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The House of Representatives (House) lacked a formal strategic planning and performance
measurement process to coordinate short- and long-term planning conducted by administrative
offices.  Without these processes that define the mission, goals, and objectives of the
administrative functions and measure outcomes, offices could not effectively prioritize or
evaluate the cost-efficiency of activities.  House Officers did not recognize the need for
coordinated strategic planning and performance measurement to ensure that administrative
offices conducted operations cost-effectively and productively.  A strategic planning process
would establish goals, objectives, and strategies for the House and its administrative offices. 

Administrative offices conducted limited and inconsistent financial management activities.  As a
result, financial practices and systems practices limited the administrative offices' ability to
monitor and control the fiscal impact of organizational activities and to effectively manage
resources.  This occurred because the House lacked an integrated financial management process
which included planning, budgeting, and financial management and related procedures to
support effective financial management.  Coordinating financial management with planning
allows administrative offices to allocate resources based on their outlined objectives and
strategies. Comprehensive planning and financial management provide the mechanism to assess
and improve productivity, performance, and accountability.

We recommend that the Chief Administrative Officer, in conjunction with the Clerk of the
House and the Sergeant at Arms develop proposals, for approval by the Committee on House
Oversight, to: (1) implement policies and procedures to establish a coordinated strategic
planning and performance measurement process; and (2) integrate budget formulation and
financial management into the planning process.
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL COMMENTS

On July 5, 1995, the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) fully concurred with the
findings and recommendations in this report.  As part of their system of continuous
improvement, the CAO indicated that a complete review of the planning and budget preparation
process will be done later this year and recommendations submitted to the Committee on House
Oversight.  In addition, the CAO stated that the October 1, 1995 implementation of a new
financial system through cross servicing will enable them to begin implementing the integration
of budget and financial management information into the planning process.  Full implementation
of this task is expected prior to October 1996.

On June 30, 1995, the Office of the Clerk (Clerk) generally concurred with the findings and
recommendations in this report.  However, the Clerk noted that at the beginning of the 104th
Congress the Committee on House Oversight established a regular hearing process to discuss
operational goals, projects, and outcomes for House Officers and the annual appropriations
process requires similar hearings by the House Committee on Appropriations.  Additionally,
according to the Clerk, a common planning and financial management cycle already exists both
externally and internally.  Furthermore, the Clerk took exception with wording in our draft
report implying that the CAO be responsible for reviewing all administrative office's
performance results. 

On June 28, 1995, the Office of the Sergeant at Arms (SAA) generally concurred with the
findings and recommendations in this report.  According to the response, the SAA appointed a
member of the SAA staff as a Strategic Planning Officer.  This staff person will receive training
in strategic planning management activities and will monitor all short- and long-term goals of
the SAA office.  Also, the SAA concurs that budget formulation and financial management
integration is sound fiscal responsibility.  However, the SAA also took exception to the wording
in our draft report implying that the CAO be responsible for reviewing all administrative office's
performance results.

The CAO's, Clerk's, and SAA's actions are responsive and, when fully implemented, should
satisfy the intent of our recommendations. 

With respect to the Clerk's and SAA's comment regarding the wording on the CAO's delegation
of review authority, we have revised the text in this finding to clarify our original intent. 
Without question, it is the responsibility of each House Officer to review the performance results
of each office reporting to them.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Background

Planning requires setting clear goals and then determining the optimum way to achieve those
goals.  Performance measures are developed and used to measure organizational success in
meeting these goals.  Short-term planning focuses on the activities in the next year and is usually
done concurrently with the formulation of the following year's budget.  Long-term planning
focuses on activities beyond the next year's cycle.  Successful planning allows the organization
to answer these questions:

• What is our mission?

• What strategies will we use to accomplish our mission?

• How will we allocate resources to achieve those strategies?

• Have we been successful?

Financial management includes activities to administer and control resources, liabilities, and the
flow of resources.  These activities include funds management, accounts payable, disbursements,
accounts receivable, personnel and payroll, capital and fixed assets, inventory, and cost
allocation of overhead expenses.  The financial management system provides the information
necessary to monitor, control, and manage these activities.

Planning and financial management are interrelated.  After an organization sets goals and
objectives, it can allocate resources accordingly to meet these objectives.  Comprehensive,
coordinated planning and financial management allow the organization to measure outcomes,
thereby, enabling it to assess and improve productivity and performance and maintain
accountability.

