment. 

o W '̂rP, Poing to reform the wav our pnv^mment works hold employees to new perfonnance standards 
«nH insist on results. Instead of measuring what we put in, we're going to measure what we get out and 
what's accomplished. We're going to free federal employees from tiie mle that make tiieir jobs more difficult 
but in reriim, we're going to demand performance. 

o <:p..;.1 interest snhsidies ought to be_cuL There's no reason taxpayers should be picking up the bill 

for millions of dollars in special interest subsidies. 

o We're Poing to g>-t rid of program>̂  that don't work consolidate programs where there's dupiicatioiL 
.nH make sure that f.Her.l programs have a specific goal.. The National Performance Review is 
consolidating programs and getting rid of outdated programs. And we're going to put an end to crazy rules 
that now allow people who defraud the govemment to get benefits to keep getting them. 

o American bus.nes^Kive recoonizMJlHLnecd_toclii^ 
^ o f i t s anT^miS^lieirXuslo.iicrs j r ^^ ^ " 

^ m ^ l ^ u ^ ^ c s have recounized how new llnnking and a new way of doing business can increase prolUs 
^ cut'cosls Us tune ou, g-we,n,nenl learned thai lesson from successful busuiesses and changed the way 

:1 does business lo inipun e '.eiA ices and cul cosis 



THE NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Q: Why will tiiis succeed when eveiy otiier effort has failed? 

A: Most importantiy. because tiiere is leadership from tiie White House. President Clinton 
and Vice President Gore share a strong committnent to improving tiie way govemment works 
and to making govemment work better for less. That committnent is shared by every Cabinet 
Secretary and agency head across tiie govemment. cc ̂  e 

In addition, tiie National Perfonnance Review - unlike every otiier earlier effort of 
tfiis kind - did not bring in outside experts to create a report to gatfier dust on some shelf 
Hie National Perfonnance Review organized a team of talented, expenenced career federal 
employees who know best (from first-hand experience) whafs wrong and how to fix it 

The NPR Report offers specific recommendations and real savings - for immediate 
action and over tfie long terni. The President will sign executive orders and cabinet 
secrettuies will take action to begin tiie kinds of dramatic changes tfie National Perfonnance 
Review is recommending. Americans want a change. Federal employees want a change. The 
President and Vice President are determined to make it happen. 

Q: How do you expect to overcome Congressional opposition to your recommendations? 

A- We have been and will continue working closely witii Congress on a bipartisan basis. 
This is not a political issue. The American people want change and tiiey want to know tiieir 
tax dollars are being spent wisely. They want a govemment tfiat works. We believe Congress 
shares our detennination to cut spending and refonn tiie govemment. We're asking for some 
big changes and change is never easy. We know tiiere are tiiose who will defend tiie statiis 
quo -- even if it means wasteful spending and unnecessary bureaucracy. And. we expect some 
fights. But we intend to work witii Congress to bring about tiiese changes. 

Q- How do you propose to get all these hundreds of recommendations tfirough Congress? 
Will you deal witfi each one individually? Use flie Commission fliat tfie Senate Govemment 
Affairs Committee has approved? How? 

A- Remember many of the actions we are proposing do not need Congressional approval. 
They can be accomplished by administrative action, by the President or by cabinet secretaries 
and agency heads. The President will sign executive orders and other directives, and cabinet 
secretaries will take action to implement many of these changes. Where Congressional action 
is needed our goal is to identify the quickest way possible to gain Congressional approval tor 
this package We intend to work with Congress to identify the best way to move these 
proposals forward. If they are serious about culling costs and senous about reforming 
government, they'll do just that. 



Q: The National Peifonnance Review report includes hundreds of recommendations. How 
many do you really expect to get accomplished? 

A- We intend to dramatically change tiie way our govemment works - to cut waste and 
bureaucracy, to create a govemment tiiat works better and costs less. Many of tiie actions in 
tiie report we will take immediately. We intend to work witii Congress to gain approval of tiie 
remainder We recognize tiiat tiie change we seek will not happen ovemight. Ours is a long-
temi committnent and a long-temi job. We're going to stay witii it and keep working. 

Q: Will tfiere be anotfier National Perforaiance Review? When? Who will do die woric? 

A: This report represents tfie beginning of what will be an ongoing effort to creale a 
govemment tiiat works better and costs less. We intend to continue our work, tiirough tiie 
newly established President's Management Council and tiirough every Cabmet Secretary to 
change tiie way tfie govemment works, to improve services, cut bureaucracy and make sure 
taxpayers are getting tfieir money's worth. In tfiis review, we identified many tilings we can 
do and many tilings yet to be done so our work will continue. We are going to continue to 
look at different issues tiiat we raised in tiiis report and otiiers tiiat need more stiidy. The 200 
federal workers we assembled for tiiis six-montii project will go back to tiieir agencies and 
bring witfi tfiem tfiis committnent to change. But considering tfie success of tfiis project in 
identifying ways to make tfie govemment work better and cost less, we're certainly 
considering other similar reviews in the future. 

Q: Did flie Cabinet Secretaries have die ability to veto recommendations you had hoped 
to make? Were tfiere instances where a cabinet secretaiy stopped you from acting? 

A- We worked closely witii tiie cabinet tiiroughout this process. Remember, at tiie 
President's direction, each cabinet secretary created tiieir own "reinvention" team and tiie 
national perfonnance review teams worked closely witii tiiem. This was very much a 
collaborative not a confrontational process witii a great deal of consultatton and discussion. 
Our efforts were met with great support and entiiusiasm from tiie cabinet - -tiiey are as eager 
as we are to improve the way the govemment works, to get rid of unnecessary bureaucracy 
and cut costs. 

Q: What difference will all tiiis make to tiie American people? And when? 

A- In the end it will mean better service and lower costs. For example, a faster retum of 
income tax refunds, or better education or job training or improved community services and a 
feeling that they are being treated with respect. They may not notice the difference tomorrow, 
but we hope that before too long they will. 



Q: What's happened to tiie repoils from ail your teams? Will tiicy be released? 

A- The work of our National Performance Review teams is reflected in the report we 
have released We will, in the future, release additional details and supporting information in 
tiie individual team reports. You can imagine from tiie number of recommendations we are 
making, tiiat tiiere is an enoraious amount of material. Our intention is to release tiie work of 
the teams at a later date. 

Q: Is it appropriate to have govemment employees conducting a review of fliemselves? 

A- Outsiders have ti-aditionally reviewed tiie govemment and tiiose efforts haven't 
succeeded as much as everyone would have liked, in part because tiiey did not consult witii 
tiiose who have to live in tiie system. As any modem organization improvement exper̂  such 
as Tom Peters or Edwards Deming, will tell you, you have to involve tiiose who are affected 
if you want real change to happen. The experience of otiier countries tiiat have reinvented 
tfiemselves shows tfiat real change comes from witfiin. We relied on team of expenenced and 
talented federal workers who then sought advice and ideas from a wide range of groups and 
individuals. 

Q: How do you reconcile tfie message of cutting costs vs. reinventing government? 

A- The National Perfonnance review is and always has been about botii. If you're 
interested in really reducing costs over tiie long tenn, tiien you have to change tiie way tiie 
govemment works. That's one of tiie major reasons tiiis review is different from otiiers tiiat 
preceded it Those efforts only focused on waste and abuse and did not tty to put in place a 
positive vision of how govemment should work in tiie futtire and a bluepnnt for how to get 
tiiere We want a govemment tiiat works better for less. We found plenty of ways to save 
money and make govemment more efficient. But tiiis is about more tiian tiiat, it is about 
fundamental and profound changes in how govemment works. We intend to change tiie very 
culhu-e of govemment. We're not after just short-term savings, but long-temi changes. For 
example by changing tiie incentives in the budget system so that federal managers are 
rewarded for saving money, tiie process of cutting costs becomes ongoing and long terni. 

Q: How many people woiked on tiic National Peiformance Review? 

A- We assembled a team of about 200 federal workers. Many of the federal employees 
are senior executives who have been frustrated with the system and know where the changes 
need to occur because they've been tiying for years to bnng about those changes. We have 
included line managers and employees who deliver services directly to the public. They come 
from the field as well as Washington, DC. 

In addition to the people on the National Performance Review team each Cabinet 
Secretary has put together his or her own internal reinvention team and those teams worked 
closely with the NPR teams. 



Q: If wc are going to empower federal employees, how are wc going to keep tiiem from 

making mistakes? 

A- In most cases, the problem is not the people but rather the system in which tiiey work. 
We tiiink we can fix tiie "blundering" problems by setting clear expectations, rewards, and 
penalties for poor performance, by refomiing tiie personnel system and giving managers tiie 
tools and incentives tiiey need. We will measure performance and we wi I hold employees 
accountable for results. But we're going to do it in a way tiiat really produces results instead 

of blocking them. ^ 4̂ „u* 
We need to find a clear balance between protecting tiie taxpayers money from outnght 

fraud and abuse and protecting tiie taxpayers money from overly bureaucrattc ̂ sterns tiiat 
waste money and make tiie govemment pay more tiian it needs to pay to get tiie job done. 

Q: Are you planning to change tfie system so you can fire federal employees? 

A- We're going to create a personnel system tiiat works better, makes sense, and coste 
leis -- for workers, for tiie govemment. and for American taxpayers. Right now. tfiousands of 
pages of ndes and restrictions, layer upon layer of bureaucracy, have created a persomiel 
system tiiat simply doesn't work. We're going to make it easier for federal workers to do tfieir 
jobs and we're going to make it easier for tfiem to grow and advance in tfieir workplaces - to 
get rewards, promotions and raises. And. yes. we're going to make it easier, when its 
necessaiy, to fire employees who are not perfonning up to standard. 

At his town meetings witii federal workers, tiie Vice President asks if it s too hard to 
fire bad employees. Usually, more tiian 90 percent raise tiieir hands when asked if tiie ys^em 
needs to be changed. Federal employees recognize probably better tiian anyone else tiiat tiie 
system needs to be changed. It's a system tiiat's fmstrating tiiem as much as its fmsttating 
their customers. Remember, tiie system makes it just as hard to give good employees bonuses 
or promotions. 

Q: Why dont you just stop wasting money instead of changing flie budget system? 

A- The budget system encourages waste. Line items encourage spending in low priority 
areas and year-end spending limits encourage spending every last dime (inefficient in a last 
minute rush) or you get less next year. No private sector business could succeed witii tiiese 
types of incentives. Can you imagine a business that couldn't transfer money from its 
equipment budget to its personnel budget if it had to? Or one that had 450 job classifications. 
Or one not allowed to buy what it needs, when it's needed, at the best pnce? Or one that 
doesn't reward saving money? The National Performance Review recommendations will 
fundamentally reform the systems of govemment - that's the only way to achieve long-term 
savings and real improvements in service and performance. 

Q: Are yoii using Total Quality Maiiagcniciit principles (o redesign tiic govemment? 

A: The basic princi,)les of TQM are rellecled in the review - especially the focus on the 



customer - but anyone who knows anything about govemment knows that in the 
govemment, nothing is 'total.' We have involved some of the top award-winning management 
leaders in the federal govemment and we have created teams that are spending time with 
customers. The teams themselves are talking to a wide spectrum of suppliers and intemal 
customers. As well, we've sought advice and ideas from business leaders who have applied 
innovative management principles to tiieir own companies, increasing profite and cutting costs 
in the process. 

Q: The Vice President asked tiie public and govemment employees to contiibute to fliis 
review, to write lettere, to call in. Where flieir recommendations incorporated? 

