
+ --?3kty 

!194!3 
- i 

REPORT BY THE 

Comptroller General 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

Loss Of Experienced Staff Affects Conservation ’ 
And Renewable Energy Programs 

The fiscal year 1981 reductions in forceand 
resignations occurring at the Department 
of Energy resulted in significant losses and 
shifts of staff administering Conservation 
and Renewable Energy Programs. 

Program officials stated that major results 
were a loss of ability to provide adequate 
monitoring of State and Local Assistance 
Programs, high attrition and inability to fill 
vacancies due to Conservation and Renew- 
able Energy R&D Programs’ uncertain fu- 
ture, and loss of continuity in top manage- 
ment and staff in all programs. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINQl’QN D.C. IN44 

B-208094 

The Honorable Mark 0. Hatfield 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In response to your May 10, 1982, request, we are providing 
the results of our review of the staffing of the Department of 
Energy's Conservation and Renewable Energy Programs. The report 
contains (1) data on overall staffing trends for the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary for Conservation and Renewable Energy, 
(2) an analysis of staffing changes resulting from the fiscal 
year 1981 reductions in force and resignations in the Assistant 
Secretary's three major program offices and in the field offices 
administering these programs, and (3) an analysis of the implica- 
tions these staffing changes have for the administration and man- 
agement of these offices' programs. 

Your request also raised two legal questions dealing with 
the adequacy of agency staffing levels for program administration. 
As agreed with your office, our Office of General Counsel will be 
providing a separate response to these questions. 

Your office indicated that it desired the report for use in 
various upcoming congressional hearings involving the Department 
of Energy. Therefore, at the request of your office, we did not 
take the additional time needed to obtain agency comments on the 
matters discussed in this report. 

As arranged with your office, we are sending copies of this 
report to the Secretary of Energy; the Director, Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget; and the chairmen of energy-related congressional 
committees. Copies will also be available to other interested 
parties who request them. 

Sincerely yours, 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CHAIRMAN, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
UNITED STATES SENATE 

LOSS OF EXPERIENCED STAFF 
AFFECTS CONSERVATION AND 
RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAMS 

D I GE S'T ---a_*- 

Fiscal year 1981 reductions in force and resig- 
nations at the Department of Energy resulted in 
a loss of management and staff continuity and 
monitoring ability for State and Local Assistance 
Programs. It resulted also in a loss of manage- 
ment and staff continuity and a high attrition 
rate in Conservation and Renewable Energy 
Research and Development Programs. Although 
fiscal year 1982 funding for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy Programs was reduced by about 
40 percent, the Department, in addition to 
administering fiscal year 1982 funds, must also 
administer and monitor contracts and grants 
made from prior years funds. 

Because of the short time frame for this review 
and report, GAO was unable to perform any inde- 
pendent evaluation of the impact of staffing 
changes on the programs. The report's analy- 
sis and conclusions regarding the implications 
of the staffing changes for program administra- 
tion and management are based primarily on 
statements of program officials. 

STATE AND LOCAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

The Office of State and Local Assistance Programs 
administers five nationwide programs for imple- 
menting energy conservation measures. In addi- 
tion to headquarters personnel, the Office uses 
field staff. Headquarters staff was reduced 
from 73 to 54 persons by April 30, 1982. Of the 
54 staff, 24 were newly assigned to the Office's 
three divisions. All seven branch chiefs were 
replaced and field staff directly involved in 
administering the Office's programs was reduced 
to 109 persons, a reduction of 52 percent. 
(See p. 6.) 

Program officials indicated that as a result of 
the staffing changes, there was a loss of contin- 
uity in top management and staff. The retraining 
of staff into new positions was a major problem, 
and there was a loss of experienced top management 
due to the replacement of all branch chiefs. 
(See p. 10.) 
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Another result was reduced monitoring and eval- * 
uation of programs by the 10 field offices. In 
recent reports on two State and Local Assistance 
Programs covering 1979 to 1980, GAO reported that 
program monitoring was limited due to insufficient 
staffing. As a reeult of a 52-percent reduction 
in field staffing, the Department's monitoring 
capabilities have been further reduced. 

Although the Department is attempting to supple- 
ment its field monitoring capabilities by con- 
tracting for monitoring services, GAO does not 
believe that the reduced field staff plus the 
contract monitoring has been or will be suffi- 
cient to provide adequate monitoring in all field 
locations during fiscal year 1982. GAO is also 
uncertain whether the overall level of monitoring 
will be sufficient during fiscal year 1983. 
(See p. 18.) 

During the major portion of fiscal year 1982, much 
of the greatly reduced field staff time has been 
and will be devoted to reviewing and awarding 
grants. As a result, program monitoring has been 
limited. Contract monitoring coverage included 
one program by eight field offices, one program 
by seven field offices, and one program by five 
field offices. However, for several of these 
field offices, contract monitoring of two pro- 
grams either did not begin until June 1982 or will 
not begin until the last quarter of fiscal year 
1982. For field offices not having contract mon- 
itoring of these three programs and for the re- 
maining two programs, the Department was relying 
on reduced field staff for monitoring. 

CONSERVATION AND RENEWABLE ENERGY 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

The Offices of the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Conservation andthe Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Renewable Energy are responsible 
for the management and direction of Conservation 
and Renewable Energy Programs for research, tech- 
nology development and technology transfer. 
Most of the work is accomplished through con- 
tracts with private or public entities. 

