
(B)  The distributable net income allocable to the
marital share is $7,200 (60% of estate income less
60% of estate expenses).  Correspondingly, the dis-
tributable net income allocable to the credit shelter
share is $4,800 (40% of estate income less 40% of
estate expenses).  Because the $600,000 amount dis-
tributed in partial satisfaction of the marital bequest
exceeds the distributable net income of $7,200 allo-
cated to the marital share, the estate is treated as
having distributed to the surviving spouse $7,200 of
1999 distributable net income and $592,800 of other
amounts.  Similarly, because the $400,000 distrib-
uted in partial satisfaction of the amount payable to
the credit shelter trust exceeds the distributable net
income of $4,800 allocated to the credit shelter trust
share, the estate is treated as having distributed to
the credit shelter trust $4,800 of 1999 distributable
net income and $395,200 of other amounts.  Accord-
ingly, the estate is allowed a deduction of $12,000
under section 661 for the 1999 taxable year.  The
taxable income of the estate is $0, computed as fol-
lows:

Dividends  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $20,000
Deductions:
Distribution to surviving spouse share $7,200
Distribution to credit shelter trust share 4,800
Expenses  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,000
Personal exemption  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 600

20,600
(600) 

(C) In accordance with section 662, the surviving
spouse must include in gross income for the 1999
taxable year an amount equal to the distributable net
income of the marital bequest share ($7,200) that
was distributed to the surviving spouse.  The credit
shelter trust must include in gross income for the
1999 taxable year an amount equal to the distrib-
utable net income of the credit shelter trust share
($4,800) that was distributed to the credit shelter
trust.

Par. 7.  Section 1.663(c)–6 is added to
read as follows:

§1.663(c)–6  Effective date.

Sections 1.663(c)–1 through 1.663(c)–
5 concerning the application of the sepa-
rate share rules to estates apply to estates
of decedents dying after the final regula-
tions are published in the Federal Regis-
ter.

Robert E. Wenzel,
Deputy Commissioner of 

Internal Revenue.

(Filed by the Office of the Federal Register on Janu-
ary 5, 1999, 8:45 a.m., and published in the issue of
the Federal Register for January 6, 1999, 64 F.R.
790)

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
and Notice of Public Hearing

Establishment of a Balanced
Measurement System

REG–119192–98

AGENCY:  Internal Revenue Service
(IRS), Treasury.

ACTION:  Notice of proposed rulemak-
ing and notice of public hearing.

SUMMARY:  This document contains
proposed regulations relating to the adop-
tion by the IRS of a balanced system to
measure organizational performance
within the IRS. These proposed regula-
tions further implement a requirement that
all employees be evaluated on whether
they provided fair and equitable treatment
to taxpayers and bar use of records of tax
enforcement results to evaluate or to im-
pose or suggest goals for any employee of
the IRS.  These regulations implement
sections 1201 and 1204 of the Internal
Revenue Restructuring and Reform Act of
1998.  These regulations affect internal
operations of the IRS and the systems that
agency employs to evaluate the perfor-
mance of organizations within IRS and in-
dividuals employed by IRS.  This docu-
ment also provides notice of public
hearing on these proposed regulations.  

DATES:  Written comments and elec-
tronic comments must be received by
March 5, 1999.  Outlines of oral com-
ments to be presented at the public hear-
ing scheduled for Thursday, May 13,
1999  at 10 a.m.  must be received by
Thursday, April 22, 1999.

ADDRESSES:  Send submissions to:
CC:DOM:CORP:R (REG–119192–98),
room 5226, Internal Revenue Service,
POB 7604, Ben Franklin Station, Wash-
ington, DC 20044.  Submissions may be
hand delivered Monday through Friday
between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. to:
CC:DOM:CORP:R (REG–119192–98),
Courier’s Desk, Internal Revenue Ser-
vice, 1111 Constitution Avenue NW,
Washington, DC.  Alternatively, taxpayers
may submit comments electronically via

the Internet by selecting the “Tax Regs”
option on the IRS Home Page, or by sub-
mitting comments directly to the IRS In-
ternet site at http://www.irs.ustreas.gov/
prod/tax_regs/comments.html.  The pub-
lic hearing will be held in room 2615, at
10 a.m., Internal Revenue Building, 1111
Constitution Avenue, NW, Washington,
DC.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT:  Concerning the proposed regula-
tions, Julie Barry (202) 401-4013; con-
cerning submission of comments, the
hearing, or to be placed on the building
access list to attend the hearing, the Regu-
lations Unit, (202) 622-7180 (not toll-free
numbers).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

This document contains proposed regu-
lations to establish a Balanced System for
Measuring Organizational and Individual
Performance Within the Internal Revenue
Service (26 CFR Part 801).

Section 1201 of the Internal Revenue
Service Restructuring and Reform Act of
1998 (RRA), Public Law No. 105–206
(112 Stat. 685, 713 et seq.(1998)), re-
quires the Internal Revenue Service to es-
tablish a performance management sys-
tem for those employees covered by 5
U.S.C § 4302 that, inter alia, establishes
“goals or objectives for individual, group,
or organizational performance (or any
combination thereof), consistent with the
Internal Revenue Service’s performance
planning procedures, including those es-
tablished under the Government Perfor-
mance and Results Act of 1993, division
E of the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1966 . . . ,
Revenue Procedure 64-22 . . . , and tax-
payer service surveys.”  It further requires
the IRS to use “such goals and objectives
to make performance distinctions among
employees or groups of employees,” and
to use “performance assessments as a
basis for granting employee awards, ad-
justing an employee’s rate of basic pay,
and other appropriate personnel ac-
tions. . . .”  Finally, section 1201 expressly
requires that any performance manage-
ment system adopted by the IRS conform
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to the requirements of section 1204 of
RRA.  

Section 1204 of RRA provides that the
IRS shall not use “records of tax enforce-
ment results” in the evaluation of IRS em-
ployees or to suggest or impose produc-
tion goals for such employees.  It further
provides that the IRS shall use the “fair
and equitable treatment of taxpayers by
employees as one of the standards for
evaluating employee performance.”  Fi-
nally, section 1204 requires that “each ap-
propriate supervisor” certify quarterly in a
letter to the Commissioner “whether or
not tax enforcement results are being used
in a manner prohibited by” that section.