A: Yes. The Vice President met witii federal workers at every agency and at regional 
centers around tiie countty. Hundreds of letters were received and read. We leamed a lot from 
tfiem and found tfiem incredibly useful botii in terms of identifying problems and designing 
solutions. 

Q: How were flie NPR staff selected? 

A: We sought experienced federal workers from across tiie govemment and we found tiiat 
across tiie govemment tiiere are people experienced and dedicated to tiie principles behind our 
work. In many cases, federal workers came to us because tiiey wanted to be involved. 

Q: Did federal workers comprise the entire staff? 

A: The NPR teams were made up of federal workers. However, tiiey consulted witii 
outeide advisors from state and local govemment, from tiie business worid. and elsewhere. 

Q: How was the cabinet involved? 

A- The cabinet was involved throughout tiiis process, botii tiirough tiieir agency 
•reinvention' teams and tiirough personal contact with tiie NPR staff and tiie Vice President. 
We have worked witii Cabinet Secretaries and agency heads tiiroughout and have welcomed 
their enthusiasm and their support for this review. 

Q: If flie NPR was able to take almost 250 federal employees away from tiieir jobs, how 
important were flicse people, and why can't tiieir positions be eliminated? 

A: Almost all the staff were recruited to NPR from agencies who were reluctant to 
release their best people but did so in recognition of the great importance of this effort. NPR 
selected a wide range of specialists at all grade levels from across govemment to reflect the 
diversity in the federal workforce. Their work at NPR has demonstrated some of the best 
virtues of the civil service which hardly justifies eliminating their jobs upon their return. 



Q: How much damage to govemment seivices did tiic NPR do by taking 250 people away 
from Uieir jobs? 

A: There is no doubt that both organizations and individuals have made significant 
sacrifices to conduct the NPR. Even tiiough a number of individuals spent long days working 
at NPR tiien worked nighte and week-ends at tiieir home agencies, most organizations had to 
soldier on witiiout tiie services of tiiose working at NPR. The NPR staff and tiieir home 
instittitions have had to make adjusttnente to support tiiis very important enterprise. We have 
every confidence tiiat the retiim on investtnent to govemment operations over tiie next decade 
will be many times the sacrifice made this summer. 

Q: Why were flie vast m^ority of NPR staff selected from flie GS15 and SES ranks? 
Why was tfiere so little involvement from flie lower grade employees fliat flie NPR seeks to 
empower? 

A: The more senior personnel have botii tiie experience and tiie demonsti-ated ability to 
wrestle large, complex issues to resolution quickly, more so tiian less seasoned employees. 
Given tiie very ambitious schedule for reporting out, we didn't have tiie luxury to conduct 
extensive on tiie job training for junior staff. However, it would be a mistaken impression to 
believe tfiat lower grade employees were not significantiy involved. We used many PMIs -
Presidential Management Intems ~ in tiiis process. These are young, talented people just out 
of management school. Those who were part of NPR were active and vocal participante and 
contributed valuable parte to the overall effort. 

Q: David Broder reported fliat flie NPR was staffed by some veiy young people who 
didnt undeistand what fliey were dealing witfu How many of tfiem were fliere and how were 
they selected to become pait of NPR? 

A: The NPR was fortunate to attract several dozen White House Intems and Presidential 
Management Intems to participate in tiiis summer's work activities. Every effort was made to 
match tiieir responsibilities witii tiieir experience and capabilities. All were volunteers who 
were interviewed and selected on tiie basis of background, interest, and motivation. It's 
important to remember that tiie management team of the NPR and the team leaders and 
members are experienced federal workers, many of whom have specific expertise in tiiese 
kind of reviews and issues. 

Q: What is (he value added of die NPR over all tiie OMB, GAO, IG and otiier reporte 
tfiat have already been written about refoiming tiie way government operates? Why not just 
devote more high-level attention to implementing tiicm and less attention to laigc-scale and 
potentially futile re|)oi-(s? 

A: There are several important differences that make this effort truly unique. First, the 
priniaiy architects of these recommendations are experienced career professionals from mside 
the government, nol outsiders with casual knowledge of what's right and wrong with our 



systems. Second, we have reached out to thousands of others tiiroughout the country tiirough 
town hall meetings, the Philadelphia Summit, our 800 number and the tens of thousands of 
individual citizens who have written to us with tiieir ideas and concems. Third, these 
recommendations have been coordinated tiioroughly at tiie highest levels of tins 
Administration to ensure that tiiey are valid, sound and practical solutions. And, sometimes 
tiie OMB, GAO, and IG recommendations didn't go far enough or identify solutions. 

Finally no other administration has committed tiie Vice President to such an intensive 
and extensive effort to tiansfonn tiie entire govemment from top to bottom and side to side. 
Of course tiie final difference will be in what we accomplish, and tiiese resulte will be far 
from futile. 

Q: How involved was OMB in flie NPR? If OMB is doing its job, why is an NPR 
necessaiy? 

A: OMB has been intimately involved in NPR from tiie outeet. In addition to Phil Lader 
being one of tiie principal leaders of NPR. tiiere have been numerous otiier individuals from 
OMB who have supported NPR on a full-time or part-time basis. Every NPR team had an 
active OMB liaison and all tiie draft reports were made available to OMB for comment. 

The reason for doing NPR outeide of OMB is tiiat OMB has had ite hands full .tins 
summer preparing the President's budget for submission to Congress. As you well know, 
tiiere have been constant questions and calls for infonnation in addition to tiie round tiie clock 
negotiations witii tiie Congress tiiat OMB had to support. Thus precisely because OMB was 
completely devoted to doing ite job-working tiie budget, not to mention fulfilling ite 
management responsibilities -tiiat tiie NPR was accomplished by otiier staff who could 
devote all tiieir attention and energies to reinventing tiie govemment. 

Q: How did tiie NPR evaluate entitfement programs? 

A: The NPR did not address entitlements as a centtal focus. However in our agency 
reviews of HHS, VA, Education, Labor and otiier service-oriented departmente, we have 
recommended ways in which certain entitfement programs can be managed more effectively 
and economically, and ways to reduce fraud in entitiement programs. 

Q: Why are tiiere so few defense issues, given flic size of tfic DOD and its obvious need 
for refonn? 

A: The NPR has been careful to concentrate on areas where we could make distinct value 
added contributions to the current efforts of each agency to improve their intemal operations. 
The DOD had already begun a major examination called the Bottom-up Review last January 
well before NPR started in March. The NPR therefore deferred to the Bottom-up Review. 

0: Mow much innuencc did tiic DOD have in dissuading the NPR from (aldng on certain 

issues? 



A- Where DOD was already addressing specific issues in their Bottom-up Review there 
w ^ little reason for NPR to devote its attention and limited resources to duplicating tiie same 
study DOD has been quite energetic in moving out on tiieir own impressive reinvention 
initiatives and NPR has been cooperating with DOD to ensure that we our efforts are 
complementary. 

Q: How were issues pared away from flie NPR? Who decided what stayed and what got 
cut from your list of recommendations? 

A- TTiose decisions were made after careful sttidy and a great deal of consiiltation witiiin 
tfie NPR and witiiin tiie agencies. We wanted to make sure tfiat tiie recommendattons we put 
forward made sense and would accomplish tiie goals we sought - improving tiie govemment 
and cutting coste. In some instances, we discovered tfiat issues needed more time tiiat we 
were able to give tiiem in tiiis six-montii review and we're going to continue to shidy tfiem. In 
otiier instances, it was clear early on when a recommendation just didn't make sense. 



N A T I O N A LV AiF LRJ: 

P U B L I C LIVES 

J O E K L E I N 

The Vice President's Ashtray 

A
L GORE IS SHOWING ME THIS ASHTRAY, n IS A 
Standard, regulation federal "lash receiver, tobacco, 
desk type" and Gore has 10 pages of regulations to 
ptove it He flips throu^ the specifications, gigging. 
"Can you believe this?" he says. "Ifs incredible. This is 

what you have to do if you want to sell the government an ashtray 
. . . Now, here's my fevorlte. This is dje spedfication for how you 
te t t i f You put the ashtray on a plank, "a njaple plank. It has to be 

445 millimeters tiiicL" And you hit it with a steel punch 
'^oint ground to a 60 percent included a n ^ " and a hammer. "The 
Modmen shouU break into a sinaU number of irregulariy shmed 
ptooes. not greater in mmiber than 85." Gore is losing it wjw, belly-
bD^Ung. TBut WHW Now we get to the specification ofthe pieces." 
l b lie counted as regulation shards, they 
must be *%.4 millimeters or more, on any 
three of its adjacent edges • • -" 

And l o on. "Tvo got some other interest­
ing ffhtff," he says. Gore's ofl&oe, once a 
npoAacy of enviro-dutter, is becoming 
tbe Museum ofthe American Bureaucracy, 

is a photo of piles of books, 1,088 
.« of them—the federal regulations 

f i r ing and firing employees. There is a 
. ^ 7 expensive steam trap. There is a gray 
^voolea ^bve liner from the Korean War. 
"Making sure we had enough of these was 
the rationale fin: the federal mohair sub-
sidy," he says. "I t coste $190 million a yeat" 

Gore and his staff have spent the past 
six months scouring the govemment for 
silliness. They have sent SWAT teams into 
eadi of the agendes. He has conducted 
town meetings fiar federal employees, a mix 
of stand-up comedy ("Can anybody give 
me an example of a really crazy federal 
RguIationT'O encounter group ("How 
many of you believe it's too hard to tei^ 
minate a federal employee for just cause?"). 
The vice president, in his inimitable fashion, 
has become obsessed. The product of his obsession—the National 
Performance Review (also known as the ''reinventing govem­
ment" study)-will be released on Sept. 7. It will contain a host of 
recommendations-not just reform ofthe procurement, personnel 
and budget systems but also specific programs that should be 
canceled or merged. It could save $6 billion to $8 billion per year (a 
similar effort in 1991 saved M billion in Texas alone). 

But only if it is impicmenled - and, the received wisdom says, lliesc 
s o r t s o f g o v o n i m e n t - r e f o n n s t u d i e s n e v e r ge l i n i p l e n i e n l c < l . S t i l l , 

G o r e n i . i y l i . i ^ ' < - ' i ' ' ' i ' ' i " < ' ' " ' " ' - i ' l l n i o d d s . A r i c ' r l l i e l i i i d i i e l ; i ) ' pnv 

tie to chance); the rules have grown incomprehensibly UteraL 
Creativity is not encouraged. And the money wasted has become truly 
embarrassing-Gorehas stories of $l,500 laptop computers routinely 
purchased for $3,500 (well, not routinely: in one case, 23 different 
officials had to approve), $3 notebooks bought for $6, and so on. 
These are not isolated cases; they are how the system works. 

There seems, for once, the poUtical will-and the possibihty ofa 
clever le^lative mechanism-to make die necessaiy changes. 
Last week the Senate's Govemmental Affairs Committee proposed 
a commission, similar to the recent defense base-dosmg board, to 
review Gore's recommendations and package them into a single 
piece of legislation, relatively immune bom. die predations of 
committee chaipnen (who usually pick such things apart). There is 

a good chance that this idea will receive 
bipartisan, maybe even (ripartisan. support 
Bob Dole is desperately seeking something 
not to be nasty about and, sources say, may 
endorse Gore's proposals—if they really 
take a bite out ofthe bureaucraqr. There's 
also Ross Perot, who was a fan of the Texas 
performance review and has called Gore to 
offer encouragement Moderate Democrats 
like Bob Kerrey have long fevored a drastic 
housedeaning. Which leaves only . . . the 
rcs( of the Democratic Party, especially its 
most powerful panjandrums, as potential 
opponents. 

