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Outline of the Study

Japan is now striving to reform the government utilizing a new administrative
technique called New Public Management NPM . The management cycle of
"plan-do-see" is central to NPM and strengthening the feedback from the "see"
stage to the "plan” stage in this process is a new challenge for the government. This
study focuses on ways to reflect the results of performance measurement on
policies and budgets. The authors conducted literature and interview surveys
focusing on the UK and the US— the two pioneers of NPM.

1. The latest trend in UK public-sector management

Since the arrival of the Blair government in 1997, the UK has re-worked its budget
and performance management system as part of administrative reform. Spending
Review (SR), for example, is a process that clarifies the government's public
spending priorities over the next three years. Efforts to provide feedback from "see"
to "plan” in the management cycle are made through trial and error, by utilizing
Public Service Agreements (PSAs) and other administrative tools. The concept of
building PSAs has changed; for example, in 2002 PSAs, most of the goals have
changed to be outcome goals, and the number of them has decreased. It shows that
the lessons found through the process of building and operating former SR and
PSAs are utilized when the new SR and PSAs were built.

2. The latest trends in the US federal government management

Under the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) the US
federal government is trying to integrate budget and performance, to increase
feedback from the "see" stage to the "plan" stage in the management cycle. "Budget
and Performance Integration” is one of President Bush's initiatives and is a major
goal in his management agenda. While there are various obstacles to the reform,
new performance measurement methods, including the Executive Branch
Management Scorecard and Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART), have been
developed and utilized.

This study conducted a survey of the Balanced Scorecard (BSC), an effective and
efficient management tool of "plan-do-see” that sets clear strategic goals and
adequate performance criteria. BSC is widely used by private companies, local
governments and public institutions in the United States, and is beginning to
attract attention in Japan. In BSC, the process of its building— rather than its
functions as a tool— is more important. Through the BSC building process, the
values, problems and goals of the organization are examined and clarified from
various viewpoints, then shared. The process fosters an awareness of management
among the members, and leads to performance increases.



It should be noted that current systems should be revised when those management
tools are newly introduced. The main point of reforming government based on
NPM is evaluating performance and results, and for taking full advantage of it, it
is essential to provide more discretionary powers for executing, and to reduce the
burden of clerical works.

Keywords:

"Plan-do-see”, Management Cycle, Spending Review (SR), Performance Goal,
Budget and Performance Integration, Government Performance and Results Act of
1993 (GPRA), Balanced Scorecard (BSC)
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PSAs

Performance Target

Objective

1998 (DETR) 2000 (DTLR) 2002 (DfT)
1998 12 1999-2000 2000 7 2001-02 2002 9 2003-04
2001-02 2003-04 2005-06
[Objective 3] to promote | [Objective ] promote [Objective 1]
efficient and integrated | modern and integrated reliable, safe and secure
transport  services  across | transport for everyone transport for everyone
different modes and reduce | and reduce the impact of | which respects the

road traffic growth, in order
better to meet the mobility
needs of the traveling public
and industry;

transport on the
environment.

environment.

[Objective 3]

[Objective ]

[Objective ]

By 31 March 2002 DETR will:
[Target ]
in partnership with local
establish local
transport
covering the
Authority
highway

government,
integrated
strategies
Greater
area and
authority outside London, to
address the problems of
congestion and pollution and
to reduce car dependency;
(Objective 3 and 4)

London
every

[Target 7] Reduce
congestion on the
inter-urban trunk
network and in large

urban areas in England
below current levels by

2010, by promoting
integrated transport
solutions and investing

in public transport and
the road network.

[Target 1] Reduce
congestion on the
inter-urban trunk road
network and in large
urban areas in England
below 2000 levels by
2010.

[Target ] 2002 3
GLA

[Target 7]

2010

[Target 1]

2010 2000

10




2 PSAs  Objective
Performance Target
1998 (DETR) 2000 (DTLR) 2002 (ODPM)
1998 12 1999-2000 2000 7 2001-02 2002 9 2003-04
2001-02 2003-04 2005-06
[Objective 6] to create a fair and | [Objective ] promote a [Objective ] deliver effective

efficient land use planning

system that respects regional

differences and promotes

development which is of high

quality and sustainable;

sustainable pattern of physical
development and land and
property use in cities, towns and

countryside.

programmes to help raise the
quality of life for all in urban

areas and other communities.