Antecedents to Sections 1201 and 1204

Until the recent change, the Mission
Statement for the IRS had provided, in
part:  “The purpose of the Internal Rev-
enue Service is to collect the proper
amount of tax revenue at the least
cost. . . .”   Consistent with this Mission
Statement, the IRS has long adhered to
the principle that all IRS officials with
discretion to make decisions regarding
enforcement matters in individual cases
should do so only on the basis of the cor-
rect application of the law to the facts of
each individual case.  It has also sought to
give the taxpayers maximum efficiencies
in its day-to-day operations and has ap-
plied many modern management tech-
niques to measure and encourage such ef-
ficiencies.  

In order to achieve these dual goals, the
IRS has adopted a number of systems by
which it sets goals for and measures the
success of its various operating units, and
directs the activities of its employees.
The ultimate objective of these measure-
ment systems is to help the IRS achieve
its overall mission. 

Measuring O rganizational Performance

In General . The Government Perfor-
mance and Results Act of 1993, Public
Law No. 103–62 (107 Stat. 285 (Aug. 3,
1993)) (GPRA), requires the IRS and
other federal agencies to establish a hier-
archy of performance measures and goals
applicable to various organizational units
within their agencies.  These performance
measures and goals should be expressed
in objective, quantifiable and measurable

forms to define the level of performance
to be achieved by a program activity.   

As indicated by the General Account-
ing Office (“Executive Guide:  Effec-
tively Implementing the Government 
Performance and Results Act,”
(GAO/GGD–96–118 at 24)):

[L]eading organizations . . . strive to
align their activities and resources to
achieve mission-related goals[;] they
also seek to establish clear hierarchies
of performance goals and measures.
Under these hierarchies, the organiza-
tions try to link the goals and perfor-
mance measures for each organiza-
tional level to successive levels and
ultimately to the organization’s strate-
gic goals.  They have recognized that
without clear, hierarchically linked per-
formance measures, managers and staff
throughout the organization will lack
straightforward roadmaps showing
how their daily activities can contribute
to attaining organizationwide strategic
goals and mission.
The legislative history underlying pas-

sage of GPRA indicates that not only
must performance goals be established on
an hierarchal basis throughout an organi-
zation, but those goals must reflect the
full range of the organization’s objectives.
As the Senate Report accompanying the
Act indicates (S. Rep. No. 103–58, 103d
Cong., 1st  Sess. at 29 (1993)):

The Committee believes agencies
should develop a range of related per-
formance indicators, such as quantity,
quality, timeliness, cost, and outcome.
A range is important because most pro-
gram activities require managers to bal-
ance their priorities among several sub-
goals. . . .. Reliance on any single one
of these measures could create a per-
verse incentive for managers to achieve
one subgoal at the expense of the 
others.
As a government agency responsible

for collecting 95 percent of the nation’s
revenues, the IRS adopted, pursuant to
GPRA and other statutes1, a number of
performance measures that focus on the
amount of adjustments proposed by exam-
ination units or the dollars collected by
collection offices.  For example, the bud-
gets submitted by the IRS since the mid-
1990’s have contained performance mea-
sures that were heavily focused upon

enforcement revenue collected or pro-
tected.  The two performance measures for
field examination units contained in the
FY 1997 budget request were examination
dollars recommended and examination
dollars recommended per employee
(FTE).  A similarly enforcement-focused
set of measures applied to field collection
functions:  dollars collected, dollars col-
lected per FTE, and average cycles per
TDA/TDI (tax delinquency account/tax
delinquency investigation) disposition.  

Measures of Special Compliance
Programs.  

The IRS, apart from requirements im-
posed upon it by statutes and regulations
of general applicability, has periodically
been required by Congress to establish
and to report on other performance mea-
sures.  For example, in connection with
expected additional funding promised for
FY 1995 through FY 1999 pursuant to a
Compliance Initiative, the IRS made a
commitment to generate $9.179 billion in
additional enforcement revenues.  It was
expected both to track how those addi-
tional funds were employed and to pro-
vide “quarterly reports . . . identifying the
progress being made through these en-
hanced activities to collect taxes due.”  S.
Rep. No. 103–286, 103d Cong., 2d Sess.
at 40 (1994); see H. R. Rep. No. 103–534,
103d Cong., 2d Sess. at 33 (1994); “IRS
FY 1995 Compliance Initiatives Final Re-
port,” Document 9383 (Rev. 1-96), Cata-
log Number 21508R.  

More recently, the appropriation for the
IRS for FY 1998 provided additional
monies for “funding essential earned in-
come tax credit compliance and error re-
duction initiatives.”   The Conference Re-
port accompanying that appropriation bill
stated (H. R. Conf. Rep. No. 105–284,
105th Cong.,1st Sess. at 64 (1997)) that
“the IRS should establish a method to
track the expenditure of funds and mea-
sure the impact [of the additional funding]
on compliance.  The IRS shall submit
quarterly reports to the Committee on Ap-
propriations which identify the expendi-
tures and the change in the rates of com-
pliance.”  In the absence of accurate
information regarding compliance rates,
the IRS has attempted to comply with this
congressional requirement by reporting,
inter alia, on amounts of revenue pro-
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tected or collected by various EITC com-
pliance programs.  See, e.g. ,“IRS Track-
ing Earned Income Tax Credit Appropria-
tion,” Document 9383 (Rev. 6–98),
Catalog Number 21508R.

Measuring the Performance of
Employees

The IRS also must comply with a vari-
ety of government-wide mandates to mea-
sure the performance of individual em-
ployees.  The civil service rules require
that the IRS evaluate the performance of
employees on an annual basis.  Perfor-
mance evaluations also figure in recom-
mendations for awards, incentives, al-
lowances or bonuses, an assessment of an
employee’s qualifications for promotion,
reassignment or other change in duties, and
the ranking of other than full-time perma-
nent personnel for purposes of release/re-
call schedules.  While these individual per-
formance ratings are based upon the
elements set forth in various workplans
and job elements, a manager’s success in
achieving organizational goals will in-
evitably play an important role in any eval-
uation of his or her performance.  Other
employees’ performance with respect to
items set forth in their job elements will be
viewed in light of these goals. 