Message zombie: And it leaves CUnton 
with a dilemma. During the campaign— 
early on, before he became a message 
zombie—he often said that a Democrat 
would succeed as president only i f he 
convinced the pubUc he wasn't going to 
waste its money. The past sue months have 
proved him right. I f Clinton had taken 
Gore's effort as his own. i f he had made a 
crusade of the ashtrays and personnel rules 
and mohair subsidies that render the 
govemment ridiculous —if he had made 

good management his maxim-he might have built the credibiUty 
needed to ask for new laxes and spending (or found enough sav­
ings to make some of his taxes irrelevant). But he cast his lot with 
the very people-llie callous, corrupt, cowardly congressional 
leaders-most likely to torpedo a real reform effort. Worse, he 
allowed tlwm to define the limits of the possible. 

So (he president has a choice. He can delay or submerge Gore's 
repon (ns some HiUarinista'; want, to clear the decks for healtii 
reform) Mc <-an R.ve lhe appe.inmee of support, but stick with Ins 
r o n , M e - , s i o i i : i l p i l l s a n d . i l l o w l l u i i n l o g u l l l , :is i h e y d i d I n s bnd)>e l 

MARTIN SIMON-SABA 

Gore: Scouring government for silliness 
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The National Perforniance Review, 

Creating a Govemment that Works Better and Costkl̂ esl̂ )̂ 

Regulatory Reform 

A Fair, Open, Streamlined Process ^ 
Reforming our regulatory process is critical to creating a govemment that works better and costs 

less. Improving budget, personnel, and procurement systems will strip away a lot of red tape. But 
thousands of outdated, overlapping regulations will still remain in other areas — inside and outside the 
govemment — tmless we act aggressively to reform the regulatory system. That system now is 
cumbersome and fails to ensure that rules issued are necessary and effective. What's needed, and what 
we propose, are sensible planning and a thorough, focused review of regulations to end the proliferation 
of unnecessary and unproductive rules. 

This reform has already begun. President Clinton directed agencies to eliminate 50 percent of all 
intemal regulations when he signed an executive order September 11 that was recommended by the 
National Performance Review. The next step is reforming the regulatory review process and eliminating 
outdated, obsolete, and duplicative regulations that affect people outside of govemment. The executive 
order the President signs September 30, will do just that and create a regulatory review process that 
works better while still providing needed health, safety, and environmental safeguards. The President 
also will direct each agency to review its intemal procedures for developing and issuing regulations. 

President Clinton is offering real reform. He shut down the Competitiveness Council during his 
first days in office, closing the back door special interests used to get out from under regulations they 
didn't like. In its place. President Clinton offers a regulatory review process that is dramatically 
different: open to the public, streamlined, responsive, coordinated, straightforward, and fair. 

Putting People First 

The President's plan provides a regulatory process that works for the American people, 
improving health, safety and well-being while encouraging economic growth, competitiveness, and job 
creation. It is aimed at producing regulations that are cost-effective, consistent, and understandable. And, 
it takes away the unfair advantage special interests enjoyed in the past thanks to the Competitiveness 
Council. 

Consider just a few examples of the Competitiveness Council's work: meeting secretly with 
builders to undermine implementation of the fair housing accessibility law that prohibits discriminatory 
housing practices; blocking a rule banning the burning of lead acid car batteries (the single largest 
source of lead emissions), an action later overturned by a federal court; and allowing a major 
pharmaceutical company to review a proposed drug-approval policy before it was made public. 

Under this new Executive Order, there will be no special access for special interests. The review 
process will exist only to resolve intergovernmental disputes, not to provide an avenue for special 
interest appeals of regulatory decisions. Decisions on rules will be based on the public record, not on 
political paybacks. During the review process, outside contacts will be on the record and the status of 
regulations will be public knowledge. Rules will be reviewed at the Vice Presidential level only at the 
request of an agency head or the Office of Management and Budget. 



Eliminating Regulatoiy Overkill 

President Clinton's regulatory review reforms reflect his commitment to ensuring that executive 
branch agencies produce effective and sensible regulations, relieving businesses of unnecessary 
regulatory burdens and ending special access for special interests. The process created by the executive 
order will ensure that agencies regulate only when necessary and makes clear that altematives, such as 
market incentives, are preferable to command-and-control regulations. A regulatory working group of 
representatives from agencies with major domestic regulatory responsibility will meet regularly to 
consider new, creative, and more effective alternatives and approaches to regulating. And , when 
regulations are needed, the order will ensure that they are designed and implemented in the most cost-
effective manner, so as to maximize benefits to society and to place the smallest necessary burden on 
those being regulated. The President's plan uses a sensible, balanced definition of costs and benefits to 
ensure a realistic assessment of impacts on the economy, the environment, and public health and safety. 

Sensible Planning 

President Clinton's plan will streamline the regulatory review process, open it up to the public, 
improve planning and coordination, ensure more agency and public involvement at the beginning of the 
process (instead of simply at the end), and provide for the review of duplicative or outdated regulations. 

A new planning process that starts at the beginning of rule making will improve inter-agency 
coordination and help ensure a clear and common understanding of innovative and effective regulatory 
approaches across the govemment. This process provides early guidance about administration priorities, 
minimizing conflicts and inconsistent regulatory activities among agencies. Agencies will set priorities 
and assemble annual regulatory plans, improving their own planing and ensuring that other agencies and 
the public are informed of their activities. And, the new process will help agencies craft altematives to 
command-and-control regulations. In many cases, such advance planning can remove the need for 
federal mandates. 

Reviewing New Regulations 

The executive order recognizes the primacy of agencies in the regulatory review process. It also 
makes clear that the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) will be the central, day-to­
day entity in the process of reviewing, not writing, federal regulations. And that process will be 
conducted in the open. There will be public disclosure of OIRA's meetings with people outside the 
Executive Branch and the status of regulations, including whether there is Presidential or Vice 
Presidential review. OIRA and the agencies will prepare and make public written explanations of any 
differences between their views on particular regulations. And, any changes made to regulations during 
the OIRA review process will be made public. 

The OIRA review process will be more focused and streamlined because OIRA will be 
authorized to review only the most significant regulations, not every regulation, as the current system 
allows. This will ensure that OIRA reviews fewer regulations. Its review will be more credible because 
it will consider a broad definition of costs and benefits to include a realistic assessment of impacts on 
the economy, the environment, and public health and safety. And, its review will be timely, driven by 
clear and appropriate time limits on review that will prevent delay from effectively killing important 
protections or creating uncertainty that disrupts business planning cycles. 

Reviewing Existing Regulations 

Too often, cumulative and unnecessary regulations hamper economic growtii and job creation. 



We will begin an ongoing review of existing regulations so that those that are cumulative, obsolete, 
duplicative, or inconsistent will be identified for reconsideration and, where appropriate, revision or 
elimination. This process is carefully structured to ensure that it is meaningful and that it produces 
results. The agencies will be asked to prepare a specific program for ongoing review of existing 
regulations and laws mandating such regulations, and to receive comments from the public about 
regulations to be reviewed. In addition, the Vice President, in consultation with the White House policy 
advisors, will conduct reviews of existing regulations with a cross-agency perspective, and may identify 
regulations to the agency for appropriate review. 

Resolving Disputes 

A clear and open process for resolving the rare regulatory disputes that develop between 
agencies or OMB and an agency will replace the inconsistent and closed-door process of the past. Such 
disputes will be reviewed by the President or the Vice President only at the request of an agency head 
or the Office of Management and Budget. The President and Vice President will not intervene at the 
request of private parties, be they from business or from public interest communities. The Vice 
President, aided by the White House policy advisors, will advise the President in resolving these 
disputes. 

Enhanced Accountabilitv 

Openness is the best way to restore credibility to the regulatory review process. The new process 
encourages more public participation in the development and promulgation of regulations. It encourages 
agencies to consult with the public before taking any regulatory actions. The process also encourages 
the development of regulations through the use of negotiated rulemaking, a consensual mechanism for 
developing new regulations. The President will direct each agency to identify, within 90 days, at least 
one rulemaking which the agency will, within the upcoming year, develop through the use of negotiated 
rulemaking or explain why this process will not be feasible. The new executive order also makes clear 
that the public should be afforded a meaningful opportunity to comment on proposed regulations. 

The OIRA review process will be open and timely. And, the order makes clear that it is OIRA 
that is responsible for the review of individual regulations and that review must occur within tight time 
limits. To ensure that the process is more selective and streamlined, OIRA will be directed to report to 
the Vice President and President its review activities during the first six months under these new 
procedures. This report will include a list of the regulatory actions reviewed by OIRA; whether OIRA 
selected the action for review; and the time dedicated to review. 

The new process also ensures that the White House no longer serves as a conduit for special 
interests. The back-room, closed-door operations of the Competitiveness Council have left a legacy of 
mistrust that can only be erased by an open, fair, and balanced process. The President's plan provides a 
clear statement describing the review process and comprehensive disclosure provisions for greater public 
accountability. The concerns and interests of outside parties must be on the record, in writing, to be 
considered by White House staff in the rulemaking or review process. 

The new executive order revokes existing orders on regulatory review. In addition, the 
Administration will undertake a thorough review of the related orders, for example, on takings, 
federalism, and civil justice reform to determine what action, i f any, should be taken with respect to 
those orders. 

## 
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Contact: Terry H i l l or Angela Jones (202) 554-9000 

SMALL BUSINESS LIKES PRESIDENT'S EFFORTS 
TO REVIEW REGULATORY BURDENS U 

WASHINGTON, Sept. 30 Federal r e g u l a t i o n s w i l l soon get cl o s e r 
s c r u t i n y from those they a f f e c t thanks t o an a White House 
Executive Order President C l i n t o n signed today. 

" Small-business owners w i l l be among the f i r s t people t o 
b e n e f i t from the president's e f f o r t s t o make government more open 
t o t h e p u b l i c , " National Federation of Independent Business 
President Jack Faris said. "This executive order w i l l ensure t h a t 
a l l p u b l i c sectors w i l l get a f a i r o p p o r t u n i t y to voice t h e i r 
concerns about f e d e r a l r e g u l a t i o n s . " 

As a small-business concern, government r e g u l a t i o n i s r a p i d l y 
c l i m b i n g the ladder of en t r e p r e n e u r i a l headaches. According t o a 
1992 NFIB-Visa Business Card study, The Problems and P r i o r i t i e s of 
Small Business, noted a leap of 11 spots t o e i g h t h place among Main 
S t r e e t ' s w o r r i e s . Small-business researchers b e l i e v e t h a t 
r e g u l a t i o n w i l l , by the t u r n of the century, be f i r s t on the l i s t . 

F a r i s s a i d the president:'s executive order takes an important 
step i n r e q u i r i n g t h a t both r i s k assessments and less-burdensome 
a l t e r n a t i v e s t o regulations are thoroughly explored before a 
r e g u l a t i o n i s implemented. Most i m p o r t a n t l y , he sa i d , i t recpjires 
agencies t o determine whether no r e g u l a t i o n might be a b e t t e r 
choice. 

The small-business leader also commended the pr e s i d e n t f o r 
ensuring t h a t the O f f i c e of Information and Regulatory A f f a i r s 
remains the c o o r d i n a t i n g center f o r r e g u l a t o r y review. Faris 
lauded OIRA D i r e c t o r S a l l y Katzen, appointed by President C l i n t o n , 
f o r her w i l l i n g n e s s to l i s t e n to a l l i n t e r e s t e d p a r t i e s and make 
f a i r d e c i s i o n s . 