Fiscal year 1981 reductions in force and resig- 
nations in these two offices resulted in the 
following staff changes: 
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--By April 30, 1982, the Conservation staff 
wets reduced from 266 to 146 persons, the 
R~tnswablaa Energy staff from 217 to 132 per- 
sons, and vacmt pcmitions in these offices 
totalsd 44 and 60, respectively. 

--For the seven major organizational elements 
into which these two Of"fices are divided, new 
staff ranged from 19 to 51 percent, with six 
organiz,ations being above 30 percent. Almost 
half of the division and branch heads were 
replaced or the positions were vacant. 

=--Attrition has been high and is continuing. 
(See p. 14.) 

Although some program officials stated that their 
offices were functioning well despite the staff- 
ing changes, all agreed that their functions would 
be adversely affected if&further staffing losses 
are incurred. Other program officials said that 
the staffing changes have already affected the 
abilities of their offices to adequately manage 
their programs. (See p. 16.) 

The percentage of staff losses and newly assigned 
staff were considerable and relatively uniform in 
all offices. Also, high attrition continues due 
to the uncertain future of the programs. Therefore, 
GAO believes that over the longer term the abilities 
of each of the offices to adequately manage their 
programs is likely to be adversely affected. 
(See p. 19.) 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

GAO performed this review at the request of the 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, United 
States Senate. The Committee desired the report 
in time for use in various upcoming congressional 
hearings involving the Department of Energy. 
Therefore, at the request of the Chairman, GAO 
did not take the additional time needed to obtain 
agency comments on the matters discussed in this 
report. 
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CHAP+TER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In a May 10, 1982, letter, the Chairman, Committee on 
Appropriations, United States Senate, expressed concern over the 
potential impacts of staff reductions on the administration of 
numerous federally funded conservation and renewable energy pro- 
grams. The Chairman requested that we undertake a review of the 
staffing of the Department of Energy's (DOE) Conservation and 
Renewable Energy Programs. 

This report contains (1) data on overall staffing trends 
for the Office o'f the Assistant Secretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy, (2) analysis of staffing changes as a result of 
the fiscal year 1981 reductions in force (RIF) and resignations 
in the Assistant Secretary's three major program offices and in 
the field offices administering State and Local Assistance 
Programs, and (3) analysis of the implications of these staffing 
changes for the administration and management of the programs of 
these offices. i 

We previously issued a report to the Chairman, Subcommittee 
on Oversight and Investigations, House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, concerning, among other things, whether the RIF involv- 
ing the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy was conducted in accordance with RIF laws and 
regulations. A/ We concluded that DOE did not violate any RIF 
laws or regulations. 

BACKGROUND 

The President's Economic Recovery Program includes cutting 
Government expenditures, which also reduces considerably the 
number of employees within executive Federal agencies. As part 
of this program, the Office of Management and Budget cut the 
fiscal year 1981 personnel ceilings for DOE from 21,500 to 
20,300--a total of 1,200 positions. To meet the reduced ceiling, 
a number of DOE offices, including the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Conservation and Renewable Energy, conducted RIFs. 
Separation of employees was effective on or before September 30, 
1981. In addition, numerous employees were shifted to different 
positions and/or organizations within the Assistant Secretary's 
office. This was generally accomplished during October 1981. 

Fiscal year 1982 funding for Conservation and Renewable 
Energy Programs was reduced by about 40 percent from the fiscal 
year 1981 funding level. In addition to administering fiscal 
year 1982 funds, however, DOE must also administer and monitor 

l/"Department of Energy's Fiscal Year 1981 Reductions in Force," - 
FPCD-82-33, Mar. 18, 1982. 



contracts and grants made from prior years funds. For example, 
some State and Local Assistance Programs grants made in fiscal 
year 1981 may not be expended by gran.tees until fiscal year 1982. 
Therefore, a direct correlation cannot be made between the per- 
centage of the funding reduction and the percentage of the staff 
reduction. 

The Office of the AssistantSecretary for Conservation and 
Renewable Energy formulates and directs proNgrams designed to in- 
crease the production of renewable energy and improve the energy 
efficiency of transportation, buildings, industrial, and com- 
munity systems and related processes ,through support of research, 
development, and demonstration activities. It also has 
responsibility for administering statutorily mandated assistance 
programs which provide financial assistance for State energy plan- 
ning, capacity building, weatherization of housing owned by the 
poor and disadvantaged, and the implementation of energy conserva- 
tion measures by schools and hospitals, units of local government, 
and public care institutions. The Office also provides management 
and administrative support to the Office of Alcohol Fuels. In ad- 
dition, it is responsible for coordinating and overseeing the 
operations of five power marketing administrations. 

In carrying out these responsibilities, the Assistant Secre- 
tary exercises executive direction over the following organiza- 
tional elements: 

--Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Conservation: 

--Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Renewable Energy: 

--Office of State and Local Assistance Programs; 

--Office of Power Marketing Coordination and five 
power marketing administrations: and 

--Office of Policy and Management. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Our primary objectives'were to (1) present overall data on 
staffing trends for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Conservation and Renewable Energy and (2) attempt to determine the 
implications of significant staffing changes for the administra- 
tion and management of selected Conservation and Renewable 
Energy Programs. 

