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the measurement of government performance by agencies and public servants. In 
this article we define PBB as requiring strategic planning regarding agency mission, 
goals and objectives, and a process that requests quantifiable data that provide 
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Alesina, A. and R. Perotti, 1996. Budget Deficits and Budget Institutions. NBER 
WP 5556. 

By discussing the available theoretical and empirical literature, this paper 
argues that budget procedures and budget institutions do influence budget 
outcomes. Budget institutions include both procedural rules and balanced budget 
laws. We critically assess theoretical contributions in this area and suggest several 
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 Physical infrastructure and facilities are the backbone of government 
operations. Failure to invest in needed capital assets or maintain existing assets will 
impair a government's ability to provide the services constituents demand and can 
undermine quality of life and economic growth. As such, managing public 
infrastructure and facilities is one of the most important and challenging activities 
local governments engage in. To do so effectively requires the right systems and 
tools. This article describes how the City of Austin enhanced its capital planning and 
management capabilities through the use of technology. 
 