Past Criticisms

Over the years, the IRS has been re-
peatedly criticized for placing too much
reliance upon tax enforcement measures it
has adopted.  The critics have charged
that front-line personnel have felt pres-
sured by performance measures that were
focused on tax enforcement outcomes,
such as dollars assessed per FTE or dol-
lars collected per FTE, to take inappropri-
ate enforcement actions in order to
achieve perceived enforcement goals.
The bulk of this criticism has focused on
the impact such tax enforcement mea-
sures have had upon field personnel in the
examination and collection functions. 

For example, in 1955, a report by an
advisory group appointed by the Chair-
man of the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation (The Internal Revenue
Service:  Its Reo rganization an d Adminis-
tration ,July 25, 1955, at 6) describes a
1954 initiative by the IRS to “establish
specific office standards of production
[for examination personnel in regional

and district offices], so that both supervi-
sors and employees know what is consid-
ered normal.”  This advisory group re-
ported that imposition of these standards
“appears to have caused a worsening of
the enforcement picture.”

[U]nder the established production
quota system proper standards of indi-
vidual performance and proper stan-
dards of examination are ignored in
favor of number of returns examined.
The established production quota pro-
cedure has too frequently reduced the
agent’s investigation to a cursory ex-
amination of readily available records
and a quick look for a few obvious
items on which a change can be made
so as to close the case and meet the
quota set.
In 1957 and again in 1959, questions

were raised during hearings before the
House Ways and Means Committee re-
garding IRS production quotas.  “Reorga-
nization and Administration of the Inter-
nal Revenue Service,” Hearings before
the Subcommittee on Internal Revenue
Taxation of the Committee of Ways and
Means, 85th Cong., 1st Sess., at 118–119
(1957); “Income Tax Revision, Panel Dis-
cussions before the Committee on Ways
and Means, House of Representatives,”
86th Cong., 1st Sess. at 805, 808 (1959);
“Compendium of Papers on Broadening
the Tax Base Submitted to the Committee
of Ways and Means,” 86th Cong., 1st
Sess. at 1527, 1533 (1959).  

In November of 1959, the IRS issued a
revised policy statement that provided, in
part:

If the duties of the position require the
exercise of judgment based on detailed
knowledge of laws and regulations or
involve material factors of technical or
professional judgment, performance
must be evaluated in the light of the ac-
tual cases or other assignments han-
dled, and no quantitative measurement
may be utilized which does not take
such differences into account.  Dollar
production shall not be used as the

measurement of any individual’s per-
formance.  

Policy Statement P–1200–9, app roved
Nov. 24, 1959

Questions regarding “the rating of rev-
enue agents on the basis of numbers of
examinations made and amounts of addi-
tional tax recommended” were again
raised during the 1961 confirmation hear-
ings held for Commissioner-designate
Caplin.  Hearings Before the Committee
on Finance, United States Senate, 87th
Cong., 1st Sess., at 14–15 (1961).  Fol-
lowing his confirmation, Commissioner
Caplin announced in July of 1961 that the
IRS was embarking on a “New Direc-
tion,” which was designed to counter
what he described as the “undue empha-
sis” placed upon production statistics and
the “adverse effect” the perception that
production statistics formed the “main
basis” for evaluation of offices and indi-
viduals had upon examination quality.
Under this “New Direction,” production
goals and statistics would be de-empha-
sized, statistical data would be given
more limited circulation and qualitative
measures of performance would be
adopted.   “New Audit Program Concepts:
Views of Commissioner Caplin on Evalu-
ation of Individuals, Programs and Of-
fices in the Audit Activity.”

The following year, Commissioner
Caplin issued a Special Message to All
Audit Personnel, discussing some misun-
derstandings that had arisen regarding the
new audit program.  The Commissioner
indicated that while supervisors were not
allowed to evaluate performance on the
basis of statistics or to pressure agents to
produce deficiencies at the cost of inade-
quate audits or inequities to the taxpayer,
nothing in the new audit program prohib-
ited supervisors from keeping track of the
quality and amount of work produced by
agents.  Indeed, “this is exactly what the
supervisor of a group of agents is ex-
pected to do.”  The Message went on to
state “Special Message from the Commis-
sioner,” dated September 7, 1962, at 2:

More serious than these misunder-
standings, is the fact that enforcement
results have fallen off very substan-
tially.  Despite having 1,022 more
agents and office auditors in FY 62
than in FY 61, the number of returns
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examined decreased by 13,000, while
additional taxes and penalties recom-
mended decreased by $66 million.

You can readily see how this drop-
off endangers our Long Range Plan for
gradually increasing our manpower and
doing our work more ef fectively.
Under this plan, we have been allowed
almost 10,000 additional people over
the last three years, and it calls for the
addition of about 24,000 more by 1968.
Yet, when a substantial increase in staff
is followed by this kind of a drop in our
enforcement results, the appropriating
authorities naturally begin to wonder
about the wisdom of financing the rest
of our proposed expansion.
Issues regarding the IRS’ use of pro-

duction statistics also came up during
Commissioner Alexander’s 1973 confir-
mation hearings before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee.  When questioned
about his opinion toward production quo-
tas, Commissioner Alexander responded
that he was completely opposed to their
use.  Hearings Before the Committee on
Finance, United States Senate, 93d Cong.,
1st Sess., at 4–5 (1973).

In November of 1973, the IRS adopted
the current version of Policy Statement
P–1–20, revising its policies regarding
the use of records of tax enforcement re-
sults and prohibiting absolutely the use of
enforcement statistics to evaluate the per-
formance of enforcement personnel; this
statement permitted the accumulation
and use of enforcement statistics only for
“long-range planning, financial planning,
allocation of resources, work planning
and control, effective functional manage-
ment, or other related staffing utilization
systems and plans.”  In an accompanying
Special Message to all Enforcement Per-
sonnel, Commissioner Alexander stated
that this prohibition was applicable to all
personnel who exercised judgment in de-
termining tax liability or the ability to
pay.  Commissioner Alexander further
declared, “[i]ndividual case or dollar
goals–formal, informal, or implied–are
not permitted and will not be tolerated.”

During 1974, Senate Appropriations
Committee hearings again focused on al-
legations that taxpayers were being mis-
treated as a result of production quotas
(both case closings and dollar amounts).