The review was performed in accordance with GAO's current 
"Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations, Programs, 
Activities, and Functions." 



At DOE headquwbrr, we obtained and analyzed staffing 
data for the p~fod ftalm eirrscal years 1980 to 1982. We! obtained 
this data from the Q~fLcze of the AssistantSecretary and from 
each of the 10 organizational elements in the 3 major program 
offices under revfesw, I/ ThPase three officea.account for almost 
90 percent of the staffing Losses incurred by the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Conservation and Renewable Energy,. To 
determine the implications crf the staffing changes for the pro- 
grams of the three major operating offices, we interviewed offi- 
cials of the 10 organizational elements into which these offices 
are organizti?d. For each' of-the 10 field locations, we interviewed 
by telephone responsible officials to obtain data on staffing 
and program monitoring. 

Because of the short time frame,for this review and report, 
we were unable to perform any independent evaluation of the 
impact of staffing changes on the programs. The report's analy- 
sis and conclusions regarding the implications of the staffing 
changes for program administration and management are based 
primarily on statements of program officials. 

We recently issued reports on two programs and noted 
problems in program monitoring due to insufficient staff prior 
to the RIF. 2/ These reports were used in our analysis and 
conclusions & the implications of the staffing changes for 
State and Local Assistance Programs. 

The Chairman's office desired the report in time for use in 
various upcoming congressional hearings involving DOE. Therefore, 
at the request of the Chairman's office, we did not take the 
additional time needed to obtain agency comments on the matters 
discussed in this report. 

L/The Office of State and Local Assistance Programs, which is 
organized into three program divisions; the Office of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Conservation, which is organi- 
zed into four program offices; and the Office of the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Renewable Energy, which is organized 
into three program offices. 

z/"Uncertain Quality, Energy Savings, and Future Production 
Hamper the Weatherization Program," EMD-82-2, Oct. 26, 1981; 
and "State Energy Conservation Program Needs Reassessing," 
EMD-82-39, Apr. 21, 1982. 
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CHARTER 2 

STAFFING CBANGES AND THEIR EFFECTS 

As shown in table 1, the number of headquarters staff on 
board for the Office oE the Assistant Secretary for Conservation 
and Renewable Energy in the period from July 6, 1981, to April 30, 
1982, was reduced by 250. l/ Of the 421 staff on board at 
April 30, 1982, 176 (42 p&cent) were newly assigned to their 
organizational element since the RIF. 2/ In addition to the on- 
board staff, as of April 30, 1982, 127 authorized positions were 
vacant. 

In the following two sections we discuss the staffing changes 
and their effects for the three major operating offices under the 
Assistant Secretary for Conservation and Renewable Energy--the 
Office of State and Local Assistance Programs, and the Offices of 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Conservation (DAS for 
Conservation) and Deputy Assistant Secretary for Renewable Energy 
(DAS for Renewable Energy). 

The overall results of the staffing changes on the programs 
of these three offices was (1) a loss of continuity in top manage- 
ment and staff and monitoring ability for the State and Local 
Assistance Programs and (2) a loss of continuity in top management 
and staff and a continuing high attrition rate affect.ing the 
management of Conservation and Renewable Energy Research and 
Development (R&D) Programs. 

LOSS OF MANAGEMENT CONTINUITY AND 
MONITORING ABILITY FOR STATE 
AND LOCAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

As of April 30, 1982, the Office of State and Local Assistance 
Programs was operating with 26 percent less staff than prior to 
the RIF, and 44 percent of the staff were newly assigned to the 

L/Staffing of the Office of Assistant Secretary for Conservation 
and Renewable Energy as of October 6, 1980, totaled 593. Because 
of an April.1981 reorganization, however, this staffing data is 
not comparable to subsequent data. Comparable data, as shown 
in table 1, was first readily available as of July 6, 1981. 

Z/According to DOE officials, 176 staff have been moved among 
Conservation and Renewable Energy's 14 major offices, the 
Research and Technical Integration Staff, and 2 divisions 
within the Office of Budget and Management. Other staff were 
also moved among the divisions and branches within the offices. 
Examples of this are discussed in subsequent sections of 
chapter 2. 
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Table1 

Amia~ SW- fw Cmsewaticm illnd,,l%mewablemeq 

St&firq Tzxmds - July 6, 1981 ta April 30, 19S2 

Persmnei. cm board as of (note a) 

July 6, 1981 Oct. 1, 1981 Apr. 380, 1982 

Office of the Assistmt Secretary for 
Cmservertionand Renm4ableEnergy 7 8 8 

Office of Policy and Managemnt 83 63 52 

Office of Aldml Fuels 12 17 15 

Office of Pcwer Mmketing i 
ooordinatican 13 15 14 

Office of the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary forC!mservation 266 172 146 

Office of the Deputy Assistant 
Secret.aryforRenewableEhergy 217 160 132 

Office of State ad Lacal Assistance 
Program 73 58 

7ltkals 671 493 C 

source: DoEcOnservationand RenewableEnergy StrengthReports. 

54 

421 



Office's divisions. Field staff, which administer the Office's 
programs, were operating with about 52 percent less staff. 
Program officials indicated that the major results of these 
changes are a loss of (1) continuity in headquarters management 
and staff and (2) ability to provide adequate program monitoring. 