NFIB, the nation's largest small-business advocacy 
o r g a n i z a t i o n , represents more than 600,000 small and independent 
f i r m s i n a l l 50 s t a t e s . 

?i }f # 



September 27, 1993 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President: 

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS UNITED 

IIJJIJIMSTMET.N.W 
Sum 710 

WiJHmQTON, D.C 20005 

FAX:202472-«343 

Having had an opportunity to review your Executive Order on regxilatory procedures, we 
want to indicate our association's strong support for the approach you have outlined. We look 
forward to working with you as you implement this new structure, in order to place the least 
possible regulatory burden on small businesses, 

The open and fair process created by your Order allows small busineu input to the 
process while closing the door on behind-tho-sccnos lobbying. The Order's emphasis on cost-
benefit analysis, combined with identification of the most appropriate and efficient response, is 
encouraging to us. We are also glad to sec a thorough review of existing regulations as an 
important component of the plan. 

Wc think the plan you have laid out should work well, bul wc look forward to an 
opportunity to provide input about the overall process once we have all had some experience 
with it. There may be areas where targeted changes could improve the Order and the process. 
We hope you will invite our comments for potential modifications to the Order, at some defined 
point in the future. 

Finally, we would like to emphasize the need for involvement of the SmaU Business 
Administration (SBA) during the regulatory process. The SBA's Chief Counsel for Advocacy 
has a statutory responsibility-unique among the agencics-to review regulations for compliance 
with the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), arguably the most important law goveming the 
regulation of small businesses. Involving the SBA Chief Counsel in the Administration's 
regulatory review process could be a key step toward finally enforcing the RFA. 

Again, thank you for allowing us to review the Executive Order and for carefully crafting 
a process that is open and fair for all. 

Yours truly, 

John C. Rennie 
President 

^ John P. Gallcs 
C y Executive Vice President 



U.S. Chamber ot Commerce 
i e i 5HS t . , NW 
Washington, DC 20062-2000 

Media Relations Department (202) 463-5682 

IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Thomas Love 

COMMENT ON THE PRESIDENT'S REGULATORY REVIEW EXECUTIVE ORDER 

BY RICHARD L. LESHER, PRESIDENT 

U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

WASHINGTON, Sept. 30 -- The U.S. Chamber of Commerce is encouraged by 

the executive order on regulatory review signed today, but recognizes that Its 

successful Implementation will require constant vigilance by the business community. 

The order provides a fair and balanced approach and affords the public 

substantial opportunity to comment on the potential impact of proposed regulations. 

We are particularly pleased that the central role of OMB's Office of Information and 

Regulatory Affairs is retained. The order provides a series of constructive hurdles that 

agencies must overcome before Imposing new regulatory burdens, Including the 

requirement for cost-benefit analysis. Special emphasis is placed on minimizing 

potential negative Impacts on U.S. competitiveness, jobs and the economy. 

For nine months, the U.S. Chamber has been working very hard to bring some 

common sense to the regulatory process. It is one thing to have a balanced executive 

order. It Is another to fully implement Its Intent. Our position Is simply put: "trust but 

verify." That Is why we have established a regulatory watchdog committee. 

The committee will focus on the day-to-day oversight of new and existing 

regulations Imposed on our members with emphasis on cost-benefit analysis, 

paperwork reduction and flexibility for small business. We Intend to get involved early 

In the regulatory process to oppose unnecessary regulations and minimize the burden 

of those mandated by statute. The committee also will focus on the legislative 

process to Insure that economic Implications are considered before new unfunded 

mandates are imposed. 

We now call on the administration to support passage of the Paperwork 

Reduction Act of 1993 -- the Nunn version in the Senate and reauthorization of the 

Regulatory Flexibility Act with judicial review, which lessens the burden on small 

business by providing alternative means of implementing regulations. 

### 93-109 



The Business Roundtable 

F o r lTOn»<llBte R Q l » a « a 

TUP. BUSINESS ROUNDTABT.-P! SUPPpK'^fi PRESIDENTIAL 
yp^f.gnTTVK ORDER ON GOVERNMmrr RT!CtJl4^TION 

Wathington, D.C, Septembar 30 — The Buflintae Roundtable aald today*that 

i t Bupporta President Clinton's new Executive Order on the roanagoment of 

govermnent regul^^tion. 

The order vas gigned today by the President and establishes a process for 

managing the daveloprasnt of new Executive Branch regulation* as well as 

a niaohanism for tihe review of existing ones. 

"ThQ buflinesB conuaunity ia vitally concerned about the impact of overly 

burdensoaa regulation that haa resulted in job lose, higher prices, 

decreased productivity, and lack of competitiveness," said Edgar S. 

Woolard, Jr,, Chairman and CEO of DuPont and Chairman of the Roundtable's 

Government .Regulation Task Force. " I t i s our expectation that tho 

president's Executive Order will lead to better management of the 

regulatory process and, therefore, help accelerate the paoe of economic 

recovery." 

Woolard said that business was "pleased" that the new Executive Order 

contains a cost-benefit requirement, roquiree priority-setting based upon 

risk, mandates the use of sound aoience, requires agencies to ta3ce into 

aoaount tha costs of oumulativa regulation, enaouragea the use of 

performance standards, and requires agenciee to consider alternatives to 

traditional regulation. 



- 2 -

While woolard expressed overall enthusiasm for the Executive Order, he 

cautioned that "having a vell-artioulated statement of process and intent 

is one thing, but effective implementation of the order v i l l be 

absolutely necessary i f we are to improve the guality of government 

regulation and reduce its burdens on the economy." 

# # # 

Contact: L«e Taahjian 
(302) 774-3852 

Boptember 30, 1993 

fr. 



'Qtizen 
NEWS RELEASE 

HOLD FOR RELEASE UNTIL CONTACT: David C. Vladeck 
Thrus., Sept. 30, 1993, 9:00 a.m. 202/833-3000, x229 

ADMIKI8TRATI0N*S REPEAL OF REPUBLICAM-'ERA ORDERS 
WILL HELP RESTORE INTEGRITY TO THE REGULATORY PROCESS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. — Public Citizen applauds President Clinton's 
decision to repeal the two Reagan/Bush Executive Orders on White 
House review of agency regulations and replace them with a new 
Executive Order. 

"With this stroke of President Clinton's pen, the 
Administration has swept away the back-room, behind-the-scenes deal 
making that was the hallmark of the Quayle Council and the 
Reagan/Bush Office of Management and Budget," said Joan B. 
Claybrook, President of Public Citizen. 

"At the same time, the President has sent a strong signal to 
his agencies and the American people that the government i s back in 
the business of protecting the health and safety of Americans, 
cleaning up the environment, and getting the economy on track," 
Claybrook added. 

The Clinton Executive Order marks a substantial step forward 
from the Executive Orders issued during the Reagan/Bush 
Administration. "Public Citizen recognizes that the new Executive 
Order i s only the f i r s t step on the road to real reform," said 
David C. Vladeck, a senior lawyer with Public Citizen Litigation 
Group- "But i t i s a c r i t i c a l l y important step, and Public Citizen 
i s pleased that the Clinton Administration i s heading in the right 
direction." 

Public Citizen noted at least four significant improvements: 

* The Clinton Executive Order injects far greater account­
a b i l i t y and openness into the regulatory review process. The 
New Executive Order sweeps away the secrecy that previously 
cloaked the review process and turned the White House into the 
private preserve of well-heeled corporate lobbyists. Under 
the new Executive Order, the public w i l l know when matters are 
pending before OMB, and outsiders seeking secretly to 
influence staff w i l l be told that a l l contacts must be put in 
writing. 

[more] 

2000 P Street NW • Wushlrii'.ion, D.C. 20036 - (202)833-3000 

215 l'eniisylvanu.\v(;nueSE • VVashint;ton, D.C. 20003 • (202) 546-'»996 



* Tho Clinton Exacutivo order strengthens the abxlity of the 
Administration to coordinate regulatory a c t i v i t i e s . Under the 
new Executive Order, the government can harness the power of 
the regulatory agencies to respond swiftly and comprehensively 
to emerging health, safety, environmental, economic and social 
problems. 

* The Clinton Executive order should put an end to the lengthy 
delays that have plagued OMB review in the past. By setting 
s t r i c t time limits on the review process, the Ointon 
Executive Order recognizes that delays in implementing needed 
regulations jeopardize the public's safety. 

* The Clinton Executive Order should significantly reduce the 
number of rules that w i l l be subjected to review. During the 
past 12 years, OMB tried to review each of the over 2,000 
rules issued each year, creating endless, wasteful paperwork 
with l i t t l e purpose. The new Executive Order seeks to focus 
OMB's efforts on only those regulatory matters that have 
overarching significance, and leaves the business of running 
the regulatory agency to the Presidential appointees who head 
them. 

Public Citizen i s pleased with the positive steps in President 
Clinton's Executive Order, although Public Citizen has never 
endorsed the concept of Presidential review of agency regulatory 
actions. Moreover, according to vladeck, "past experience has 
taught us that the manner in which a regulatory review program i s 
implemented i s as important as the wording of an executive order. 
For that reason, the proof of this Administration's commitment to 
true reform w i l l be in how i t implements the new Executive Order. 

Public Citizen w i l l continue to monitor carefully the 
performance of OMB and the White House to ensure that this carries 
forward on i t s commitment to let agencies carry out their 
statutorily mandated roles free from undue p o l i t i c a l interference. 

# # # 

Public Citizen, founded by Ralph Nader in 1971, i s a nonprofit 
consumer advocacy group with over 150,000 members. 
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Statement of 
Gaty D. Bass 

Executive Director 
OMB Watdi 

on 
September 30,1993 

Regarding 
President Clinton's Regulatory Planning and Review Process 

Today. President Clinton has taken a significant step toward making the 
regulatory review process more responsive to public need. The President's 
Executive Order refines the regulatory review process so that it will t>e open and 
accountable, and ensures that it will be based on selective, well-coordinated 
assessments for effectiveness and fairness In achieving the agency's mission. 
We endorse those goals. 

The regulatory review process of the last twelve years has repeatedly put 
private, special interests ahead of Congressionally and judicially mandated 
efforts to clean up the environment, protect worker health and safety, and 
enforce consumer protections. Because the Office of Management and Budget 
operated In secret, it was able to interminably delay agency rulemakings, 
circumvent legislative and judicial deadlines, and usurp agency decision-making 
authority while remaining unaccountable to the public and Congress. Lower 
level civil servants at OMB with little or no substantive experience in areas they 
reviewed were able to dictate policy to agency officials. 

The new regulatory review process is an attempt to fix the problems of the 
Reagan/Bush era and construct a balance between the interests of government 
agencies, businesses, and the public. There are at least four ways in which the 
new regulatory review process is significantly better than the Reagan/Bush 
years: 

• The CHnton approach seeks an erxl to an era of back door dealings that 
allowed the rich and powerful special access. The new Order requires 
notable disclosure procedures that will result in greater openness and 
accountability. The Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs has 
already begun implementing the new disclosure requirements in the 
Order, making it possible for the public to track when rules have been 
submitted to OMB. to identify non-governmental entities that have 
contacted OMB regarding regulations, and to review actions that OMB 
has taken on regulations. Additionally, White House employees are now 
instructed to inform all non-governmental entities that in order to seek 
regulatory redress they should put their concerns in writing. These 
written comments will be placed in the agency rulemaking record an 
attempt to end non-documented, behind-the-scenes wheeling and 
dealing. 