[Objective 6]

[Objective ]

[Objective ]

The department will also, for the
longer term:
[Target ] seek to ensure that,
over the next ten years, 60% of
new homes are built on previously

developed land. (Objective 6)

[Target 14] 60% of new housing
should by 2008 be provided on
previously developed land and
through conversion of existing
buildings. Brownfield land will
be reclaimed at a rate of over
1,100 hectares per annum by 2004
(reclaiming 5% of  current
brownfield land by 2004 and 17%
by 2010. (Also contributes to

Objective )

[Target 5] Achieve a better
balance between housing
availability and the demand
for housing in all English
regions while protecting
valuable countryside around
our towns, cities and in the
greenbelt - and the
sustainability of existing
towns and cities - through
specific measures to be set out

in the Service Delivery

Agreement.
[Target ] 10 [Target 14] 2008 [Target 5]
60 60
2004 SDAs
1100ha
2004
5 2010 17

11




PSAs

Performance Target

Objective

1998 (DETR)

2000 (DTLR)

2002 (ODPM)

1998 12 1999-2000 2000 7 2001-02 2002 9 2003-04
2001-02 2003-04 2005-06
[Objective 2] to offer | [Objective ] offer everyone [Objective ] deliver

everyone the opportunity of

a decent home and so
promote social cohesion,
well-being and

self-dependence;

the opportunity of a decent
home and so promote social
cohesion, well-being and

self-dependence.

effective programmes to help
raise the quality of life for all
in urban areas and other

communities.

[Objective 2]

[Objective ]

[Objective ]

By 31 March 2002 DETR
will:

[Target iv]
with

in partnership
local authorities,
reduce the backlog of counsil
house repairs by at least

250,000 with over 1.5 million

[Target 5] Ensure that all

social housing meets set
standards of decency by 2010,
by reducing the number of
households living in social
housing that does not meet

these standards by a third

[Target7] By 2010, bring
all social housing into decent
condition with most of this
improvement taking place in
deprived areas, and increase
the proportion of private
housing in decent condition

counsil houses benefiting | between 2001 and 2004, with | occupied by vulnerable
from new investment; most of the improvements | groups.
taking place in the most
deprived local authority areas
as part of a comprehensive
regeneration strategy.
[Targetiv] 2002 3 [Target 5] 2001-04 [Target 7] 2010
25
150
3 1
2010

12
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4 http://www.results.gov/agenda/fiveinitatives.html
5 Federal Times, January 2003, “PMC reorganizes to push Bush agenda”
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X X X 0] o o )
X X X X X 0] O O ) [¢]
X X O [ O o]
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OMB
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OMB
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5 5
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6 Washington Post, July 29, 2002
7 http://www.results.gov

8 OMB, MEMORANDUM FOR THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES,
M-02-02, October 30, 2001
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Program Assessment Rating Tool
2002 2004 OMB
Program Assessment Rating Tool PART PART
PART
OMB
PART
OoMB 2003 PART
130
OMB
OoMB 2002 2004
PART
2002 4 OMB PMC
PART 67
PART
5 OoMB
Performance Measurement Advisory Council PMAC
OoMB PART
PMAC DOT

OMB PMAC PMC GAO

PART 2002 7 PART
PART
2002 7 OoMB PART 2004
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40 10
2004
48 PART
OMB
PART
PART
PART
2002 9 16 250
11 OMB

Review Panel

2004

9 PART OoOMB

PART
PART
20% 250
PART
PART
OoMB
20%
2008
2004
PART
PART
Interagency
PART

11

9 OMB, Memorandum for heads of executive departments and agencies, M-02-10, July 16, 2002
10 OMB, Instructions for the Program Assessment Rating Tool, July 12, 2002
11 Budget of the U.S. Government, Fiscal year 2004, Performance and management assessment
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PART
PART
2004