The mission of the Office of State and Local Assistance 
Programs is to plan, develop, and administer nationwide programs 
for implementation of energy conservation measures at the State 
and local level. In support of this mission, this Office performs 
the following major activities: 

--Development and implementation of outreach efforts to 
encourage energy conservation and the use of renewable 
resources in a broad range of sectors, and to ensure that 
States and localities pursue activities which result in 
efficient planning and management of energy resources. 

--Development and implementation of a national program to 
weatherize the homes of low income persons. 

--Development and implementation of national programs 
designed to increase the level of energy conservation 
in school and hospital buildings, buildings owned and 
operated by units of local government, and buildings 
which house public care institutions. 

--Development and implementation of national programs to 
promote the development of energy-related technologies 
and techniques, provide technical and financial 
assistance to inventors and innovators, and nationally 
disseminate information on these technologies and 
techniques. 

In addition to the headquarters staff, the Office uses staff 
located in DOE operations offices to administer its programs. The 
programs are generally administered on a decentralized basis with 
DOE operations offices in the field serving as the primary inter- 
face with the State and local governments. 

Staffing changes as a result 
of the RIF and resignations 

The headquarters on-board staff of the Office of State and 
Local Assistance Programs as of July 6, 1981, was 73 persons. By 
April 30, 1982, this staff was reduced to 54 persons (a 26 percent 
reduction). Also, as of April 30, 1982, 10 authorized positions 
were vacant. The Office is organized into three divisions (see 
app. IL and of the 54 staff, only 30 were assigned to the same 
division they were in prior to the RIF. The remaining 24 staff 
(44 percent) were new to their divisions, having been reassigned 
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from different divisions within the Office or other organizations 
under the Assistant Secretary. 

As shown in table 2, the impacts of the staffing ch&~nges 
were considerable and relatively uniform among the Offib@~'s three 
operating divisions. The loss of experienced pre-RIF staff 
ranged from 56 to 61 percent. These losses were, in part, offset 
by assignment of staff from different organizations under the 
Assistant Secretary. New staff in these 3 divisions ranged from 
42 to 50 percent of the April 30, 1982, staff. 

The Office's three divisions are organized into a total of 
seven branches in which the following staffing changes occurred. 

--All of the seven branch chiefs were replaced by new staff. 

--As of April 30, 1982, 32 staff were downgraded. Program 
officials stated that many of these individuals have the 
same level of responsibility that they had prior to the 
RIF. 

--In addition to the 44 percent of staff newly assigned 
to the Office's divisions, staff were also shifted 
between and within a division's branches. For example, 
in the Institutional Conservation Programs Division, 
8 of the 16 member staff were new to the Division, 
and only 3 of the 8 remaining staff members held the 
same positions they held prior to the RIF. 

In addition to impacting on headquarters staff, the fiscal 
year 1981 RIF also affected field staff. The Office's programs 
are generally administered by staff located in 10 field offices 
(operations offices and/or support offices located within the 
areas covered by operations offices). Field staff are responsi- 
ble for reviewing and approving annual grant applications, award- 
ing grants, providing technical assistance, reviewing periodic 

. financial and progress reports from grantees, and monitoring and 
evaluating the operation of the programs at the State and local 
levels. 

The field staff directly involved in administering and moni- 
toring the Office's programs was reduced to 109 persons, about 
a 52 percent reduction from pre-RIF levels. l/ As shown in 
table 3, the reductions at the individual fi<ld offices ranged 
from 29 to 68 percent. 

&/Does not include procurement, financial, legal and managerial 
staff located in operations or support offices who support all 
programs. 
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Table 2 -- --_ 

f 

office of State and Lacal Assistance Programs 
ffects of the Fiscal Year 1981 RXF and Resignations 

cm acaffzof the 'I%ree operating Divisions -__ ---- _ 
ae of&ril 30, 19B2 -_ ------- 

Staffreductionsbyntx&e-arkI 
asapercent ofpre-RIFstaff 

Pre RIF 
Division Staff Reduction 

Institutional Conservation 
Programs 18 (100) 10 (56) 

Weatherization Assistance 
Programs 17 (lco) 10 (59) 

EheqyManagementafd;f 
Fxtension 36 (100) 22 (61) 

Source: GAO analysis of DOE staffing data. 

-itim of staff by nmber and 'Vacancies by mnnber and as A 
as a percent of April 30, 1982 staff _~__ __ _- percent of authorized staff ~- 

Pre-RIFstaff Newlyassigned Total staff AUthO&Zd 
zremaininq to divisim 4/30/82 Vacancies staff .-, .-- 

8 (50) 8 (50) 16 floe) 2 (11) I.8 floe) 

7 (54) 6 (46) 13 (loo) 1 (71 14 Iloof 

14 (58) 10 (42) 24 (100) 4 (14) 28 (loo) 



T&l@ 3 

Staffing Reduoticms in IDE Field Offices 

Aciminiatar~ State and Local Assistance Progxam 

Staffinq 
Prior to As of Re&Cti~ 

RIF 4/30/82 Number Percent Operations office 

Albuquerque 

Staff location 

Dallas, Tex. 20 7 13 65 
Karma8 city, MO. 17 12 5 29 

Chicago, Ill. 31 
mm, Mass. 22 
Nati- Yak, N.Y. 21 
Philadelphia, Pa. 25 

15 
11 
12 
12 

/ 7 

16 52 
11 50 
9 43 

13 52 

Denver, cm. 