Objectives, Scope, And Methodology

Our objectives were to evaluate the adequacy and effectiveness of the planning and financial
management activities for administrative offices that support the legislative process.  This review
encompassed the period of October 1, 1993 through December 31, 1994.  We conducted our
audit work during the period of March through May 1995.

To gather and verify data, we interviewed key personnel and reviewed planning documents and
financial management reports.  Specifically, we interviewed key personnel in the organizational
units that reported to the Clerk of the House (Clerk), the Sergeant at Arms (SAA), the former
Office of the Director of Non-legislative and Financial Services, and the former Doorkeeper.



Report No. 95-CCS-12
Planning And Financial  Management July 18,1995

Office of Inspector General Page 2
U.S. House of Representatives

These key personnel did planning and financial management activities in their respective
organizational units.

We conducted our review in accordance with Government Auditing Standards, issued by the
Comptroller of the United States.  The methodology used to evaluate the adequacy and
effectiveness of short- and long-term planning for House administrative offices included the
following steps:

• Determined whether current planning processes exist and whether they guide day-to-day
activity and management.

• Determined the extent to which planning is a systematic process with periodic
milestones.

• Determined the extent to which planning activities are codified in formal goal statements
and short- and long-term action plans.

• Evaluated the success of existing planning efforts by comparing stated goals with actual
performance.

• Selected key areas and established performance measures to assess the extent of
planning.

The methodology used to evaluate the ability of House administrative offices to effectively
conduct financial management activities included the following steps:

• Reviewed current financial management policies, procedures, and systems to ensure that
they met laws, House requirements, and best financial management practices.

• Established the type of financial information necessary for organizations to manage
operations.

• Determined existing financial and performance measures and evaluated their
appropriateness for managing operations.

• Assessed the need for allocating overhead expenses.

• Evaluated financial management information alternatives. 
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Internal Controls

This review evaluated internal controls related to planning and financial management.  We found
significant weaknesses in the planning process as described in Finding A and in the financial
management process as described in Finding B.

Prior Audit Coverage

No prior audits were performed related to this area.
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II. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding A: Lack Of Formal Planning Prevents House Administrative Offices From
Assessing Performance Or Improving Operational Efficiency

The House of Representatives (House) lacked a formal strategic planning and performance
measurement process to guide short- and long-term planning done by administrative offices.
Without these processes that define the mission, goals and objectives of administrative functions
and measure outcomes, offices could not effectively prioritize or evaluate the cost-efficiency of
activities.  The House Officers did not recognize the need for coordinated strategic planning and
performance measurement to ensure that administrative offices conducted operations cost-
effectively and productively.  A strategic planning process would establish goals, objectives, and
strategies for the House and its administrative offices.

Many public sector organizations have adopted or are in the process of initiating strategic
planning activities.  The Government Performance and Results Act, as amended, for instance,
requires Executive Branch agencies to develop:

• Strategic plans that include a mission statement, goals, and objectives, and the
operational processes, skills, technology, and resources required to meet goals and
objectives.

• A performance plan, consistent with the agency's strategic plan, that covers each activity
set forth in the budget.

• Performance indicators to measure and assess outputs, service levels, and outcomes.

Agencies are required to compare actual program results with the established performance goals.

Lack of a formal strategic planning process

Planning occurred in conjunction with the formulation of the following year's budget for each
administrative office.  Rarely did an office consider its goals and objectives when determining
the specific activities conducted and the associated resource requirements.  Only House
Information Systems (HIS) and the Office of Telecommunications formulated detailed planning
documents to guide the allocation of resources for operational activities.

In 1994, the Office of the Clerk required offices under its purview to complete annual reports.
These reports delineated the mission of the office, activities and achievements completed during
Calendar Year (CY) 1993, and objectives for the coming year.  However, these were prepared at
the beginning of the calendar year rather than at the time of budget preparation.  Furthermore,
offices did not allocate resources or assess performance based on the objectives outlined.  The
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Office of the Clerk and the individual offices used the reports only to record activities and
achievements. No annual reports were prepared for CY 1994.