A number of witnesses and the Commit-
tee chairman expressed concerns that in-
dividual production statistics were being
used to evaluate field employees,
notwithstanding the existing policy.  Tes-
timony during those hearings also indi-
cated that pressure to increase the number
of cases closed in Collection directly led
to inappropriate seizures.  Hearings Be-
fore the Subcommittee on the Department
of the Treasury, U.S. Postal Service, and
General Government Appropriations of
the Committee on Appropriations, United
States Senate, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., at 2–
25, 520, 543–546, 574–584, 586–601,
653–670 (1974); see also, “Taxpayer As-
sistance and Compliance Programs,”
Hearings before the Senate Committee on
Appropriations, 93d Cong., 1st Sess. at
41–46, 568–569, 642–643, 680–681
(1974). 

In 1988, the Senate Appropriations
Committee held hearings focusing again
on allegations that the IRS’ use of en-
forcement statistics to evaluate programs
and personnel had led to inappropriate en-
forcement actions.  Treasury, Postal Ser-
vice and General Government Appropria-
tions, Fiscal Year 1989, Before the
Committee on Appropriations, 100th
Cong., 2d Sess. at 588–590 (1988).  On
November 10, 1988, the Technical and
Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 1988, Pub-
lic Law No. 100–647 (102 Stat. 3734
(1988)) (TBOR 1) was enacted.  Section
6231 of that measure prohibits the use of
records of tax enforcement results:

1) to evaluate employees directly in-
volved in collection activities and their
immediate supervisors, or
2) to impose or suggest production
quotas or goals [for such employees
and supervisors].
During the appropriation hearings for

FY 1989, Commissioner Gibbs testified
about the TBOR 1 prohibition (Treasury,
Postal Service and General Government
Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1989, Before
the Senate Committee on Appropriations,
100th Cong., 2d Sess. at 589 (1988)):

The problem that I have with our
policy statement—that policy state-
ment, by the way, being in the taxpayer
bill of rights—is that it tells our people
what not to do.  It says, “Don’t use en-
forcement statistics.” ... I don’t think

that this helps someone on the front line
very much to tell them what not to do.

What we have started, within the
last 18 months that I have been the
Commissioner, is to begin to develop at
the working level criteria as to what
constitutes a quality collection action,
what constitutes a quality examination
action.  It is an entirely different ap-
proach to collection and examination,
trying to train the people as to how to
approach what they are doing so that if
they do it the right way, the numbers
will flo w.  The idea is to get away from
simply dollar amounts, comparing one
another in terms of how they are doing
with respect to collections, or seizures,
or anything like that.
The General Accounting Office has ex-

pressed a somewhat different view of the
appropriate use of enforcement results to
measure IRS performance.  Its December
10, 1991, report on “IRS’ Implementation
of the 1988 Taxpayer Bill of Rights”
stated (GAO/GGD–92-23 at 14–15):

In an October 1987 letter to the Chair-
men of the House Committee on Ways
and Means and the Senate Committee
on Finance, we commented on various
proposals to prohibit the use of collec-
tion statistics in performance evalua-
tions.  Our position then and now is
that collection statistics should not be
the only indicator of performance but,
along with other factors, could very
well be a useful tool in evaluating em-
ployees.  We pointed out that relying on
a single factor can place more emphasis
on that factor than on overall perfor-
mance.  We said that it is not totally in-
appropriate to generally consider the
amount of revenues collected as part of
an employee’s evaluation if that con-
sideration is only one of several factors
under review.  We added that setting ar-
bitrary quotas for amounts collected,
property seized, or cases closed cannot
be justified in evaluating performance,
particularly because of the negative im-
pact that trying to achieve those quotas
can have on taxpayers.

In its May 11, 1993, report on “Tax Ad-
ministration:  New Delinquent Tax Col-
lection Methods for IRS” (GAO/
GGD093–67 at 9), GAO reiterated this
view:
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As we have stated in the past, IRS
should be able to use collection perfor-
mance as a criterion in determining
compensation and rewards for individ-
ual collectors.  We believe that infor-
mation such as taxes collected is a rea-
sonable basis on which to judge the
performance of employees whose job it
is to collect taxes as long as other crite-
ria, such as fair and courteous treat-
ment of taxpayers, are also evaluated.
In a similar vein, a December 23, 1993,

report by the GAO on the offer in com-
promise program (“Tax Administration:
Changes Needed to Cope with Growth in
Of fer in Compromise Program”
(GAO/GGD-94–47 at 24) indicated:

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue
should develop the indicators necessary
to evaluate the Offer in Compromise
Program as a collection and compli-
ance tool.  The indicators should be
based on accurate data and include (1)
the yield of the program in terms of
costs expended and amounts collected,
(2) the amount of revenues collected
that would not have been collected
through other collection means . . . .
In September 1997, the Senate Finance

Committee held three days of widely-
publicized oversight hearings on the In-
ternal Revenue Service.  During these
hearings, several IRS employees testified
that IRS’ performance measurement sys-
tem was creating an environment in
which they felt pressured to achieve cer-
tain quantitative goals for tax enforce-
ment results (such as dollars recom-
mended or collected).  In his testimony at
the conclusion of these hearings, the Act-
ing Commissioner responded to the con-
cerns that had been raised about the nega-
tive impact of the IRS performance
measurement system by announcing a
number of immediate changes in the sys-
tem.  In particular, he announced that IRS
would suspend the comparative ranking
of its 33 district offices and suspend dis-
tribution of any goals related to revenue
production to field offices.  “Practices and
Procedures of the Internal Revenue Ser-
vice,” Hearings before the Committee on
Finance, United States Senate, 105th
Cong., 1st Sess., at 3, 105–106, 123–128,
153, 155– 156, 162–163, 206–209,
212–213, 303– 304, 310, 317–318,
320–322, 325–326, 330, 333, 351–356.

Following these hearings, the IRS Of-
fice of Chief Inspector undertook three
management audits to determine how en-
forcement statistics were then being used
as part of the IRS performance measure-
ment system.  See, “Review of the Use of
Statistics and the Protection of Taxpayer
Rights in the Arkansas-Oklahoma District
Collection Field Function,” Internal Audit
Reference Number 380402 (December 5,
1997); “Use of Enforcement Statistics in
the Collection Field Function,” Internal
Audit Reference Number 081904 (Janu-
ary 12, 1998); “Examination Division’s
Use of Performance Measures and Statis-
tics,” Internal Audit Reference Number
084303 (July 7, 1998).  These three in-
quiries generally confirmed that IRS per-
formance measures were focused largely
on enforcement goals and productivity as
defined by statistics relating to dollars
recommended, assessed or collected, or
other enforcement actions taken.  They
found a lack of corresponding emphasis
on quality casework, adherence to law,
and protection of taxpayer rights.