RichlaM& Wash* 

San Francisco, Ca 

Atlanta, Ga. 

22 

22 

15 68 

9 13 59 

24 14 -10 I" 42 

21 10 11 52 - 

IdahoFalls 

RicNland 

San Francisco 

Savannah River 

Total 225 109 116 52 

&/Authorized staff of 12. Attmpt being made to fill vacancies. 

Source : G?Q analysis of data obtained frcm DOE field office officials. 

9 



Effects of the staffing changes 
on program opera~tion 

State and Local Assistance Program officials indicated that 
the major results of the staffing reductions and changes were 
a loss of (1) continuity in the top management and staff of the 
Office's three operating divisions and (2) ability to provide 
adequate program monitoring. They also indicated that because 
of the uncertain future of the programs, personnel are looking 
for new jobs. 

As previously noted, the RIF resulted in the replacement of 
all seven branch chiefs in the Office's three divisions. As a re- 
sult, there was a loss of experienced top management. For example, 
one division director, whose two branch chiefs were replaced, stated 
that the new branch chiefs were unfamiliar with the programs they 
were directing and with the director's management style. However, 
these new branch chiefs were managing staff who had worked in 
the program area for several years and 'had a better knowledge 
of program operations than their new supervisors. 

Numerous other staffing shifts occurred. For example, in 
the Institutional Conservation Programs Division, 13 of the 16 
current staff members were new to the Division or to their posi- 
tion since the RIF. A Division official stated that retraining 
staff into their new positions was a big problem. 

Program officials stated that the major result of the RIF 
is reduced monitoring and evaluation of programs by the field 
offices. In recent reports on two State and Local Assistance 
Programs covering the period 1979 to 1980, we reported DOE on- 
site monitoring of the programs was limited due to insufficient 
staff. A/ Because field staff was reduced since 1981 by about 52 
percent, DOE monitoring capabilities have been further reduced. 
However, DOE is attempting to supplement its field monitoring 
capabilities by contracting for monitoring services for certain 
programs. 

According to program officials, the top priority of the 
field staff since DOE's appropriation was enacted in December 
1981 has been in reviewing and awarding grant applications. 
Much of the effort in the past several months has concentrated 
on awarding grants under the Weatherization Assistance and 
State Energy Conservation Programs. Beginning in about July, a 

&/“UnCertain Quality, Energy Savings, and Future Production Hamper 
the Weatherization Program," EMD-82-2, Oct. 26, 1981; and "State 
Energy Conservation Program Needs Reassessing," EMD-82-39, 
Apr. 21, 1982. 
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major field effort will be required to process grants under the 
Schools and Hospitals Program. As a result, program monitoring 
efforts have been reduced. 

For example, the Atlanta field office, which is responsible 
for an eight State area, planned to monitor programs with its 
existing staff and did not plan to contract for monitoring ser- 
vices. An official of that office stated that monitoring to date 
and planned.for fiscal year 1982 included: 

--Schools and Hospitals Program - on-site visits made 
to six grantees and not much more monitoring planned 
this year. 

--Weatherization Ass;istance Program - no monitoring to 
date, but hope to monitor States and some local agencies 
before the end of year. 

--State Energy Conservation&and Enerqy Extension Service 
Programs - on-site visit made to one State to date 
and plan to visit remaining States before the end of year. 

In recent reports on the Low-Income Weatherization Assistance 
Program and the State Energy Conservation Program, covering the 
perio'd 1979 to 1980, we reported a number of problems that were 
hampering the efficiency and effectiveness of the programs. l/ 
One problem was DOE's limited on-site monitoring of the programs, 
which field officials attributed to insufficient staff. 

In our report on the Weatherization Program, we noted that 
(1) the number of homes weatherized continued to be overstated, 
(2) incomplete or inadequate work was done in homes weatherized, 
(3) energy savings were uncertain, (4) inadequate financial con- 
trols existed at local agencies administering weatherization 
programs, and (5) improvements were needed in State financial 
controls and monitoring systems. Correction of many of these 
problems requires periodic monitoring by DOE. However, we also 
reported that DOE was relying almost completely on States to 
monitor local agency subgrantees, and DOE on-site monitoring of 
the State systems and reports was very limited, with most moni- 
toring being conducted by telephone or through correspondence. 

In our report on the State Energy Conservation Program, we 
noted that a need exists (1) to reevaluate the program's progress 

L/"Uncertain Quality, Energy Savings, and Future Production Hamper 
the Weatherization Program," EMD-82-2, Oct. 26, 1981; and "State 
Energy Conservation Program Needs Reassessing,“ END-82-39, 
Apr. 21, 1982. 

11 



to establish realistic and attainable goals and to co'ncentrate 
on program measures of proven effectiveness and (2) to ensure 
accurate reporting of energy savings. We also noted that defi- 
ciencies existed in fiscal, planning, and progress reporting 
systems. Correction of these problems requires monitoring and 
evaluation by DOE field staff. However, we also noted that DOE 
monitoring consisted primarily of desk audits of State reports 
and even these desk audits were limited in some instances to a 
portion of the reports. We also cited instances where DOE site 
visits to States had not been made in 2 to 4 years. DOE field 
officials told us that this was the result of insufficient staff. 