• The Clinton Administration is committed to ending the delays that plagued 
the regulatory process during the past years. The cost of delayed 
regulatory action is significant. Delay can cost lives when important rules 
are held up. like chemical plant safety guidelines, where hundreds of lives 
can be lost in a preventable plant accident. Delay can also disrupt the 
business planning cycles. The trickle down effect of this uncertainty can 
hurt businesses saddled with inventory and can lead to job loss. 
Enforcement of the timetables in the new Order will rectify these 
problems. 

• The Clinton Administration is committed to reductr^ the number of 
regulations it reviews, using its Umited resources to target ttie most 
significant regulations. OMB currently reviews more than 2,000 
regulations each year. The process is neither economical nor efficient. 

• The Clinton approach creates a process where agency heads and ttie 
pubfic are better informed about the regulatory plans of each agency. 
Agencies will continue to publish in the Federal Register in October their 
regulatory agendas, providing a timetable for all regulations that are 
expected. Additionally, a more comprehensive description of planned 
regulatory actions for the most significant regulations will also be 
published, giving the public a more timely and better understanding of 
what an agency plans to undertake and how it will do it. Furthermore, 
instead of OMB clearing each plan, as in the past. OMB will share these 
plans with agency heads in order to seek their input and promote 
improved coordination of regulatory plans. 

We do have some concerns about the Order, but we want to see how the 
process is implemented before we pass judgment. After all. the ultimate test of 
today's Executive Order will be whether in practice it improves government 
efficiency and makes agencies and regulations more responsive to public need. 
The public interest community will continue to monitor and report on the 
effectiveness and equity of implementation of the new process. 

We are, nonetheless, hopeful that today's Executive Order is an important first 
step in moving toward improving the regulatory review process in government. 

OMB Watch is a non-aftiliatod nonprofit research and advocacy organization founded in 1983. 
OMB Watch is secretariat of a Regulatory Policy Working Group, comprised of representatives 
from organized labor, environmental, healtfi, educational, consumer, and other public interest 
organizations, that has recommended changes in the regulatory re^ew and planning process. 
OMB Watch has also lead efforts to promote greater regulatory accountability and to stop tho 
secrect substantive regulatory interference waged by Vice President Ouayle's Council on 
Competitiveness. 
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Comments of Henry A. Waxman on the Clinton Administration's New Regulatory Review 
Executive Order: 

"For many years, I have vv̂ orked to prevent abuses of the regulatory review process 
at the Reagan and Bush White House ~ abuses which became particularly brazen 
when Vice President Dan Quayle's Council on Competitiveness used its influence to 
weaken regulations for special interests. 

"With today's order, President Qinton and Vice President Gore have made a giant 
stride toward better and more responsible govemment by assuring that decisions are 
made in the light of full disclosure, and not through the secret back channels that 
played so large a role in past White Houses. 

" I have never been a fan of OMB review of agency regulations. Nevertheless, I am 
pleased that today's executive order on regulatory review includes reforms long 
sought by the public interest community to assure that the abuses of past years do 
not reoccur. With the issuance of this order and a memorandum that we are 
informed, the White House counsel wilT issue soon, communications between special 
interests and White House personnel on regulatory matters will be allowed only in 
limited situations where there are safeguards to protect against abuses by special 
interests." 
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STATEMENT BY CAROL TUCKER FOREMAN^ ON PRESIDENT 
CLINTON'S EXECUTIVE ORDER ON FEDERAL REGULATION 

PLANNING AND REVIEW 

The twentieth century began with an era of regulatory activism that 
spawned anti-trust, minimum wage and pure food and drug laws. The 
century may end with an era of regulatory renewal. After twelve years of 
attack on regulation, the nation has moved beyond the misconception that 
all of society's needs can be met by the unfettered pursuit of private 
interest. It is clear that the American people want clean air and water, safe 
food and drugs, stable financial institutions and fair treatment for women 
and minorities and the disabled. And Americans believe govemment can 
help achieve those goals. Rather than abandoning govemment generally 
and regulation in particular, we need to make them work better. 

Today, President Qinton has signed an Executive Order that holds 
the promise of making regulation work better, be more effective and less 
burdensome in achieving mtended goals. 

The Executive Order on Federal Regulation Planning and Review 
has the capacity to impose a new discipline on all elements of the 
regulatory system, requiring agencies to provide notice of their regulatory 
plans and coordinate rulemaking. The Order should also help end the 
regulatory delays that have cost lives on the one hand and often left 
business 
unable to undertake effective planning on the other. 

Finally, the Executive Order institutes changes that should effectively 
end an era in which the Office of Management and Budget became a 
secret society that practiced ritual sacrifice on health and safety regulation 
for the entertainment of the rich and powerful. 

'Carol Tucker Foreman served as Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for 
Food and Consumer Services, 1977-8L She is editor of Regulating for the 
Future: The Creative Balance, Center for National Policy Press, 1991. 
Foreman is president of Foreman & Heidepriem, Inc., a public policy 
consulting firm. 
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Statement o f A . Blakeman E a r l y 
Washington D i r e c t o r ^ 

P o l l u t i o n and T o x i c s Program 
S i e r r a C l u b 

R e g a r d i n g P r e s i d e n t C l i n t o n ' s E x e c u t i v e O r d e r on R e g u l a t o r y 
Review 

September 3 0 , 1993 

The C l i n t o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n has ended an u g l y e r a i n Amer ican 
h i s t o r y d u r i n g which the Quayle C o m p e t i t i v e n e s s C o u n c i l pursued a 
p o l i c y o f k i l l i n g and weakening r e g u l a t i o n s . i n t e n d e d t o p r o t e c t 
p u b l i c h e a l t h , s a f e t y , and t h e e n v i r o n m e n t . I n t h e name o f 
r e g u l a t o r y r e v i e w , t h e Quayle C o u n c i l , a i d e d by s e c r e t mee t i ngs 
w i t h p o w e r f u l s p e c i a l i n t e r e s t s , s u b s t i t u t e d i t s own v i e w o f 
w h i c h r e g u l a t i o n s were i n t h e p u b l i c i n t e r e s t f o r t h a t o f 
C o n g r e s s . 

The E x e c u t i v e Order s igned by P r e s i d e n t C l i n t o n c r e a t e s a new 
r e g u l a t o r y r e v i e w process t h a t , i f p r o p e r l y i m p l e m e n t e d , s h o u l d 
c o n t r i b u t e t o good government by b e i n g o p e n , f a i r , and l i m i t e d -

The new e x e c u t i v e o r d e r r e q u i r e s r e g u l a t o r y r e v i e w t o be 
c o n d u c t e d w i t h much more openness t h a n i n t h e p a s t . ;-.;.The p u b l i c 
w i l l be i n f o r m e d what . . ' r e g u l a t i o n s a r e b e i n g r e w r i t t e n , r e v i e w e d , 
and r e — w r i t t e n . Changes sugges ted by OMB r e v i e w e r s a r e t o be so 
i d e n t i f i e d . ^ - - . - ^ ^ ' i - . ^'••v"--. ... 

The new executive order establishes a -regulatory review process 
that should operate with much more fairness .'t;..i."Special interests 
and other members .of \the public who • try ,:;;to "rrinf luence OMB 

• reviewers must submit their views on. the record . White House 
-employees are required to document their contacts with outside 

parties on regulatory matters, as well, r.^^yi'.i^':^. :.-,-

The new e x e c u t i v e o r d e r e s t a b l i s h e s a r e g u l a t o r y r e v i e w process 
t h a t i s i n t e n d e d t o be l i m i t e d . OMB r e v i e w i s i n t e n d e d t o f o c u s 
on t h e most s i g n i f i c a n t r e g u l a t i o n s t o a s s u r e t h a t t hey a re 
w r i t t e n t o accompl i sh t h e i r g o a l s e f f i c i e n t l y and e f f e c t i v e l y . 

The Amer ican p u b l i c has long b e l i e v e d t h a t gove rnmen t r e g u l a t i o n 
i s supposed to p r o t e c t the p o w e r l e s s f r o m t h e excesses o f the 
p o w e r f u l . The Quayle C o u n c i l t u r n e d r e g u l a t o r y r e v i e w i n t o a 
p r o c e s s t h a t sougl i t o n l y to p r o t e c t t h e p o w e r f u l f r o m govGrnment 



r e g u l a t i o n and ignored the powerless. The CI i n t o n A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
has c l e a r l y c a s t aside t h i s process. But we i n t h e S i e r r a Club 
a r e concerned t h a t under the new e x e c u t i v e o r d e r r e g u l a t o r s w i l l 
be asked too o f t e n i f they are o v e i — r e g u l a t i n g t h e p o w e r f u l and 
t o o seldom whether they are p r o t e c t i n g t h e powe r l e s s w e l l enough. 

The new e x e c u t i v e order e s t a b l i s h e s a r e g u l a t o r y r e v i e w process 
t h a t seeks t o help r e g u l a t o r s w r i t e r e g u l a t i o n s t h a t p r o t e c t s the 
p u b l i c i n t e r e s t w i t h o u t r e g u l a t i n g t o o much. We a r e h o p e f u l t h a t 
a y e a r from today, the r e g u l a t o r y r e v i e w p r o c e s s e s t a b l i s h e d 
t o d a y i s recognized throughout t h e n a t i o n as a r e a l c o n t r i b u t i o n 
t o t h e c o n t i n u i n g e f f o r t by P r e s i d e n t C l i n t o n t o make government 
work f a i r l y , e f f e c t i v e l y , and e f f i c i e n t l y on b e h a l f o f t h e p u b l i c 
i n t e r e s t and not the s p e c i a l i n t e r e s t s . Balanced i m p l e m e n t a t i o n 
o f t h i s e x e c u t i v e order w i t h due c o n s i d e r a t i o n t o t h e needs of 
t h o s e whom r e g u l a t i o n s seek t o p r o t e c t and t h e needs of the 
r e g u l a t e d community can make t h i s g o a l a r e a l i t y . 
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II T„ fo/.f Jt'c <:n «:mall I can hold it in the palm of my hand. 

*" mt^ean, «.p ukes dir. «,d oil ou. of s.«am lines, I . cos|s .bou. $100. When i. 

" s ™ ^ ' . O T d i s c o u n t U e , bough, SlOO «ap for m Saved .en 

'""'^ In fte meantime, ftough. how much did eaeh ledcy ttap cos. Ae Oxpayers? 
nufs right. 50 weeks of s.e«m. $2500. 
$2500 .o save .en doUars. 
u dial an isola.ed case of governmen. inefficiency? 
NoV^l^rZg to one man who stood up at a meeting of federal employees a v^.le 

"I vrark for the marshals service of the Justice Department." he told me. 
The marshals seize the property of drug dealers. For example. >f they seize a load of 

drugs in the dealer's house, they can confiscate his house. The Justice Department then 
resells these houses, using the money to help finance the war against drugs. 

Of course, in order to sell these houses you have to keep them presentable. That 

"^"^ 7 r : o l those lawns mowed? Well, m AUanta, where this man worked, 
you would hire a teenager to do it for about ten bucks a lawn. 

Not in this govemment. , , , . . 
"Procurement" said this worker, "told us that the marshals had to do this 

competitively. Kids don't wnte proposals." So they eventually had to contract with a firm to 
mow all the lawns in the Atlanta region -- for $40 a lawn. . , , ^ r„H.r.i 

Stones like this have come in to my office again and again - from frustrated federal 

workers and from the growing 
number of people doing excellent work analy^mg the way government operates. 

Tlieir work makes it clear that the anecdotal evidence is true, that too much of th. 
federal govemment ,s - m David Osbome's phrase - "approachmg paralysis. 