In order to deal with specific allega-
tions of misconduct made during the Sep-
tember hearings, or discovered in the
course of the management audits de-
scribed above, the IRS Office of Chief In-
spector also undertook a number of indi-
vidual investigations.  The Commissioner
then established a Special Review Panel
of career executives from outside the IRS
to review the evidence and to recommend
appropriate personnel actions.  The Spe-
cial Review Panel issued a Report to the
Commissioner in August 1998.  In its Re-
port, the Special Review Panel agreed
with earlier conclusions that IRS had re-
sponded to external pressures to close the
revenue gap through improved productiv-
ity by shifting management emphasis to
goals and measures that placed a heavy
emphasis on use of enforcement statistics.
See als o“IRS Personnel Administration:
Use of Enforcement Statistics in Em-
ployee Evaluations” (GAO/GGD-99-11,
November 39, 1998).

Internal Revenue Service Restructuring
and Refor m Act of 1998

Sections 1201 and 1204 of the Internal
Revenue Service Restructuring and Re-
form Act of 1998 (RRA) represent the
most recent legislative action regarding

performance measures used by the IRS.
Section 1201 directs the IRS, consistent
with its current performance planning pro-
cedures, including those established under
the GPRA, to establish a performance
management system that will establish
“goals or objectives for individual, group,
or organizational performance.”  The IRS
is directed to use this performance system
in the evaluation of employees or groups
of employees, in determining salary ad-
justments and awards, and in other person-
nel matters.  The Conference Report ac-
companying RRA (H. R. Conf. Rep. No.
105–599, 105th Cong., 2d Sess., at 228
(June 24, 1998) indicates that “in no event
would performance measures be used
which rank employees or groups of em-
ployees based solely on enforcement re-
sults, establish dollar goals for assess-
ments or collections, or otherwise
undermine fair treatment of taxpayers.”

Section 1204 of RRA repealed section
6231 of TBOR 1 and replaced TBOR 1’s
prohibition on the use of “records of tax
enforcement results” to evaluate or to im-
pose or suggest goals for personnel di-
rectly involved in collection activity with
a prohibition against using such records
of tax enforcement results to evaluate, or
to impose or suggest production quotas or
goals for, any IRS “employee.”

Explanation of P rovisions

Proposed Effective Date

These regulations are proposed to be
effective thirty days after the date of pub-
lication in the Federal Register of the
final regulations. 

Balanced Measu rement System

These proposed regulations provide
guidance and direction for the establish-
ment of a balanced performance measure-
ment system for the Internal Revenue Ser-
vice.  They also provide guidance for
implementing the restrictions on the use
of “records of tax enforcement results” in
evaluating, or imposing or suggesting
goals for employees and for establishing
“fair and equitable treatment of taxpay-
ers” as one of the standards for evaluating
employees.  

These proposed regulations establish a
new balanced system for measuring the
performance of and establishing perfor-
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mance goals for various operational units
within the Internal Revenue Service.  The
three elements of this balanced measure-
ment system are (1) Customer Satisfac-
tion Measures,  (2) Employee Satisfaction
Measures and (3) Business Results Mea-
sures.  These measures will, consistent
with GPRA, be based on “quantifiable
and measurable” data, and will be numer-
ically scored.  

The proposed regulations do not pro-
vide procedures for certifying whether or
not records of tax enforcement results
have been used in a manner prohibited by
section 1204.  Subsequent guidance will
provide that information.

a.  Customer Satisfaction
To measure customer satisfaction, the

IRS will develop data from customer sat-
isfaction surveys it receives from a statis-
tically valid sample of taxpayers with
whom it has dealt.  Among other things,
taxpayers will be asked to provide infor-
mation regarding whether they were
treated courteously and professionally,
whether they were informed of their
rights and whether they were given an op-
portunity to voice their concerns and ade-
quate time to respond to IRS requests.
Using data derived from these surveys,
the IRS will derive quantitative indices of
customer satisfaction which will be used
to measure progress in achieving cus-
tomer satisfaction goals.  

b.  Employee Satisfaction
To measure employee satisfaction, the

IRS will utilize an employee survey that
permits employees to provide, on an
anonymous basis, their assessment of the
wide variety of factors that determine
whether employees believe that the work
environment permits them to perform
their duties in a professional manner.
Among other items included in the em-
ployee survey, the questionnaires should
elicit information regarding employees’
assessment of the quality of supervision
and the adequacy of training and support
services.  As in the case of the Customer
Satisfaction measures, the goals and the
accomplishments of units subject to the
balanced measurement system will be ex-
pressed in quantified form.

c.  Business Results
The IRS will employ two parallel av-

enues to measure business results.  

1.  Quality Measures
The first of these approaches will focus

on the quality of the work done in a sam-
ple of cases that were worked on by em-
ployees.  Such reviews will be conducted
of a statistically valid sample of cases
worked on by units designated by the
Commissioner, such as a collection or ex-
amination unit.  A staff of personnel spe-
cially dedicated to the task will review
and numerically score the quality of work
done by IRS personnel.  These reviews
will focus on such factors as whether IRS
personnel provided proper and timely ser-
vice to the taxpayer, properly analyzed
the facts, correctly applied the law, pro-
tected taxpayer rights by following ap-
plicable IRS policies and procedures, de-
voted an appropriate amount of time to
the case, made appropriate judgments re-
garding liability for tax and ability to pay
and provided accurate answers to tax law
or account questions posed by callers.  

2.  Quantity Measures
The quantity measures element of the

business results measure will focus exclu-
sively on outcome-neutral production
data.  Accordingly, as described in the reg-
ulation, data concerning the enforcement
outcome in cases, such as the dollar
amount of audit adjustments, the numbers
of liens filed or levies served, and the
number of referrals for criminal investiga-
tion, would be excluded from the produc-
tion data used in the quantity measures.
On the other hand, outcome-neutral pro-
duction data, such as cases closed, time
per closing or cycle time, which do not re-
flect the outcome produced by any IRS of-
ficial’s exercise of judgment in determin-
ing liability for tax or the collection
mechanism to be employed may be used
in determining the production element of
the business results measures.  The IRS
has determined, however, that as a matter
of policy such outcome-neutral production
data may not be used to set goals for or for
evaluating any non-supervisory employee
with tax enforcement responsibilities. 