Therefore, if the monitoring of these programs was inade- 
quate in the 1979-1980 period due to insufficient field staff, 
and field staff has been reduced since then by about 52 percent, 
DOE monitoring of these programs in fiscal year 1982 is likely to 
have deteriorated further. 

DOE is attempting to supplement its field monitoring capabil- 
ities by contracting for monitoring services for certain programs. 
According to a program official, each operations office assessed 
its in-house capability to adequately monitor programs, and was 
authorized to fill any shortcoming in capability through contract- 
ing for monitoring services. Monitoring of programs through con- 
tractors or use of their own staff during fiscal year 1982 in the 
10 field offices was as follows. 

--For the State Energy Conservation and Energy Extension 
Service Programs, all 10 field offices are relying on 
their own reduced staffs. 

--For the Weatherization Assistance Program, five field 
offices are relying on their own reduced staff&. The 
remaining five field offices planned to monitor the 
program through contractors. Under the contract pro- 
posal for four of these field offices, monitoring was 
not scheduled to begin until the last quarter of fiscal 
year 1982 and reporting by the contractors was not 
scheduled to begin until the first quarter of fiscal 
year 1983. 

--For the Schools and Hospitals Program, one field office 
is relying on its own staff and one field office is con- 
tracting for financial compliance monitoring only. The 
remaining eight offices are contracting for monitoring 
services. The level of contract support varies. In 
some instances, DOE field staff will accompany contractor 
staff on monitoring visits, and in some instances, 
contractors will also provide a technical review of 
grant applications. Four of these eight offices had 
similar contracts prior to the RIF and the funding of 
some of these contracts in fiscal year 1982 increased 
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significantly. Three field offices that did not have 
contract monitoring prior to the RIF, did not enter 
into contracts until June 1982. Officials of these 
three field offie@s~ stated that in the per:iod from 
the RIP +to June 1982, their offices did li'ttle or no 
monitoring of the program. 

--For the Appropriatse Technology Program, three field 
offices are relying on their staffs, and the reimain- 
ing s'even field offices are contracting fair mo~nitoring 
services. 

In its fiscal year 1983 budget request, the administration 
proposes the termination of all State and Lo'cal Assi&ance Pro- 
grams. Therefore, because of the uncertain status of these pro- 
grams and a possible further RIF, program officials indicated that 
staff are actively lo'oking for other employment. 

LOSS OF MAEAGE,MENT CONTINUITY 
AND HIGH ATTRITION IN CONSERVATION 
AND RENEWABLE ENERGY R&D PROGRAMS 

As of April 30, 1982, the DAS for Conservation,and the DAS 
for Renewable Energy were operating with 45 and 39 percent 
less staff, respectively, than prior to the RIF. Also 36 percent 
of the DAS for Conservation staff were newly assigned to its 
four operating offices, and 46 percent of the DAS for Renewable 
Energy staff were newly assigned to its three operating offices 
(see app. I). Although some program officials stated that their 
offices were functioning well despite the staffing changes, 
others stated that the changes had affected their ability to 
adequately manage their programs. The continuing uncertainty as 
to the future of the proqrams is resulting in high attrition 
rates and inability to fill vacancies. All program officials 
agree that if further staff losses are incurred, their functions 
would be adversely affected. 

The DAS for Conservation is responsible for ensuring that 
conservation technologies make significant contributions in 
reducing energy consumption in the transportation, buildings and 
community systems, industrial, electrical utility, energy storage, 
and commercial sectors. The major activity is to explore longer- 
range, high-risk, high pay-off technology options through research 
and development programs. Operational strategies include research 
and development efforts and technology transfer efforts targeted 
toward the achievement of conservation in end-use systems and in 
reliable, cost-effective, environmentally acceptable electric 
utility and energy storage systems. Most of the research and 
development work is accomplished through contracts with private 
or public entities. The DAS for Renewable Energy is responsible 
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for managing 10 major technologies in three.key program pffices. 
These office@ are! responeibZe for research management, technology 
development, and technology transfer to the private s'ector. 
Similar to the conu%rvation area, most of the research and devel- 
opment work is accomplished through contracts with private or 
public entities. 

Staffinq changes as a result of 
1 

The on-board staff of the DAS for Conservation and the DAS 
for Renewable Energy as of July 6, 1981, was 266 and 217 persons, 
respectively. By April 30, 1982, these staffs were reduced to 
146 and 132, respectively. As of April 30, 1982, the DAS for 
Conservation had 44 vacant positions, and the DAS for Renewable 
Energy had 60 vacant positions. 

As shown in table 4, the impacts of the staffing changes on 
the DAS for Conservation's and DAS for Renewable Energy's operat- 
ing offices were considerable and relatively uniform in all but 
one instance. In the four operating offices of the DAS for 
Conservation, losses of experienced pre-RIF staff ranged from 53 
to 77 percent, with three offices in the 53 to 58 percent range. 
These losses were, in part, offset by assignment of staff from 
different organizations under the Assistant Secretary. New staff 
in these four offices ranged from 19 to 49 percent of the 
April 30, 1982, staff, with three offices being above 30 percent. 

The DAS for Conservation's four operating offices are orga- 
nized into 11 divisions and 22 branches in which the following 
staffing changes occurred. 