House Officers (e.g., Clerk, SAA, Doorkeeper, and Director of Non-legislative and Financial
Services) lacked a strategic plan to provide vision and direction for management of operations,
allocation of human resources, technology, capital and fixed assets, and management of
inventory.  For example, as discussed in a prior audit report,  the House continued to fund the1

Financial Management System development project without considering the long-term
organizational needs of the House.  Although HIS developed a strategic planning document, the
objectives outlined were not aligned with overall organizational needs, and the project exceeded
its original budget by, at least, five times during the 9-year project life cycle.  Without the
benefit of the overall strategic plan and procedures and processes, administrative offices have
made poor resource allocation decisions.

Lack of performance measures

During the audit period, none of the offices reporting to the Director of Non-legislative Services,
Doorkeeper, SAA, or Clerk developed performance measures to assess performance in relation
to office goals, objectives, and cost-effectiveness.  Resources were expended during the year as
needs arose, independently of goals and objectives.  As an example, Office Systems
Management (OSM) established a 5-year useful life for leased equipment.  However, OSM did
not assess whether leases were terminated in accordance with this established objective.  Of the
leases we reviewed, 28 percent were more than 6 years old.  Five percent were more than 10
years old. Specifically, the House should have terminated the leases or purchased the equipment
after five years, in accordance with its established objective.  During the audit period, the lack of
performance measurement resulted in a $1 million expenditure on equipment leases and related
services that were outdated.  With little emphasis on outputs and accomplishments, managers
had little incentive to concentrate on the cost-effectiveness of operations.

In addition, House Officers did not recognize the need for coordinated strategic planning and
performance measurement and lacked procedures and processes to guide these activities.  Thus,
administrative offices that supported the legislative process only focused on meeting Members'
needs.  While this was an appropriate activity, planning was usually performed only to meet
these short-term operational demands, and performance measurement was not even considered. 
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Figure 1 - The Planning Cycle

As Figure 1 illustrates, each administrative office should define its mission, goals and objectives,
then develop realistic strategies to translate the goals into measurable actions.  Performance
indicators should be developed to measure these actions.  Only then can each office allocate
resources to enable strategy implementation.  Performance would be evaluated by comparing
performance indicator information to individual office's goals and objectives.

The cycle would continue as each office uses the performance results to redefine and realign its
mission, goals, and objectives.  These continuous planning activities would provide the
administrative offices with priorities and guidelines for day-to-day managerial decisions to
support overall House planning.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Chief Administrative Officer, in conjunction with the Clerk of the
House and the Sergeant at Arms, develop a proposal, for approval by the Committee on House
Oversight, to implement policies and procedures to establish a coordinated, strategic planning,
and performance measurement process.



Report No. 95-CCS-12
Planning And Financial  Management July 18,1995

Office of Inspector General Page 7
U.S. House of Representatives

Management Response

On July 5, 1995, the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer fully concurred with this finding
and recommendation (see Appendix A).  According to his response, a complete review of the
planning and budget preparation process will be performed later this year and recommendations
submitted to the Committee on House Oversight. 

On June 30, 1995, the Office of the Clerk generally concurred with this finding and 
recommendation (see Appendix B).  The Clerk noted that at the beginning of the 104th Congress
the Committee on House Oversight established a regular hearing process for House Officers and
the annual appropriations process requires similar hearings by the House Committee on
Appropriations.

On June 28, 1995, the Office of the Sergeant at Arms generally concurred with this finding and
recommendation (see Appendix C).  The SAA has appointed a member of his staff as a Strategic
Planning Officer.  This individual will receive training in strategic planning management
activities and will monitor all short- and long-term goals of the SAA office.

Office of Inspector General Comments

The CAO's, Clerk's, and SAA's actions are responsive and should, when fully implemented,
satisfy the intent of our recommendation.
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Finding B: Inadequate Financial Management Impedes Fiscal Monitoring And Control

Administrative offices conducted limited and inconsistent financial management activities.  As a
result, financial practices and systems practices limited the administrative offices' ability to
monitor and control the fiscal impact of organizational activities and to effectively manage
resources.  This occurred because the House lacked an integrated financial management process
which included planning, budgeting, and financial management and related procedures to
support effective financial management.  Coordinating financial management with planning
allows administrative offices to allocate resources based on their outlined objectives and
strategies. Comprehensive planning and financial management provide the mechanism to assess
and improve productivity, performance, and accountability.