Further, an organization with enforce-
ment responsibilities may not be given a
goal or an evaluation based on enforce-
ment-neutral production data regarding
matters calling for the exercise of judg-
ment with respect to tax enforcement re-
sults unless that goal or evaluation consti-

tutes only one element in a set of goals or
one element in an evaluation based also
upon the balanced measurement system. 

Special Analyses

It has been determined that this notice
of proposed rulemaking is not a signifi-
cant regulatory action as defined in EO
12866.  Therefore, a regulatory assess-
ment is not required.  It also has been de-
termined that section 553(b) of the Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C.
chapter 5) does not apply to these regula-
tions and, because these regulations do
not impose on small entities a collection
of information requirement, the Regula-
tory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. chapter 6)
does not apply.  Therefore, a Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis is not required.  Pur-
suant to section 7805(f) of the Internal
Revenue Code, this notice of proposed
rulemaking will be submitted to the Chief
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Busi-
ness Administration for comment on its
impact on small business. 

Comments and Requests for a Public
Hearing

Before these proposed regulations are
adopted as final regulations, considera-
tion will be given to any electronic and
written (a signed original and eight (8)
copies)  comments that are submitted
timely to the IRS.  the IRS and Treasury
specifically request comments on the clar-
ity of the proposed regulations and how
they may be easier to understand.  All
comments will be available for public in-
spection and copying.  

A public hearing has been scheduled for
Thursday, May 13, 1999, beginning at 10
a.m. in room 2615 of the Internal Revenue
Building, 1111 Constitution Avenue NW,
Washington, DC.  Due to building security
procedures, visitors must enter at the 10th
Street entrance, located between Constitu-
tion and Pennsylvania Avenues, NW.  In
addition, all visitors must present photo
identification to enter the building.  Be-
cause of access restrictions, visitors will
not be admitted beyond the immediate en-
trance area more than 15 minutes before
the hearing starts.  For information about
having your name placed on the building
access list to attend the hearing, see the
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“FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT” section of this preamble.

The rules of 26 CFR 601.601 (a) (3)
apply to the hearing.  Persons who wish to
present oral comments at the hearing must
submit comments and an outline of the
topics to be discussed and the time to be
devoted to each topic by Thursday, April
22, 1999.  A period of 10 minutes will be
allotted to each person for making com-
ments.  An agenda showing the schedul-
ing of the speakers will be prepared after
the deadline for receiving outlines has
passed.  Copies of the agenda will be
available free of charge at the hearing. 

Drafting Information

The principal author of these regula-
tions is Julie A. Barry, Office of Assistant
Chief Counsel (General Legal Services).
However, other personnel from the IRS
and Treasury Department participated in
their development. 

* * * * *

Proposed Amendments to the Regulations

Accordingly, 26 CFR Chapter I is pro-
posed to be a mended by  adding part 801
to Subchapter H  to read as follows:

PART 801—BALANCED SYSTEM
FOR MEASURING
ORGANIZATIONAL AND
INDIVIDUA L PERFORMANCE
WITHIN THE INTERNAL REVENUE
SERVICE

Sec.
801.0–1  Balanced performance measure-
ment system; in general.
801.0–2  Balanced performance measure-
ment system
801.0–3  Customer satisfaction measures
801.0–4  Employee satisfaction measures
801.0–5  Business results measures

Authority:  §§ 1201 and 1204, Public
Law No. 105–206 (112 Stat. 685, 715–
716, 722 (July 22, 1998)). 

§801.0–1  Balanced performance
measurement system; in general.

(a) In general .The regulations in this
part 801 implement the provisions of sec-
tions 1201 and 1204 of the Internal Rev-
enue Service Restructuring and Reform
Act of 1998 and provide rules relating to
the establishment by the Internal Revenue

Service of a balanced performance mea-
surement system.  

(b) Effective date .This part 801 is ef-
fective thirty days after the date these reg-
ulations are published as final regulations
in the Federal Register.

§801.0–2  Balanced performance
measurement system.  

(a) In general .Modern management
practice and various statutory and regula-
tory provisions require the IRS to set per-
formance goals for organizational units
and to measure the results achieved by
those organizations with respect to those
goals.  To fulfill these requirements, the
IRS has established a balanced perfor-
mance measurement system, composed of
three elements:  Customer Satisfaction
Measures; Employee Satisfaction Mea-
sures; and Business Results Measures.
The IRS is likewise required to establish a
performance evaluation system for indi-
vidual employees.  

(b) Measuring o r ganizational perfor-
mance—(1) In general .The performance
measures that comprise the balanced mea-
surement system will, to the maximum
extent possible, be stated in objective,
quantifiable and measurable terms and,
subject to the limitation set forth in para-
graph 2, will be used to measure the over-
all performance of various operational
units within the IRS.  In addition to im-
plementing the requirements of the Inter-
nal Revenue Service Restructuring and
Reform Act of 1998, Pub. L. No. 105–
206, 112 Stat. 685 (1998), the measures
described here will, where appropriate, be
used in performance goals and perfor-
mance evaluations established, inter alia,
under Division E, National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (the
Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996), Pub. L. No.
104–106, 110 Stat. 186, 679 (1996); the
Government Performance and Results Act
of 1993, Pub. L. No. 103–62, 107 Stat.
285 (1993); and the Chief Financial Offi-
cers Act of 1990, Pub. L. No. 101–576,
108 Stat. 2838 (1990).

(2) Limitatio n—Quantity Measu res(as
described in § 801.0–5) will not be used
to evaluate the performance of or to im-
pose or suggest production goals for any
organizational unit with employees who
are responsible for exercising judgment
with respect to tax enforcement results (as

defined in § 801.0–5) except in conjunc-
tion with an evaluation or goals based
also upon Customer Satisfaction Mea-
sur es, Employee Satisfaction Measu r es,
and Quality Measu res. 

(c) Measuring individual performance.
All employees of the IRS will be evalu-
ated according to the critical elements and
standa rds or other performance criteria es-
tablished for their positions.  In accor-
dance with the requirements of 
§§ 4312 and 9508 of 5 U.S.C. and §1201
of the Internal Revenue Service Restruc-
turing and Reform Act of 1998, Pub. L.
No. 105–206, 112 Stat. 685 (1998), (as is
appropriate to the employee’s position),
the performance criteria for each position
will be composed of elements that support
the organizational measures of Customer
Satisfaction, Employee Satisfaction and
Business Results; however, such organiza-
tional measures will not directly determine
the evaluation of individual employees. 