2 PART 7
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3 PART |

OMB Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)
X 6
. O (@] (@) O
I: (Yes,No, N/A)
)
1 yes(1 ) 14% |1x 14 14
2 yes(l ) 14% |1x 14 14
3 no O 14% | 0x 14 0
4 yes(l ) 14% |1x 14 14
5 no 0 14% [0x 14 0
(RGD) yes(l ) 14% [1x 14 14
! no 0 14% | 0x 14 0
(RD) o
100% 56
OMB, PART
1 15 6
2 RD
X 56
PART 4
4
4 PART 4
20%
10%
20%
50%
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20 11.2
3
5 PART
5 PART
X
PART
OMB
PART PART
12
PART
2004
2004 PART
OoMB
2003

12 Federal Computer Week, January 31, 2003.
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PART
49.6
19.6%
50.4%
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OMB 2005
PMAC PMC
PART
PART 6
PART
OoMB
PART
13
2004
PART

30%

2004

OoOMB

PART

2002

13 OMB, Planning for the President’s Fiscal Year 2004 Budget Request, April 24, 2002 M-02-06
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GPRA
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OMB 2 14
P&F
P&F
P&F
P&F
2004 OBM
6-1 6-2 2003 2005 P&F 6-1
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14 OMB Circular A-11, Part 6
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6-1 2003 P&F
14-1611-0-1-302 FY20011FY2002|FY2003
954 997 | 1,049

(pa 212 230 225
(pa) 336 348 392

(pa) 26 31 31

(pa) 51 53 55
(pa) 93 103 100
(pa) 128 | 128 | 142

pa
6-2 2005 P&F
123456M FY2003{FY2004]FY2005

55 60 60

( 30 30 30

0 o) )

Z 15 10 10

o) 15 10

5 5 5

P&F
6-1
budget account
OMB
P&F
6-2 P&F
GPRA 10
6-2 6-1 6-1
10
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2005 P&F

6-2
OMB
2005
7 10
10
6-2
.
FY2003FY2004] FY2003
y2003) 144 | 155 | 165
10 99 60 60
( 30 35 35
2 10 10 15
3 S 15 15
5 40 35 40
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PART OMB
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2004
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15 GAO, MANAGING FOR RESULTS: Agency Progress in Linking Performance Plans With Budgets ..
GAO-02-236
16 GAO, Reported agency actions and plans to address 2001 management challenges and program risks,
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17 GAO, Linking program funding to performance result, September 19, 2002
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Walter Groszyk, Special Advisor, Performance and Budget, OMB
Robert Litterny, Legislative Director, Hon. John Oliver, House of Representative

Clerk, Government Affairs Committee, House of Representative
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2002
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2001

DOT
DOT
1995
DOT 1
2001
2
2
2001
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
1 VMT ) 17 1.7 1.6 1.6 16 15 1.5% 15 ©
1 VWMT 143 140 131 121 120 116 116% 113
4918| 5,142 5,398] 5,395| 5,380 5,211 5,307] 4,830
( ) 117 129 131 127 142 140 142% 122
VMT: Vehicle Mile Traveled
target
2002
DOT
1999 2002
1999 2001
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New Public Management NPM
NPM
balanced scorecard BSC
BSC
BSC 90 Robert S. Kaplan
1 BSC
BSC 4
4
BSC 90 93

National Partnership for Reinventing Government

strategic plan

BSC

BSC
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1999

1999
2001 7 NPM
— NPM

2000 PRC Note 24

2001

URL
http://www.archive.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm48/4807/index.html
http://www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/pmdu/index.htm
http:/imww.dft.gov. uk/
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/
http://www.nao.gov.uk/
http://www.odpm.gov.uk/
http://www.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm55/5570/5570-00.htm
http://www.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm55/5571/5571.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk/pa/cm200102/cmselect/cmpubad

m/262/2071104.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/about_commons/about_commons.cfm

2001 NPM
NPM

2000 PRC NOTE 24
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OoMB
Memorandum
Implementation of the President's Management Agenda and Presentation of the
FY2003 Budget Request, October 30, 2001 (M-02-02)
President’s Management and Budget, Fiscal Year 2002, February 2001
Planning for the President’s Fiscal Year 2004 Budget Request, April 24, 2002
(M-02-06)
M-02-06 Addendum, April 24, 2002
Program Performance Assessments for the FY 2004 Budget, July 16, 2002
(M-02-10)