Financial management encompasses budget formulation and execution, program and
administrative accounting, cash management, personnel and payroll, travel, procurement, and
control of inventory and property.  A financial management system is the means to integrate
budget, financial, and performance information to monitor, control, and manage these activities.
An adequate financial management system allows managers to:

• Collect, classify, analyze, and report data for financial decision making.

• Process, control, and account for financial transactions and resources.

• Generate financial information to support organizational mission.

• Ensure adequacy, consistency, and timeliness of financial information.

• Evaluate results and assess opportunities for improvement.

During the audit period, each administrative office performed financial management activities
using individually developed methods and procedures.  Limited in scope, these activities focused
on managing expenditures and receipts rather than managing the total resources of the office. 
For example, administrative offices relied on financial information from the Financial
Management System (FMS) to track financial activity.  On a monthly basis, the Office of
Finance generated a hard-copy FMS Official Expense Report, specific to the administrative
organization.  The report listed expenditures and receipts.  Of the 17 administrative offices we
reviewed, 13 used the FMS monthly report to examine expenditures and receipts. (See Figure 2.)
However, the FMS monthly report did not provide information at a level of detail commensurate
with each administrative office's needs.  FMS lacked the capability to generate detail or
summary reports showing expenditures, receipts, obligations, receivables, and available funds by
general ledger, office, and cost center.  As a result, during the audit period administrative offices
were unable to use FMS to track their budget to actual balances.  Further, since this report was
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delivered up to two weeks after the end of the reporting period, the administrative offices did not
have access to this information on a timely basis.

We conducted a customer satisfaction survey and found that:

• 78 percent of support staff considered the financial performance reports received
insufficient for decision making; and

• 69 percent indicated it would be helpful to receive additional financial performance
reports.

Six administrative offices that we reviewed had created internal tracking systems to capture
obligations and receivables in response to the need for financial information (see Figure 2). 
Expenditures and receipts were reconciled to the FMS report and entered into the internal
tracking system.  The remaining 11 offices we reviewed had not developed the internal capacity
to monitor this information.  Only five offices tracked obligations when incurred to determine
the balance of available funds.

Offices were unable to access payroll, procurement, inventory, or other financial management
information from the FMS report.  The Payroll Department used a separate system to generate a
Personnel Certification Report.  This report included a list of employees and their associated
monthly payroll costs.  This report, however, failed to give offices a breakdown of hours worked
by employee or employee leave status, because FMS was not designed to capture this
information, as discussed in the prior OIG Financial Management System report.

Consequently, some offices tracked personnel, procurement, and inventory information using
internal mechanisms.  However, the ad hoc analysis of reports supplied by the Office of Finance
and the internal tracking performed by some offices did not facilitate administrative offices to
manage:

• Resource balances, including cash, receivables, inventory, and property.

• Liabilities, including accounts payable, and accounts receivable. 

• Resource flows, including personnel, payroll, travel, procurement, and other obligations.

Figure 2 describes the analysis and tracking of finances conducted by the 17 offices.  Column
headings explain how various reports or reporting systems support financial management.
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Administrative Organizations
103rd Congress

Ad hoc
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Internal Tracking

Monthly Immediate

Office of the Clerk

Office of the Sergeant at Arms

Office of Finance

House Information Systems

Postal Operations

Printing Office 

Office of Telecommunications

Office Furnishings

Office of Systems Management

Office of Supply Services

Food Services

House Child Care Center

House Recording Studio

Personnel Benefits Office

Office of Fair Employment

Office of Employee Placement

Office of Employee Assistance

Figure 2 - Analysis And Tracking Of Finances

• Ad hoc Analysis is an analysis of the FMS Report of Expenditures and Receipts.
Thirteen administrative organizations do an ad hoc analysis.  For example, the Office of
Telecommunications and Office Furnishings (Furnishings) used the FMS Report to track
their operational budgets (personnel and non-personnel).

• Internal (monthly) is an analysis of information from an internal tracking system which
updates the information monthly.

• Internal (immediate) is an analysis of information from an internal tracking system
which updates the information immediately when an obligation is incurred.  For example,
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the Office of Telecommunications and Furnishings used an internal tracking system for
service/program budgets.

Administrative offices' inability to monitor and control the fiscal impact of their organizational
activities resulted in significant reprogramming of funds.  For example, in fiscal year (FY) 1994
the House reprogrammed $30 million to meet its budgetary needs.  Funds were transferred from
prior year appropriations and other FY 1994 appropriations.