(1) Fair and equitable t r eatment of
taxpayers . In addition to all other criteria
required to be used in the evaluation of
employee performance, all employees of
the IRS will be evaluated on whether they
provided fair and equitable treatment to
taxpayers.

(2) Senior Executive Service and
special positions .Employees in the Se-
nior Executive Service will be rated in ac-
cordance with the requirements of 5
U.S.C. § 4312 and employees selected to
fill positions under 5 U.S.C. § 9503 will
be evaluated pursuant to workplans, em-
ployment agreements, performance
agreements or similar documents entered
into between the Internal Revenue Ser-
vice and the employee. 

(3) General Workfo rce.The perfor-
mance evaluation system for all other em-
ployees will:  

(i) Establish one or more retention stan-
dards for each employee related to the
work of the employee and expressed in
terms of individual performance; and

(A) require periodic determinations of
whether each employee meets or does not
meet the employee’s established retention
standards; and 

(B) require that action be taken, in ac-
cordance with applicable laws and regula-
tions, with respect to employees whose
performance does not meet the estab-
lished retention standards.  

(ii) Establish goals or objectives for in-
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dividual performance consistent with the
IRS’s performance planning procedures;
and

(A) use such goals and objectives to
make performance distinctions among
employees or groups of employees; and 

(B) use performance assessments as a
basis for granting employee awards, ad-
justing an employee’s rate of basic pay,
and other appropriate personnel actions,
in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations.    

(4) Limitation s—(i)  No employee of
the IRS may use records of tax enforce-
ment results (as defined in § 801.0-5) to
evaluate any other employee or to impose
or suggest production quotas or goals for
any employee.  

(A) For purposes of the limitation con-
tained in this paragraph (c)(4), employee
has the meaning as defined in 5 U.S.C. 
§ 2105(a).

(B) For purposes of the limitation con-
tained in this paragraph (c)(4), evaluate
includes any process used to appraise or
measure an employee’s performance for
purposes of providing the following:

(1) Any required or requested perfor-
mance rating.  

(2) A recommendation for an award
covered by Chapter 45 of Title 5; 5 U.S.C.
§ 5384; or section 1201(a) of the Internal
Revenue Service Restructuring and Re-
form Act of 1998, Pub. L. No. 105–206,
112 Stat. 685, 713–716 (1998).

(3) An assessment of an employee’s
qualifications for promotion, reassign-
ment or other change in duties.

(4) An assessment of an employee’s eli-
gibility for incentives, allowances or
bonuses. 

(5) Ranking of employees for
release/recall and reductions in force.

(ii) Employees who are responsible for
exercising judgment with respect to tax
enforcement results (as defined in 
§ 801.0–5) in cases concerning one or
more taxpayers may be evaluated with re-
spect to work done on such cases only on
the basis of information derived from a
review of the work done on the taxpayer
cases handled by such employee.  

(iii) Performance measures based in
whole or in part on Quantity Measu res(as
described in § 801.0–5) will not be used
to evaluate the performance of or to im-
pose or suggest goals for any non-super-

visory employee who is responsible for
exercising judgment with respect to tax
enforcement results (as defined in 
§ 801.0–5).   

§ 801.0–3 Customer satisfaction
measures.  

The customer satisfaction goals and ac-
complishments of operating units will be
determined on the basis of data derived
from questionnaires, surveys and other
types of information gathering mecha-
nisms.  Surveys designed to measure cus-
tomer satisfaction for a particular work
unit will be distributed to a statistically
valid sample of the taxpayers served by
that operating unit and will be used to
measure whether those taxpayers believe
that they received courteous, timely and
professional treatment by the IRS person-
nel with whom they dealt.  Taxpayers will
be permitted to provide information re-
quested for these purposes under condi-
tions that guarantee them anonymity.  

§ 801.0–4 Employee satisfaction
measures.  

The numerical ratings to be given oper-
ating units within the IRS for employee
satisfaction will be determined on the
basis of information derived from a ques-
tionnaire which will be distributed to all
employees of the operating unit; the em-
ployees will be permitted to provide infor-
mation on an anonymous basis.  Data from
these surveys will measure, among other
factors bearing upon employee satisfac-
tion, the quality of supervision and the ad-
equacy of training and support services.  

§ 801.0–5 Business results measu res.  

(a) In general .The business results
measures will consist of numerical scores
determined under the Quality Measures
and the Quantity Measures described
below.

(b) Quality measu r es. The quality
measure will be determined on the basis
of a review by a specially dedicated staff
within the IRS of a statistically valid sam-
ple of work items handled by certain
functions or organizational units deter-
mined by the Commissioner or his dele-
gate such as the following:

(1) Examination and collection units
and Automated Collection System units

(ACS) .The quality review of the handling
of cases involving particular taxpayers
will focus on such factors as whether IRS
personnel devoted an appropriate amount
of time to a matter, properly analyzed the
issues presented, developed the facts re-
garding those issues, correctly applied the
law to the facts, and complied with statu-
tory, regulatory and IRS procedures, in-
cluding timeliness, adequacy of notifica-
tions and required contacts with taxpayers.  

(2) Toll-f ree telephone sites .The qual-
ity review of telephone services will focus
on such factors as whether IRS personnel
provided accurate tax law and account in-
formation. 

(3) Other workunits .The quality re-
view of other workunits will be deter-
mined according to criteria prescribed by
the Commissioner or his delegate.

(c) Quantity measu r es. The quantity
measures will consist of outcome-neutral
production and resource data, such as the
number of cases closed, work items com-
pleted, hours expended and similar inven-
tory, workload and staffing information,
that does not contain information regard-
ing the tax enforcement result reached in
any case involving particular taxpayers. 

(d)  Definition s—(1) Tax enfo r cement
result .A tax enforcement result is the out-
come produced by an IRS employee’s ex-
ercise of judgment recommending or de-
termining whether or how the IRS should
pursue enforcement of the tax law with re-
spect to any assessed or unassessed tax.

(i) Examples of data containing infor-
mation regarding tax enfo rcement results.
The following are examples of data con-
taining information regarding tax enforce-
ment results:  number of liens filed; num-
ber of levies served; number of seizures
executed; dollars assessed; dollars col-
lected; full pay rate; no change rate; and
number of fraud referrals.