--The heads of 6 divisions and 14 branches were replaced 
or the positions were vacant. 

--In addition to the 19 to 49 percent of staffing newly 
assigned to the four offices, staff were also shifted 
between and within the offices' divisions and branches. 
For example, in the Office of Buildings Energy R&D, 
of the 55 member staff as of April 30, 1982, 27 were 
new to the Office, and 10 of the remaining staff were 
assigned to different divisions after the RIF. 

In the three major operating offices of the DAS for Renewable 
Energy, losses of experienced pre-RIF staff ranged from 60 to 
71 percent. New staff as of April 30, 1982, in these three offices 
ranged from 42 to 51 percent. The three operating offices are 
organized into 9 divisions and 19 branches; the heads of 2 offices, 
3 divisions, and 10 branches were replaced or the positions were 
vacant. 



Table 4 

Offices of the MS for Cmservaticnam3 for RenwableEhergy 
Eff~ofFiscdlYearl~lRfFand~~~ti~ 

on Staffing of the Seven +Sratxq Offices --- -- _-- -- 
as of AmAl 30 1982 -.- = _ ._ .- - _ 

ocrgxrsitbnto~fstaff by nx.mber atd 
asapercen April30,1982 staff 

staffreducthxsbyrkmberti 
asapxcentofpre-RIFstaff 

7/6/81 

NWly -1 
assigned staff 
to office 4/30/82 

PW-RIF 
staff 

remain&q 

28 (51) 

19 166) 

18 (69) 

26 (81) 

19 (56) 

21 (49) 

25 (58) 

-iti 
tiff 

Total 
reduction 

93 (77) 

21 (53) 

25 (58) 

31(54) 

39 (67) 

51 (71) 

38 (60) 

20 (271 

6 (17) 

7 (21) 

10 (24) 

Operating Office 

ms for cmservation 

Buildings f3lergy 
R&D 121 (100) 

40 (loa) 

43 (loo) 

57 (loo) 

75 iloo) 

35 (loo) 

33 floe) 

42 (100) 

27 (49) 55 (loo) 

lQ-m-Qy syst@I#s 
Research 10 (34) 29 (100) 

. 

8 (31) 26 (100) 
vehicle and 

Enginem 

Industrial 
Progrants 6 (19) 32 (100) 

LX3 for Renewable 
=Q!i 

solar Heat 
Technology 

Renewable 
Technology 

Solar Electric 
Technologies 

21 (38) 55 lloo) 

21 (33) 64 (loof 

17 (28) 60 (100) 

. . 15 (44) 34 Oao) 

22 (51) 43 (loo) 

18 (42) 43 (loo) 

58 (100) 

72 (100) 

63 (100) 

Source: GAO analysis of IxlE staffing data. 



Vacancy rates as of April 30, 1982, ranged from 17 to 27 
percent for the four offices under DAS for Conservation and from 
28 to 38 percent for the three maj'or offices under the DAS for 
Renewable Energy. Over half of all vacancies have occurred due 
to resignations since the ,RIF. According to program officials, 
resignations are continuing and show no signs of lessening. In 
fiscal year 1982 through April 30, 1982, 26 persons in Conservation 
and 28 persons in Renewable Energy have resigned. 

Implications of staffing changes 
and attrition for effective 
program management 

Although some program officials stated that their offices 
were functioning well despite the staffing changes, all agreed 
that their functions would be adversely affected if further staff- 
ing losses are incurred. Other program officials said that the 
staffing changes have affected the abilities of their offices to 
adequately manage their programs. 'Among the major problems cited 
were (1) the loss of continuity and expertise in top management 
and staff and (2) continuing uncertainty as to the future of the 
programs, resulting in high attrition rates and inability to fill 
vacancies. 

Program officials in four of seven offices indicated that 
their offices were still functioning reasonably well, but in some 
instances with less efficiency and experience than they had been 
prior to the RIF. For example, one office director stated that 
his office was still functioning as a viable organization, but 
that considerable time must be spent on staffing problems and 
retraining rather than program management. Another office 
director stated that his office lost a considerable number of 
good staff due to the RIF and resignations. He said that although 
the program's budget was considerably reduced in fiscal year 1982, 
the office had about $33 million in previous contracts to manage. 
Because of the loss of continuity and experience, he said that 
the efficiency of operations was down. 

Program officials in these four offices indicated they 
lost experienced staff due to the RIF and attrition. They stated 
that further staff losses will adversely affect their program 
operations. Overall attrition for the Conservation and Renewable 
Energy Programs has been running ahead of what was previously 
projected by program officials. 

Program officia1s.i.n the remaining three offices indicated 
that the staffing changes had already affected the abilities of 
their offices to effectively manage their programs. Among the 
problems cited were the following: 
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--Two branches in a division of the Office of Energy 
Systems Research were authorized a total of 10 staff 
after the RIF, a reduction of 3. However, as of 
May 12, 1982, o'nly 5 persons were working in these 
two branches. Prior to the RIF, each staff member 
managed from 15 to 20 contracts, while currently 
each manage from 80 to 90 contracts. A program official 
stated that as a result, the contracts are not being 
effectively managed. 