Docs this mean notiung gets done'̂  Of course not. Each minute m the federal 
,„,ent workers are doiiH- useful Ui.n.-s. Rebuilding roads. Rcsearch.nu ca.iccr. 

back 

coverni 



Investigatmc a lioinicidc or a kidnapping , , , . i„,H«.c closes even,' 
But not enough is gcttrng done. 61% of our roads need repair. A ^gc c'- J 

•

. o days in Am7r.ca. 37 million people have no health .nsuraru^e -- ^ T ^ . ^ Z o t c 
L their benefits cut. Ten million people eager to work can't find jobs, and millions mor 

can't find housing they can afford. , j ,u ^^„ommpnt workers 
Bureaucracy and red-tape frustrate the Amencan people and the govemment workers 

who serve them, feeding a cynicism and anger that's real. 
We can't even pay our bills. Over the last twelve years we ran up more debt than dl 

the PresTdenTfrom cLrge Washington to Jimmy Carter -mbined T̂ ê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
Z o administrations reminded me of this t-shirt I saw once: "I cant be broke - IVe still got 

But even if we could pay iU our bills, things wouldnH be right. Too many of our 
public systems just don't work, and money alone won't fix them. 

?hink about it Is there anything more foolish than spendmg more money for 

Lsomethi^g^atdoe^^^ ^ ,,,,,, 

thatgoilmLTisinheUyi^^^^^^ It's not Ifs that these systems and programs 
are out of date. 

Thev worked once. But times have changed. 
S ^ L T / s O s . in the 1940s, in the 1950s and in the 1960s, we created large, top-down. 

ccntrdiSd bur^u^^^^^ to do the public's business. Not only were *ey slow cu^^^^^^ 
^ unresponsive - most of them were monopolies. As we all know, m today s world of 
rapid cha^e. Hghming-quick information technologies, tough global competition and 
l ^ J L i ^ m e r s : U x g c , lumbering, top^own monopolies ~ pubhc 21 pnvate - dont 

' ""Sit Wre still using them. We're gtiU tiying to get an ocean liner to behave like a 
sleek, quick, and agile sailboat Ifs impossible. Tlie Queen Elizabeth wont turn on a dime. 

But while the evidence of this failure to evolve and adapt is there for all to see. for 
too long the basic functioning of government has gone unexanuned. , ^ :„ 

Think about our welfare system. It worked fine when Franklm Roosevelt created it in 
the 1930s. It was designed to help women who were widowed with children^ But 4e world 
changed. We had a massive migration of rural southem sharecroppers mto the north after 
World War H. Living in poverty, largely uneducated, in cities that simply couldnt cope with 
the change or provide work, these families disintegrated. . , •„ o 

Did we ever change the program? Did we pay attention to creahng jobs and skills.' 
No. Not really. We've just kept on handing out the checks. 

Think about our civil service system. 
It was terrific when it was invented. It accomplished its mission. It controlled 

political patronage and arbitrary political firings. But that was in 1883. Do you think we 
should allow a persomiel system designed for the 19Ui Century to take us into the 21st 

Century?^^ while some of it still protects workers, can you imagine top managers in business 
having their hands tied when they want to reward their best employees for doing a good job^ 
Or blocked by complicated rules when they want promote somebody - and unable to give 
bonuses for superior performance'? 

Can you imagine top managers in business having to wait a year to fire an employee 
who's doing a ternbfc job'? At the Interior Department last week, 1 asked 500 employees if 
It's currently too difficult to terminate someone lor good cause and 90% of them raised their 

_ deof 

hands to say, "Yes 



And what about budget systems'? We use a budget systen, that encourages '"^JSe 

to waste money. Tiiat's right - we encourage people to waste lots of . ' 

,know what we mean by the phrase, "spend it or lose it.' ll means if ^̂ /̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 

penny of every Ime item every year, you have to g.ve tt back. Have any of youjver 

worked in an agency or office pushed by that rule? What if business worked that way? Or 

your househ^d?^ ̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  ^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ , 
Or one with 450 job classifications. Or one not allowed to buy what U needs, when its 
needed, at the best price. 

s t L Hayakawa f.om California used to " t h e two pa^^^ 
this way A RepuWican (he said) sees a drowning man fifty feet from shore, throws him a 
^enTfoot rope and tells him swimming the thirty feet is good for his character. A 
SlmocraTwodd throw him a 100 foot rope - then walk away lookmg for other good d ^ . 
Demooat w ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  ^^^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ p^^^ ^^^^ been part of the 

problem. And boii parties must help meet the challenge before us today: to create a 

govemment for the Twenty-First century. *u» K«IH «nH rrMtive 
President Clinton is moving to meet that challenge, providing the bold and crwttve 

leadership it demands, showing the courage to take risks and the willingness to imiovatê  
WeVe all had enough experience listening to people talk about whafs wrong with 

govemment And we've seen what happens when all we get is a lecture. Nothing happens. 
E r S a n g e s . Hie only wimiers are the cynics. It's time the Amencan people were the 
winners and talk tumed to action. . 

President Clinton and I are detemiined to get results. We want to change and improve 
the way our govemment works. If 11 make your jobs - and ours - easier, and it will provide 
the American people better value and service for their tax dolars. 

WeVe already started. Tbe President started at the White House, cuttmg his own staff 
by 25 percent and making it clear that the days of perks and privileges are over. He s ordered 
$16 billion in administrative savings. 

He's pared the bureaucracy. He's parked the limos. . • ^ 
You're here because you're part of teams within your agencies dedicated to this ettort. 

teams created because the President directed his Cabinet to move forward and take action 
within every agency. , . • , j- u-^^.^^ 

We're working to refonn the welfare system and the First Lady is leading an histonc 

effort to reform our health care system. 
We are detemiined to move from industrial age govemment to infonnation age 

govemment ... from a govemmem preoccupied with sustaining itself to a govemment clearly 
focused on serving the people. 

It will not be easy. Change rarely is. It demands a shared commitment and a 
cooperative effort. n ui 

After all nowhere is it written that the govemment can't be thnfty. or flexible ~ or 
even creative and competitive. All over our country local and state govemments, faced with 
the same kinds of fiscal constraints as the federal govemment, are making changes. Its time 
the federal govemment paid attention. 

We need a federal govemment that delivers more for less. 
We need a federal govemment that treats its taxpayers as if they were customers and 

treats taxpayer dollars with respect for Ute sweat and sacnfice that earned them. 
We need a govemment that can respond quickly and efficiently to today's challenges 

instead of rusting arid rigid bureaucracies still running on yesterday's clock We must 



i- I I I , ( l i ff icull -- as 
underg,o a chanr.c u, the way wc do business as profound - and lo. some, as o 
the tiansforniation irom typewriter to computer - , h c need to 
. Now. I don't want to pretend that this administration is the lust to sec the 
reorganize govemment. 

In fact, listen to tliis message to Congress: .,„^.^^nt nf thP 
"The time has come to set our house in order. The administrative management of die 

lhe time nas co executive stmcture of the Govemment is sadly out of 
Govemment needs overhauling, ihe executive suuciui o.ir.;elves 
^te If we have faith in our republican fomi of govemmem we mus d^ote ourselves 
energetically and courageously to the task of making that Governmem efficient 

•̂ ĥ ^̂  Presidem R(K>sevelt in 1937. And the result of that message was die 
B r o w n i ~ m i t t e e and - later - the First Hoover " o n v^ .^^^^ so many 
of the Brownlow Committee recommendaUons. Any of you who majored m Public 

^ " " ^ " ^ r B ^ o " has been called the "̂ igh "oon o f ^ « ^ ^ It sought to. 
model govemmem after the highly stratified compani<̂  of the In^usmd Age. 

And for more tiian a generation, tiiose companies were useful models, 
^ ^ e r i ^ busine^ recognized when tiiey got nisty. It has spent much of tiie last 

ten y J s TC^L^ng itself Decentralizing. Giving botii responsibility and autiionty to 
^ p l ^ ^ i Aen'holding tiiem accountable over time for results. Fmdmg new ways to 
.eet th^r c ^ - . ' n ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^^ f r t i T t o ' i t s 

THese n ^ b X s s e s talk about an IS-montii product ^cle - way too short a time to pass 
decisions uo and down an elaborate, heirarchical Cham of command. , . ^ . , 
decisio^ J an ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^^^ quahty revolution has changed 
the way buJness works. But it has - for tiie most part - by-passed tiie f^'^ 8 ° ™ ^ 

Employees tried to bring it in. but witii a few notable exceptions, it hasnt yet taken 

Tliaf s why govemmem cant keep up. Hiaf s why govemmem cant buy steam traps 
when it needs to. Thafs why it pays four times as much as it should to mow lawns. 

Can we afford to do notiiing? 
Well tiie otiier day. at a Town Hall meeting about tiiese problems, an IRS worker got 

up and told me. "If you always do what you always did. you'll always get what you always 
got" 

The President doesn't want tiiat Neitiier do I. . , „ . 
And tiiat is why he has asked me to conduct a tiiorough National Perfonnance Revaew. 

an examination of how govemmem works - and can work better, and more efficiently. How 
taxpayers' dollars can be used wisely and well. - . . ^ . r 

It will take six montiis to complete our review But die spint of change, of 
innovation, of renewed purpose and shared goals - tiie committnent to provide high quality, 
low cost service to tiie Amencan people - will operate as long as tins Administration 
remains in office. And tiie people who will make it work, who will sustaion tiie change and 
tiie spirit, are tiiose of us in tiiis room. 

You know, in 1899, Charles Duell, tiie Director of tiie U.S. Patent Office, said, 

"Everytiung that can be invented has been invented." 
He was wrong then. He'd be just as wrong, today. 
We intend nothing less than to reinvent government to make it work for people. 

Our work has a short-term deadline but a long term goal - creating a government that 

puts people first Rudit now, Americans - the people who are ou, custome.s - too oden feel 

t l , , t the wovenuuenl puis then las, Tlia. .overnnicn. costs too n,nch. O. ns loo slow O. 



too arrogant ,,,anl Or t<K. unresponsive Or all of the above , ,1,^ verv culture of 
Our customers are nght And so, our long-term goal is to change the very 

die federal government 
How do we do that? 

govemmem. Have you ever wondered why governmen. programs never go away. Why. 

u t T r o T r X — .he resets of wha. we do. We measure wha. we 
p„, in, n o . ™ e gro".. We don', se. goals and *en rneasure .o see ,f we're .ch,ev,ng 
ftem And we sure don', he our funding decisions to results. R „ , tf,-federal 

A few vears ago the Bush Administtahon declared war on drngs. Bul Ae federâ  

Re^^tdrnt fadon htd'alre^y poured m billion - interdichon. mveshgahon «,d 

" " " " " N O W rm Ae las, person .0 objec. .0 spending money ,0 figh. drugs. Bu. my point is: 

' ^ L . ^ ' V S S M ^ * i « report in 1989 which showed tha. eigh, yea., cf 
effort . ^ l ^ ^ ^ S ^ y pu, a denf in the drug traffic One o — ^ 
. T 1 \A ĉ A Ux, tVi*. Rand Corooration — concluded that oinion spem ou 

^ ^ a J ^ d T u t t e ' l e ^ ; I t i r e ' ^ P P ^ blimps had done littie more tiian raise tiie price 

T l i n i s t r a t o r of tiie Alcohol. Dmg Abuse and Mental He^tii 
Admini^on admitted to tiie fcymal tiiat his agency didnt even monitor tiie results of tiie 

™ ? ? s V ^ T t o r r L m e mn - or even get a piece of tiie ball ~ when you're 
blindfolded. But tiiaf s what we've been tiying to do in tiie federal govemment Stete and 
l:!<:̂  gô ^̂ ^̂  across tiie countiy are taking off tiie blindfolds and mming to sometiimg 
called performance measurement. Ifs time we did tiie same m Washmgtor. 