(ii ) Examples of data that do not con-
tain information r egar ding tax enfo r ce-
ment results .The following are examples
of data that do not contain information re-
garding tax enforcement results:  number
of cases closed; time per case; direct ex-
amination time/out of office time; cycle
time; number or percentage of overage
cases; inventory information; toll-free
level of access; talk time; and data derived
from a quality review or from a review of
an employee’s or a workunit’s work on a
case, such as the number or percentage of
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cases in which correct examination adjust-
ments were proposed or appropriate lien
determinations were made.

(iii) Records of tax enforcement results.
Records of tax enforcement results are
data, statistics, compilations of informa-
tion or other numerical or quantitative
recordations of the tax enforcement results
reached in one or more cases, but does not
include information, including the tax en-
forcement result, regarding an individual
case to the extent the information is de-
rived from a review of an employee’s or a
workunit’s work on individual cases.  

(e) Permitted Uses of Records of Tax
Enforcement Results. Records of tax en-
forcement results may be used for pur-
poses such as forecasting, financial plan-
ning, resource management, and the
formulation of case selection criteria.  

(f) Examples.The following examples
illustrate the rules of this section:  

Example 1.  In conducting a performance evalua-
tion, a supervisor may take into consideration infor-
mation showing that the employee had failed to pro-
pose an  appropriate adjustment to tax liability in one
of the cases the employee examined, provided that
information is derived from a review of the work
done on the case.  All information derived from such
a review of individual cases handled by an employee,
including time expended, issues raised, and enforce-
ment outcomes reached may be considered in setting
goals or evaluating the employee.

Example 2. A supervisor may not establish a goal
for proposed adjustments in a future examination,
even though the goal was derived from analyses of
previously-handled cases, because such enforcement
goals are not based upon an analysis of the newly-
assigned case.  

Example 3.  A headquarters unit may use records
of tax enforcement results to develop methodologies
and algorithms for use in selecting tax returns to
audit.

Charles O. Rossotti,
Commissioner of 

Internal Revenue.

(Filed by the Office of the Federal Register on Janu-
ary 4, 1999, 8:45 a.m., and published in the issue of
the Federal Register for January 5, 1999, 64 F.R.
457)

Foundations Status of Certain
Organizations

Announcement 99–20
The following organizations have

failed to establish or have been unable to
maintain their status as public charities or
as operating foundations. Accordingly,

grantors and contributors may not, after
this date, rely on previous rulings or des-
ignations in the Cumulative List of Orga-
nizations (Publication 78), or on the pre-
sumption arising from the filing of notices
under section 508(b) of the Code. This
listing does not indicate that the organiza-
tions have lost their status as organiza-
tions described in section 501(c)(3), eligi-
ble to receive deductible contributions.

Former Public Charities.The following
organizations (which have been treated as
organizations that are not private founda-
tions described in section 509(a) of the
Code) are now classified as private foun-
dations:
Abbas-E-Alamdar, Inc., Houston, TX
The Alliance of Black Churches Inc.,

Louisa, VA
Alpha House, Inc., Chicago, IL
American to Fellow Miskito, Houston,

TX
Amos Agency, Homewood, IL
Animal Shelter Fund Inc., Boca Raton,

FL
Animated Education, Inc., Chatsworth,

CA
Bad Girls Inc., Bend, OR
Beverly Hills – Acapulco Sister City

Committee Incorporated, Beverly
Hills, CA

Bergum Group Homes Inc., Costa Mesa,
CA

Big Brother – Big Sister of Lapeer
County Incorporated, Lapeer, MI

Birthright of La Grande, La Grande, OR
BWICA Educational Fund, Inc.,

Brooklyn, NY
Bridges of America the Lauderhill

Bridge, Inc., Orlando, FL
Brothers in Christ Foundation Ministries,

San Antonio, TX
The Campbell Institute, Portland, OR 
Camp Council Inc., Jenkintown, PA
Central Commercial Teachers

Association, Inc., Madison, WI
Central Erie County Paramedic

Association, McKean, PA
Children’s Education Fund, Inc.,

Lincolndale, NY
Church of God Evening Light Mission

Trust Inc., McFarland, CA
Circle C Ranch Inc., Stockton, CA
Clergy Care Inc., Joplin, MO
Coachella Public School Transportation

Foundation, Coachella, CA
1st Coast Learning Success Skills Center

Inc., Jax Beach, FL

Comites of San Francisco, San Francisco,
CA

Daystar Ministries, Gladstone, OR
Drs Vinod & Tarlika Thakkar

Foundation, Inc., Avon Park, FL
Economic Development & Information

Center for Africa, New York, NY
Education Foundation of Millburn –

Short Mills, Inc., Short Hills, NJ
Education Through Art a Nonprofit

Corporation, Seattle, WA
Educational Music Theatre Inc., Redondo

Beach, CA
El Capitain Aquatics Boosters Inc.,

Lakeside, CA
ESC Foundation of America,

Washington, DC
The Eye Tech Foundation, New York,

NY
Fairlee Senior Housing Group, Fairlee,

VT
Feneta Tutoring Center, Kinston, NC
Filipino American Association of USA

Inc., Panorama City, CA
The Fisherman, Inc., Kingston, MA
FISST USA Inc., West Hartford, CT
Focus Re-Direction, New York, NY
Foster Grandparent Foundation, Salem,

OR
Foundation for Interventional Cardiology

Inc., New York, NY
Glen View Corporation, Shreveport, LA
God Rules Ministry, Baton Rouge, LA
Grant Ministries, Inc., Moore, OK
Gutherie Community Bootstrap

Corporation, Gutherie, OK
Harlem Development Corporation, New

York, NY
Herbertsville First Aid Squad, Inc., Brick,

NJ
Heritage Place of Fayetteville, Inc.,

Fayetteville, NC
Hope Breeds Citizens Thru Counseling,

Arts, Recreation and Education,
Oberlin, OH

Iglesia en Marcha, Lubbock, TX
Indiana Civic and Cultural Association,

Incorporated, Indiana, PA
Institute for Men and Mens Studies Inc.,

Greensboro, NC
International Foundation, Broken Arrow,

OK
Italian Cultural Society of Northwest

Florida Inc., Pensacola, FL
J B C Development Corporation,

Duquesne, PA
J Cooper International Academy Tennis

Foundation, Houston, TX
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