--A program official of the Office of Renewable Technology 
stated that the technical capability of his office has 
been diminished. There was an 80 percent turnover among 
professional managers, and of 51 staff on board at 
December 10, 1981, only 13 were in the same position as 
prior to the RIF. He specifically cited one division 
as "not coming together well" as it needed stronger 
technical staff. 

Program officials stated that efficient program operation 
was primarily dependent upon eliminating the instability and 
uncertainty of future Conservation and Renewable Energy Program 
staffing and funding levels. This uncertainty has created an- 
xiety within DOE as evidenced by the attrition of Conservation 
and Renewable Energy Program staff. According to program offi- 
cials, the problem is especially acute in offices with profes- 
sional engineers and scientists. 

Although additional positions are authorized within the 
offices, program officials do not expect to fill these vacancies. 
Because of the uncertainty over the future, individuals can only 
be considered for a vacancy if they, in essence, would not dis- 
place any other staff during a possible future RIF. Thus, 
offices have been directed to fill vacancies only with staff from 
within the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Conservation 
and Renewable Energy or with temporary appointments. Because of 
the technical requirements of many of the vacancies, program 
officials indicated that the positions will probably not be filled. 

17 



CHAPTER 3 

COMCLUSIOMS 

According to praBgram officials, the fiscal year 1981 RIF and 
resignations had the fallowing major results. 

--In the management of State and Local Assistance Programs, 
there was a loss of continuity in headquarters top manage- 
ment and staff and ability to provide adequate program 
monitoring due to reduced field staff. 

--In the management of Conservation and Renewable Energy 
R&D Programs, there was a loss of continuity and expertise 
in top management and staff. Also, due to the continuing 
uncertainty as to the future of the programs, there was 
a continuing high attrition rate and an inability to fill 
vacancies. 

STATE AND LOCAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Overall, 44 percent of the headquarters staff as of April 30, 
1982, were newly assigned to their divisions since the RIF, and 
all seven of the branch chiefs were newly assigned. This created 
problems such as the retraining of staff into new positions, and 
the loss of experienced top management. 

In recent reports on two State and Local Assistance Programs, 
we reported on a number of areas needing management attention, 
and noted that program monitoring prior to the RIF was limited 
due to insufficient field staff. l/ However, as a result of a 
52 percent reduction in field offxce staffing, program monitoring 
efforts have been reduced. 

Although DOE is attempting to supplement its field monitor- 
ing capabilities by contracting for monitoring services for 
certain programs, we do not believe that the reduced DOE staff 
plus the contract services has been or will be sufficient to 
provide adequate monitoring in all field locations during fiscal 
year 1982. During the major portion of fiscal year 1982, much of 
the greatly reduced field staff time has been and will be devoted 
to reviewing iind awarding grants. As a result, program monitoring 
has been limited as follows: 

&/"Uncertain Quality, Energy Savings, and Future Production Hamper 
the Weatherization Program," EMD-82-2, Oct. 26, 1981; and "State 
Energy COnSerVatiOn Program Needs Reassessing," EMD-82-39, 
Apr. 21, 1982. 
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--For the State Energy Conservation and Energy Extension 
Service Programs, all 10 field offices are relying on 
their reduced staffs. 

--For the Weatherization Assistance Program, five field 
offices are relying on their reduced staffs. Five filellar 
offices are relying on contract monitoring, but in four 
of these offices, contract monitoring will not begin 
until the last quarter of fiscal year 1982 and results 
will not be known until early in fiscal year 1983. 

--For the Schools and Hospitals Program, eight field 
offices are relying on contract monitoring. Four of 
these offices had similar contracts prior to the RIF 
and contract funding in fiscal year 1982 significantly 
increased for some. However, three field offices did 
not initiate contract monitoring until June 1982 and 
had little or no monitoring since the RIF, one field 
office was relying on its reduced staff for monitoring, 
and one field office was aontracting for financial 
compliance monitoring only. 

By fiscal year 1983, the above noted contract monitoring 
should be fully implemented. However, we have not examined the 
scope and adequacy of DOE's contract monitoring and whether, in 
view of the significant staff reductions, it will provide adequate 
monitoring coverage. Therefore, we are uncertain whether the 
overall level of monitoring will be sufficient during fiscal 
year 1983. 

CONSERVATION AND RENEWABLE 
ENERGY R&D PROGRAMS 

Overall, staffing losses for the DAS for Conservation and 
the DAS for Renewable Energy were about 40 percent. About 36 
percent and 46 percent, respectively, of the staff of those two 
offices as of April 30, 1982, were newly assigned since the RIF, 
including the replacement of numerous division and branch heads. 
Attrition continues to be a problem, and a total of 104 positions 
were vacant in the Offices of the DAS for Conservation and the 
DAS for Renewable Energy. 

Program officials of four of seven offices indicated that 
their offices were still functioning reasonably well, but in 
some instances with less efficiency and experience than they 
were prior to the RIF. Program officials of the remaining three 
offices indicated that the staffing changes had already affected 
their abilities to effectively manage their programs. All offi- 
cials agreed that their functions would be adversely affected by 
any further staffing losses. 
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The percentage, of staff losses and assignment of new staff 
were significant and relatively uniform in all but one instance. 
Also, the relatively high attrition rate continues due to the 
uncertain future of the programs. Therefore, we believe that over 
the longer term the abilities of each of the offices to adequately 
manage their prolgrams is likely to be adversely affected. 
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