There's a Senate bill sponsored by Senators John CJlemi and WiUiam Roth - S.20 
dealing witii perfomiance measurement. I'm confidem tiie Senate and House will pass it tiie 
President supports it. and I can't wait till he signs it into law. 

So first is measurement. . . j • . * 
The second tiling we have to do is put tiie customer m tiie dnver s seat. 
We almost never use tiie word "customer" in govemment But what are tiie sttidents 

we edu^e. the people we tr.n for jobs, tiie dnvers we build roads for. if not our customers? 
And what do customers always want? , , . TU^^ ̂ «nt 
For one tiling, tiiey want value for tiie money tiiey work hard to cam. They want 

efficient and convenient service. They want to be able to find what tiiey need ^^ '̂Jjhey 
need It wTtiiout hassles or headaches. They want to have confidence in tiie people tiiey rely 

on And they want choices along with the freedom to make tiiose choices. If we re going 
to put our customers first, then we're going to have to give tiiem value for the dollar, efficient 
and convenient service, eam their confidence, atid offer them a choice. 

When you turn on your television you don't want one channel. When you go to the 
grocery store you don't want one brand of cereal. You want Wheaties and Cheenos and Total 
and - if you have kids - Froot Loops, Super Golden Crisp, and all the others to choose 
f rom 



r.h 

^>ame wi i i i I'/weimnem. , 
It really isn't such a radical idea In fact, 1 think you can argue that ' ^ ^ ^ 

ccessful socLl program m the histo^ of America was a progra^n built around customer 

'choice. It was called Uie GI bill. . . . . • „̂ f̂ r5in<: to tiie 
Afier World War U we didn't build GI umversiUes and assign ' ' ^ ' ^ ' ^ ' J ^ ^ L z ^ i W or 

university closest to tiieir home. We let tiiem choose their instmitton - college, university, or 
t*.chnical school As long as it was accredited tiie GI bill would pay. ^ • , „ techmcal ŝ chool̂  ^ .̂̂ maUz^d by war and tumed it into tiie 

educated backbone of a 30-year economic boom. to th<» rest of 
Tliaf s a success story . And tiie principle of choice can be applied to tiie rest of 

govemment. too. competition into govemment services 

l ^ : ^ ^ n f 2 n 7 A ^ r ^ ^ s hate monopoly in tiie private sector but tiiey tole t̂e it in 
^ w V Ais dav if a politician sees competition, he's likely to call it waste and 
t l i - l^a^^^^^^^^ He tiiinks he's saving money. But you know tiiat 
monopolies dont save any money - except maybe for ̂ êir stockhold^^ 

Now let me make one tiling clear. Tm not talking about tiiat gimmick trotted out to 
produce some short-tenn budget reductions called "pnvatization. 

Pm talking about competition wifein govemment 
l^s ^rked rt i ie DefLse Depamnent Bill Creech, tiie general who took over tiie 

Tactical Air Command back in 1978. was a big fan of competition. He encouraged it 
iiroughout his command. THey measured tiie perfomiance of every -<ir^<>^«^^'2ie best 
posted tiie results so everybody - tiie pilots, mechanics. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ " f^W ^ J T d . 
Z d you know what? In six years Creech doubled tiie productivity of tiiat 
I On every important measure - sortie rates, repair times, flying time - TAC virtually 
doubled its performance and maintained tiieir high quality work. 

Imagine tiie potential if we really encouraged all federal workers to stnve for 
excellence and gave them tiie freedom to do it . . j ^ ^. 

X fouSh tiling we need to do flows from tiie idea of competition and customers. 
We need to make govemment more market oriented. You know people m 

Washington have what some folks call -programmitis." They see a problem, tiiey mstantiy 

want to create a program to solve it . - r <• î +c «f 
Newsweek recentiy quoted Lyndon Johnson as saying. "Im m favor of lots of 

programs amd against damn few" Hiey implied tiiat tiiis Administration believed tiie same 

Notiiing could be farther from tiie tmtii. Sometimes programs aren't tiie best solution. 
Sometimes ifs more effective to use govemmenfs leverage to change what happens in tiie 

pnvate sec or.̂ ^^_^ Back in 1930 Americans who wanted to buy homes had to put 50 
percent down and repay tiie mortgage in five years. But FDR created tiie Federal Housing 
Administration and it decided to try out mortgages requinng only 20 percent down which 
people could repay over 30 years. It forced a change m the banking mdustry which today we 

take for granted. , , ,r J i 
Ask yourself would we be better off if FDR had created half a dozen low and 

moderate-income housing programs'^ Or are ŵ e better o f f because he changed the 
marketplace':' , , i , > f r . , . 

Now 1 want to make sure vou understand: I'm not saying, Leave matters to the free 

market." That's the Republican line They thmk the market w . l l s<.lvc our problems i f wo 

inst n-uore them ati.l Icivv tiie markei tiee to woik 



^, , .el, rint's what pave us the Depression, and later, the S&L Crisis. Wo 

•

„eed . „ " r : J : ^ : : t J " l v e . . c 10 .„n„c,.c= pos,.,ve,y wha, happe.,. ,n liic pnv.e 

sector -- and .o use lhe power of .he markc. lo innuenee pos.uvely wha, happu.s 

' " ^ ' ^ m ! c h bnngs me ,o my f.f* poinl. To make governmen. more effeCve ,n .h,s 

-"̂ •;;:̂ '::=̂ :̂ ^̂ rj'.zz.̂ :̂  con.ro,. The 
people *;'fetrpo'ed .o serv; hav̂  none, -n-ey're dependent After we .rea. ftem as 

dependents for a generation, it sticks. 

r ^ r S i r ^ g l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - — 1 out Of tiie 

federal bur̂ uĉ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  a school tiiat doubles as a 

commuJi^ c e ^ . rchicago - where I recentiy walked down 95tii Street on tiie Soutii Side 
^ - ^ ^ " ^ i ^ : ; : T e y r : p t e r k t r ^ a k^d of — l e d ~ ^ 
some po"^ Z fTre^hte'rs and shopkeepers on the sidew^k ^ ^ e l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ No" 
much safer tiiis made tiie entire commumty. Federal dollars? Yes. Federal control/ INO. 

We kave to empower communities. And we have to move from hierarchy to 

participation and tê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  my find principle: d ^ ^ m ^ m r , . You know, if you talk to 

comput̂ pe^F^e thei d"ys. tiiey' will tdk excitedly about what tiiey call "massively parallel 

For tiiose of you who tiiink of computers as sometiiing your kids understand, let me 

"̂ "̂̂ ""Computors witii central processors solve problems in sequence - one by ̂ e . each bit 
of infomiation is sem back and forth from tiie central processor to tiie ̂ ^^^'y ̂ t '" l l ^ , , 
rtor^ Ifs like mnning errands on Sattirday and going home in between each stop to tiie 
deTers' the grocery, and tiie shoe-maker. Even at tiie speed of light tiiat takes tme. 

6nl ie otiieThand. massively-parallel computers have hundreds ... or thousands of 
little processors located witiiin tiie field of memoiy tiiat simultaneously solve the different 
e ^ m e n " ^ given problem. So. tiie problem is split into Uttle pieces tiiat are all attacked at 
t s l e timely processors, and tiien solved when tiie pieces are all brought togetiier. As 
tiiough you stayed home and six different people brought you what you needed. 

For somewhat tiie same reason, incidentally, representattve democracy is better tiian a 
dictatorship Each citizen has a little bit of freedom to make decisions. The cumulattve 
fesuuTnot only morally superior tiian having decisions made by some dictator in a castie -
ifs more efficient. 

Thafs tiie way govemment should work. And why not' , , f 
Conditions change quickly. We dont have time to let infomiation wend its way slowly from 
desk to desk. We've got to give workers tiie power to make tiieir own decisions. 

There are lots of questions to ask. 
How can we clanfy agency missions? Would thinning out layers of bureaucracy 

improve the line managers' ability to serve customers? Can we improve the way we hire and 
How can we bring the information age that has so transformed our private sector into 

the public sector':' Car, we reduce the number of rules and regulations that don t directly add 

value to an agency's mission'̂  , , • o 
Car, creale pro,,rams ,n ways thai make sure the design matches the mission. 



idea. 

Fiirilly what should we slop doing because it just doesn't need to be done anymore. 

Mcasu.'emenl should help us a lot with that question. ^^^^^ 

Tins IS not the first time people have tried to make government cfi'dc. -

rowtdow Committee was part of a long line of such efforts " " ^ ^ ^ ^ f ^ , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

The other day someone told me that m the ' ' l l ^ f ^ f l f ^ Z T ^ ^ n ^ ^ ^ ^ ti.e Spanish 
manned station responsible for lighting a bonfire on the chffs of Dover wn 

Amiada was sighted. ^ , y u A fV,ot ir.h 
But eventtially tiiey did a review and abolished tiiat job. 
Of course, tiiey didnt abolish it till 1946. 

^™ ° ' ^ : ^ t Z . X r i e ^ h S : '^le!^. w^ter . ^ e by and put . pat 

of butter on his plate. K..«»r9 
Tbe politician asked. "Can I have anotiier pat̂ of butter? 
The waiter said, "Sony. One pat per person." 
^ J ^ Z Z ^ i c i ^ m i . -I guess you dont know who I «n. I'm exttemely 

imoortant" And recited his resume m great detail. 4,̂  T om " 
When he was done, tiie waiter said. "I guess you dont know who I am. 
"I guess I don't Who are you?" 
T m tiie guy." tiie waiter said, "who controls tiie feutteL_ 
In Washineton. tiiere's always someone who controls tiie butter. 
M^beirsTv^te. Maybe î s a committee. Maybe if s an insight or a procedure or an 

TTie result is you dont accomplish tilings alone. Not even a P/esident does. 
? „ e J i n reinventing govemmem we will do it tiirough a partnership. 
And tiiaf s tiie purpose of tius meeting today. 
Because tiiis Perfonnance Review will not be nm by a group of high-pnced 

consultants brought in to tell federal workers how to do tiieir jobs. 
It will be tiie result of all of us in tiiis room working as partner. 
None of us has all tiie answers. Each one of us knows some of tiie answers. 
We w!!l succeed only if each of us provides tiie insights only we are best equipped to 

share. 
But i f we work togetiier. we will succeed. 
We will empower communities. 
We wiii use market principles. 
We will measure results. 
We wiii decentralize. 
We wiii treat Americans like customers again. 
Very dififerent from tiie way govemment has been mn. , • u . H^liv^r 
Since tiie New Deal we've had it in our minds that govemmenf s sole job is to deliver 

services But government's real job is much more profound. . , . ,u,,h 
If you fook back at the roots of the word govern, it comes from a Greek word, which 

Tli^ i^^et ty w-ell sumniari.es what ought to be govemment's basic role in today's 

, l.ope all of us, working together, can create a new role for the federal govermnenl 1 

hope w-c cr ate a new par.ncrslup between govenuneni and people. We need a strong iederal 

;.:,L.,n„,e,n bn, we d.n'l need a b.g.e, te<ieral .ovcr.unenl. We need a lede.al .overn.n.n, 



. , not one wheie it rows everv boat that steers our society to lieallli 
Will we make mistakes? 