Circular A-11
Preparing, Submitting and Executing the Budget, June 27, 2002, Transmittal
Memorandum No. 75 (Circular A-11)

Notice of Establishment, Performance Measurement Advisory Council, May 29,
2002, Vol. 67, No. 103
Instructions for the Program Assessment Ratings Tool, July 12, 2002

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budintegration/part_assessing2004.html

2003
Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2004
Analytical Perspectives, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year
2004
Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2004 — Appendix

Performance and Management Assessments, Budget of the United States
Government, Fiscal Year 2004

GAO

Department of Transportation: Status of Achieving Key Outcomes and
Addressing Major Management Challenges, June 2001 (GAO-01-834)
MANAGING FOR RESULTS: Agency Progress in Linking Performance Plans
With Budgets, January 2002 (GAO-02-236)
Reported agency actions and plans to address 2001 management challenges and
program risks, October 2002 (GAO-03-225)
David Walker, Comptroller General, Linking Program Funding to Performance
Results, September 19, 2002
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Major Management Challenges and Program Risks : Department of
Transportation, January 2003, (GAO-03-108)
Major Management Challenges and Program Risks: A Government wide
Perspective Highlights. January 2003, (GAO-03-95)

DOT
DOT Performance and Accountability Report 2002
DOT FY2004 Performance Plan
DOT Performance Plan FY 2003 and Performance Report — FY2001

URL
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budintegration/part_assessing2004.html
http://www.results.gov
http://www.results.gov/agenda/fiveinitatives.html
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/reports/2003plan/index.htm

2001
2002
20000 PRCNOTE 24
2001 BSC IT
2001 4 9
2002
Nils-Goran Olve Jan Roy Magnus Wetter 2000

URL
http://www.city.sapporo.jp/somu/gyokaku/gyoseikeiei.pdf
http://www.pref.mie.jp/kenbyo/plan/2002031007.htm
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NPM New Public Management

AME Annually Managed Expenditure

CSR Comprehensive Spending Review

DEFRA Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

DETR Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions

DfT Department for Transport

DISs Departmental Investment Strategies

DTLR Department for Transport, Local Government and the Regions

NAO National Audit Office

ODPM  Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

PMDU Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit

PSAs Public Service Agreements

PSX Ministerial Committee on Public Services and Public Expenditure

SR Spending Review

TA Technical Agreement

TME Total Managed Expenditure
TN Technical Note

DOT Department of Transport

GAO General Accounting Office

GPRA Government Performance and Results Act of 1993
OMB Office of Management and Budget

PART Program Assessment Rating Tool

PMA The President’s Management Agenda

PMAC Performance Measurement Advisory Council
PMC The President’'s Management Council

BSC balanced scorecard
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62 (Good) Reasons for Avoiding
Evaluation UNESCO)

e 1.0ur project isdifferent.
» 14.1t works, so why change it?

o 25.1t might work in any other organization
(region / country / technical domain) but it
will never work here.

e 59.0utsiders won't understand the
complexities.




policy analysis




evaluation
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intervention

ceteris paribus

Utilization-Focused Evaluation

evidence




Performance M easurement




policy analysis

Performance M easurement

GPRA
Government Performance &
Results Act




policy

program
policy analysis
program evaluation




Strengthens accountability

Enhances decision-making

Improves customer service

Assists governments in determining effective resource use
Supports strategic planning and goaksetting




WHY MEASURE PERFORMANCE?

If you don’t measure results, you can't tell success
from failure.

If you can't see success, you can'’t reward it.

If you can't reward success, you're probably
rewarding failure.

If you can't see success, you can't learn from it.
If you can’t recognize failure, you can’t correct it.

If you can demonstrate results, you can win public
support.

Reinventing Government
David Osborne and Ted Gaebler
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sniffing
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But | tell you that men will have to give
account on the day of judgment for every
careless word they have spoken.

- Matthew 12:36
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* "Improving Performance and
Accountability: Responding to Emerging
Management Challenges'... by Joe Wholey

2002
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