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Why We Did this Review American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

The American Recovery and Rein- - \[|ST and NOAA Monitor Their Recovery Act Programs,
vestment Act of 2009 and the Of-

fice of Management and Budget's DUt Performance Metrics Need to Measure Outcomes
(OMB) implementation guidance (A RR-19881)

require agencies to monitor the

progress of Recovery Act programs
to identify areas of, and address
concerns about, high risk or low What We Found

performance. OMB also requires ] ] ] .

agencies to include accountability  In order to more actively manage risk, the National Institute of Standards and
?b;figtr:Versoizspsa:ngftghgg\i'l‘ém't' Technology (NIST) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
qguamiﬁgb,e performance meapsures (NOAA) have established mechanisms to n_10nitor the progress of Recovery
that address the use of Recovery  Act programs. The Recovery Act’s emphasis on accountability and perfor-

Act funds to meet the act’s goals.  mance has resulted in improved management capabilities and systems, espe-
\We examined NIST’s $200 million  Clally with respect to nonfinancial risk management. These improvements have

Scientific and Technical Research  the potential to extend past the Recovery Act into other programs.

Services (STRS) account and . . . L.
NOAA’s $600 million Procure-  However, while the bureaus have created new systems or improved existing

ment, Acquisition, and Construc-  systems to keep track of indicators of progress—e.g., dollars spent, milestones
f/'v‘;]’;tﬁ‘f(‘f;ttﬁl%ejfgg':zre met, jobs created—they have not developed measures of substantive outcomes
monitoring the progress of certain ~ that assess specific program goals or the broader public benefits of significant

programs funded by the Recov-  programs funded by the Recovery Act.
ery Act; (2) NIST and NOAA

have mitigated risks or addressed

schedule- or cost-related concerns;

and (3) the bureaus’ performance
metrics comply with OMB require-
ments. Py a What We Recommended

Background NOAA and NIST should improve their performance metrics for the more
on sztr#ag 17, 200% tth_e fffi‘s'de"t significant Recovery Act programs, focusing on intermediate outcomes that
signed the Recovery Act into law. , . .

The act requires an unprecedented  255€SS the programs” benefits. For example, performance metrics should track
degree of transparency and account- Whether an investment has improved the body of knowledge in a particular
?b"&t_y fromdagim;'est;hat fe_?_e've field, disseminated newly developed tools and models, supported a research or
unding, and sets Tortn specific . . . . .

responsibilities for the agenciesto  technological innovation, or made other advancements in science and technol-
manage funds and program opera-  0gy for the public’s benefit.

tions. Five operating units in the . N . .
Department ﬁf Comgmerce, plusthe VVE issued a draft report on our findings in April 2010, and gave the bureaus

Office of Inspector General (OIG),  the opportunity to respond. NOAA agreed with the report and has already
EBEEL| REEOE A HITeS: begun to modify its Recovery Act performance metrics to address our recom-
OIG has been proactive in our mendation. NIST’s response reemphasized the challenges we discussed in the
oversight of Commerce’s Recovery report regarding measuring core science programs. However, NIST agreed
Act programs and activities, includ- that some of its performance metrics for the STRS equipment program should
ing the bureaus’ implementation of . . . .

the act’s performance measurement P€ Strengthened, and that it would develop an appropriate set of intermediate

requirements. measures.