S h a v e been „mes, Uiese ,as, few monlhs, when , have ihcugh. of lha. s.o^ . used 
,o hear back in Tennessee aboul an old man renowned for h,s wisdom 

-we'reidr:;:s.r ẑ r̂ ^ -̂ o. ,330 nme. 
^ : ^ ^ : : : ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ P T ^ ' ' Kow^eyveseenthe 

" N O W S « seen the broad ouUines of the Presidents plan and the debate is over how 

"l lS^'^^^e^^ugh, ideas like Family and Medical Leave and "Motor Votef 

"ttt'-yL' r : e r e r ^ * n r i r a . l — e n c e s of inacHon. T.1S year we are 

• ^ ^ t l f i d e r r ^ e S^hape govemment in a way d,at can cany this country 

"•^ * P^^d^TSiedy use to like telling the story about the French General who asked his 

gardner « plant a^e. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^ed years." 

-?h« ,Ve's no time to lose," the CHneral sard "Plant ,t ^ 
TT,e reforms we're after won't come in a day - or a year. All the more reason 

Work with me in the months ahead. Plant the seeds of a governmen, fta. will work 

Armed wift your help, wift fte dedication and .nsigh, fta, has marked your own work 
in govemmem, we can bring change .o Amenca. ^ |. 

I'm confident we can create a governmen, fta, can move on issues as small as. we , 
small as a s,eam,rap ... and as large as our futiire. 

mimmm»mmmmm 



MEMORANDUM 

From: Elaine Kamarck 
Date: December 21, 1993 
Re: Attached Speech 

Attached is a speech about the Vice Presidenfs National Performance Review that I 
recentiy gave at a conference in London. The conference, which took place m early 
D cembe'r, was organized by our reinventing counterparts in the British government̂  1 m 
sending you a copy because I think if 11 give you a good sense of where we are m this 
process. 



Remarks by Elaine Kamarck 
Senior Policy Advisor to the Vice President 

Queen Elizabeth II Conference Center 
Service to the Citizen Conference 

L o n d o n 
December 7, 1993 

Good Morning 

I have had the distinct honor of beginning and ending 1993 in this conference 
center. In January, I was invited here to talk about the Clinlonizalion of the 
Democratic Party. I f I can recall what I said for you at the time, I think you'll see 
why I am so pleased to be here today. 

Last January I spoke of three imperatives facing the new American president. 
• The need to bring America into the global economy. 
• The need to restore to the Democratic Parly an identification with the moral 

sentiments of average Americans. 
And finaUy the need to reinvent govemment in order to restore Americans' 
faith in the ability of their govemment to serve them. 

Subsequently, President Clinton asked Vice President Al Gore to head up a group 
charged with reviewing the performance of the Federal govemment. And the Vice 
President asked that I join his staff and put together tiiis operation. Thus I end 1993 
here in the same hall, somewhat wiser, very much more than eleven months older 
and very happy lo be here lo share with you our experiences in this effort and to 
leam from you what we can take back. 

As those of you here today know, the business of changing the way bureaucracy 
works is not easy. The National Performance Review, as we called our effort in the 
United States, confronted a federal govemment consisting of 2.1 million civilian, 
federal employees. The Clinton 
Administration has a mere 3,000 positions available to lead this govemment. Given 
these ratios between civil service and political leadership, we knew lhat it would be 
impossible lo change the govemment without the whole hearted involvement of the 
civil service, or as we sometimes refer to them, the permanent govemment. Thus we 
staffed the National Perfonnance Review with volunteers and recmits from 
throughout the civil service. 

The second decision wc made which I'm also very happy with, (obviously I've not 
come all the way across the Atlantic to tell you about all the decisions I've made that I 
wasn't very happy with) [laughter] was to look to the high performing organizations 
of the private sector and the public sector. 

We found an interesting thing. Congress and the Office of Management and the 
Budget had made quite a career over the years of studying failures in the 
government. The Congressional auditing arm - the General Accounting Organization 
as well as the budget office had published a series of what we call "High Risk" 
reports. Year after year, the same departments and the same programs showed up on 
these reports and nothing ever changed. 



So we decided to flip this around and start with success -- to both study it and to 
celebrate it. Because we have many layers of govemment in the Uniied States, we 
could look not only within the federal govemment where we found a stunning 
success story at the Air Combat Command, part of the United States Air Force, we could 
also look to slate governments like Texas where Comptroller John Sharp - who I 
believe will join you tomorrow- had trimmed so much fat out of the Texas state 
govemment that he saved them the pain of having to impose an income tax on their 
citizens. We could look at city govemment where cities like Sunnyvale, California 
had undertaken a decade long effort which resulted in revolutionized public sector 
budgeting. 

Thus the report that the Vice President released to the President on September 7lh 
was not the traditional govemment critique of govemment failure - nol in 
appearance, not in writing style, and not in content. We grouped our 
recommendations around four characteristics of successful information age 
organizations. And what do those organizations do? 

They cut red tape. 
• They put their customers first. 
• They empower their employees to get results. 
• And they carefully define their mission and cut back on what is unnecessary 

or anachronistic. 

Under cutting red tape we proposed a series of changes to three of the basic systems 
of the federal govemment that had become over the years needlessly tied up in red 
tape - the budget system, the personnel system, and the procurement system of the 
federal govemment. 

The federal government of the United States buys 200 billion dollars worth of goods 
and services every year. We looked at lhat sysiem and we found an incredible 
number of cases where the system was simply standing in the way of good and 
effecuve govemment and cleariy costing a great deal of money. 

And let me just pause from my text to lell you one of the stories that the President 
heard when he announced the procurement initiative in October. During the Gulf 
War, the American forces on tiieir way lo Saudi Arabia wanted lo purchase some 
simple handheld radios which Motorola, an American corporation produced. They 
needed aboul 6000 of these. However the kind of radio ihey wanted lo buy was a 
commercial item. In other words, it had been produced without the bureaucracy lhat 
the Pentagon had over the years imposed upon sectors lo make it a military item. 
Because il was a commercial item and not a military item, the Uniied Slates 
govemment couldn't buy these radios, and so guess what - how do you suppose they 
solved the problem? The Japanese bought Uiem for us. This is a topic on which the 
President and the Vice President do not mince words. Politicians of all nationalities 
are quite interested in saying things carefully. But when they heard this story both 
the President of the United States and the Vice President said. "This is crazy, stop it!" 
And we intend to do so. 

We also proposed a dramatic streamlining of the requirements that we as the federal 
govemment impose on state and local governments when we distribute federal 
money. Again the federal government itself does nol interact directly with the 
citizens as often as say the British national govemment or some of the other western 
European govemments. However, we do give a great deal of money to state and local 



govemments and we lie them up in red tape which prevents them from offering 
effective customer service and we want to stop that. 

Under putting customers first we looked to Great Britain, we looked to Australia, we 
looked to New Zealand, and we looked to some state govemments in the United States 
like Texas that had undergone similar reviews and similar studies of how they could 
deliver first class customer service to the citizens. We persuaded the Social Sccurily 
Administration and the Intemal Revenue Service lo establish and publicize customer 
service standards just as the Post Office has already done. And the first executive 
order that President Clinton issued following his acceptance of the report from tiie 
Vice President was an executive order requiring that every branch of govemment 
lhat dealt directly with the public, study and survey their customers and publish 
customer service standards . 

Under empowering employees to get results we proposed decentralizing decision 
making and cutting the layers of bureaucracy. Wc established a national labor-
management partnership council between federal managers and iheir unions and 
we mandated union involvement in decisions about the workplace. This is the first 
time this has ever been done. Needless to say it wasn't done without some kicking 
and screaming but we are intent on making it work. 

And finally we proposed cutting back to basics - we took on some programs lhat had 
cleariy outlived their usefulness and proposed their elimination. And we proposed 
reengineering existing programs to cut costs. 

All in all. the report totaled neariy 400 recommendations. Both the President and the 
Vice President, understanding the need lo communicate their vision, traveled the 
United States extensively in eariy September. And the American public - never big 
fans of govemment in the first place - welcomed the program tiien and now. 

Since then, however, we've had lo get down to the hard work of implementation. We 
were wamed by our friends abroad and our friends in otiier stales just how hard tiiis 
would be -- and they were right. Unlike other Presidential initiatives, the initiative 
to reinvent government can not be. nor will ever be, summed up in one single piece 
of legislation. There will never be lhat dramatic up or down vote as there was on the 
North American Free Trade Association a couple of weeks ago, there will never be 
lhat one decisive moment which politicians crave and in which we can say "Aah we 
won! We've done it! We've reinvented govemment, let's go do something else." 

Instead the initiative breaks down into several parts 
• First of all, a series of actions that can be laken within the executive branch of 

govemment alone. The most visible of these arc presidential executive orders. 
Neariy all of those in the report have been signed and implemented. 

• A second part of the initiative consists of pieces of legislation that affect the 
individual departments of govemment. Thirty-five legislative pieces passed 
the House of Representatives in November. The remaining ones will be 
included in President Clinton's FY '95 budget submission to Congress. 

• A third part of the initiative consists of major legislative changes to the 
underiying systems of the govemment. Here we are working on a major 
overhaul of the procurement system, and we have begun, with the labor 
unions and management , an overhaul of the civil service hiring, firing, and 
classification sysiem. 



• And last but not least, is the business of changing the very culture of the 
federal govemment. This is at once the most amorphous and yet potentially 
the most significant of all the initiatives. 

We know lhat we can never anticipate every problem and every solution from the 
White House or even from Washington, DC. Therefore, we must use the leadership of 
the PresidenI and the Vice President to empower employees to make those changes 
themselves. And when that happens, it really works. 

The other day a man came to see me from the Bureau of Reclamation in the Interior 
Department. He came to talk to me about fish ladders. Well, I didn't even know what a 
fish ladder was. I've since found out tiiat a fish ladder is something built over a dam 
so that fish like salmon can spawn. The Department of Interior of tiie United States 
Govemment apparently has the responsibility for building fish ladders and one of 
the things he told me was that up until September of 1993 tiiere was a three year 
approval process for building a fish ladder and of course-over three years there 
were a lot of fish that died. Fish ladders are not terribly expensive ihings-afier all I 
think far less than a million dollars. The govemment pays tiiat in interest every 
couple of minutes, [laughter] So it wasn't even a big money expenditure and yet it 
took three years to get this approved. What he had done was look at the bureaucracy 
and get this three year process down to a two week process and then he took all the 
people who used to do nothing but approve fish ladders and got them actually out in 
the field doing the environmental reconstmction and on the ground work that the 
Department of Interior ought to be doing. I couldn't have known to instmct anyone 
to do that. I had to rely, the Vice President has to rely, on the ongoing efforts of tiie 
people who mn this govemment day-to-day to find the problems, tell us the 
problems, and fix the problems. 

In closing, let me stress why I believe it is so important lhat democratic societies al 
this poinl in lime reexamine the way they govern. The average working men and 
women of the Westem democracies did not fight and win tiie Cold War for democratic 
values in order to be stared down and abused at the hands of a sullen and faceless 
bureaucracy. After all, this is their govemment. 

The citizens of democracies have every right to a govemment that works better and 
costs less: to a govemment that cares about their needs more than il cares about tiie 
needs of ils own often silly mles and regulations; a govemment tiiat seeks lo give 
value in retum for every hard eamed tax dollar. 

A century ago, bureaucracy was a great step forward — it replaced favoritism and 
class as the basis for govemment action. Today, bureaucracy has a negative 
connotation. Those rigid, rule driven hierarchies appropriate lo the industrial age 
are not appropriate to the information age. 

This is the challenge of those of us who govern at the consent of the govemed. 

Thank you very much. 