In addition, offices under the Office of the Clerk were not required to adhere to their individual
budgets.  While budgets were created for each office, the total amount of funds appropriated for
the Office of the Clerk was considered transferrable based on individual office need.  For
example, the Printing Office purchased a $17,000 imaging system with funds that were not
budgeted for this office.

House offices lacked policies, procedures, and standards of accountability which could have
helped administrative offices integrate planning, budget formulation, and financial management 
functions.  An integrated financial management system, which includes planning and budgeting
as well as financial management (as discussed in the prior OIG Financial Management System
report), would have facilitated the ability of administrative offices to collect, classify, analyze,
and report information needed to allocate resources, procure items, and maintain inventory cost-
effectively.

The planning process establishes the organization's mission, goals, objectives, and strategies (see
Figure 3).  Each administrative office should formulate its budget by allocating resources in
direct relation to planned goals and strategies.  The office would execute the budget through
day-to-day financial management activities and in conformance with the same goals and
strategies used to formulate the budget.

The Chief Administrative Officer (CAO), Clerk, and SAA should periodically review and
evaluate the administrative offices and hold them accountable for their performance results. 
This, in turn, would drive the planning process and lead to the revision and development of
strategies, goals, and programs during the budget formulation process.  This results-oriented,
mission-driven budgeting process is part of a continuous cycle that drives the formulation and
execution of future budgets.



P lann ing
B u d g et

F o r m u l a t i o n
F inancial

M anagem en t
P er f o r m a n c e
E va luat ion

M i ssion
Goals
Objectives
Strategies
Performance 
   I ndicators

Goals
Strategies
Programs
Personnel
Technology
Service L evels

Funds M anagement
A ccounts Payable
Obligations
Disbursements
A ccounts Receivable
Personnel &  Payroll
Procurement
Capital &  Fixed A ssets
I nventory
Disposals
Cost Allocation

Results

Report No. 95-CCS-12
Planning And Financial  Management July 18,1995

Office of Inspector General Page 12
U.S. House of Representatives

Figure 3 - The Planning and Financial Management Cycle

Working with the Committee on House Oversight, the CAO, in conjunction with the Clerk and
SAA, should institutionalize this continuous process in the House administrative offices.  Key
elements include the following:

• Set written expectations to formalize planning and integrate it with budget formulation.

• Communicate throughout the organization that House Officers are committed to
planning, financial management, and measurement of results.

• Establish clear policies and procedures and train employees in planning, budget
formulation, financial measurement, and performance measurement to ensure consistency
throughout the organization.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Chief Administrative Officer, in conjunction with the Clerk of the
House and Sergeant at Arms, develop a proposal, for approval by the Committee on House
Oversight, to integrate budget formulation and financial management into the planning process.
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Management Response

On July 5, 1995, the Office of the CAO fully concurred with this finding and recommendation
(see Appendix A).  The CAO noted that the anticipated October 1, 1995 implementation of the
new financial system should facilitate their ability to fulfill this recommendation.  Integration of
budget information and financial management into the planning process will begin in FY 1996
with full implementation expected before October 1996.

On June 30, 1995, the Office of the Clerk generally concurred with this finding and
recommendation (see Appendix B).  However, according to the Clerk, a common planning and
financial management cycle already exists both externally and internally.  Furthermore, the
Clerk took exception with wording in our draft report implying that the CAO be responsible for
reviewing all administrative office's performance results.

On June 28, 1995, the Office of the Sergeant at Arms generally concurred with this finding and
recommendation (see Appendix C).  The SAA agreed that budget formulation and financial
management integration is sound fiscal responsibility.  However, the SAA also took exception to
the wording in our draft report implying that the CAO be responsible for reviewing all
administrative office's performance results.

Office of Inspector General Comments

The CAO's, Clerk's, and the SAA's actions are responsive and, when fully implemented, should
satisfy the intent of our recommendation.

With respect to the Clerk's and SAA's comment regarding the wording on the CAO's delegation
of review authority, we have revised the text of this finding to clarify our original intent.
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APPENDIX AAPPENDIX A

See Hardcopy Report For Appendix A--Electronic Version Not Available
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APPENDIX BAPPENDIX B
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APPENDIX CAPPENDIX C
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