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Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This report responds to your request that we review the mobility pro- 
gram created by the Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA) of 1970. The 
mobility program allows federal agencies to temporarily assign person- 
nel to and receive personnel from eligible nonfederal organizations, such 
as state and local governments, institutions of higher education, and 
Indian tribes and tribal organizations, as well as other organizations 
approved by the Office of Personnel Management (OPM). The program is 
run for the mutual benefit of all participating organizations. 

We previously briefed the Subcommittee on the results of our review. As 
requested, this report summarizes the information we gathered and our 
conclusions on that information. Appendixes I through V contain charts, 
narrative, and graphs giving more detail on the following topics: (1) 
changes to the program, (2) the extent and nature of the program’s use, 
(3) program cost, (4) agreement purposes and benefits, and (5) OPM guid- 
ance and oversight. 

Results in Brief Congress expected that the various programs created by the 1970 act, 
including the mobility program, would improve the personnel resources 
of state and local governments. Initially, this was the case. In the early 
197Os, most of the assignment agreements involved sending federal 
employees to state and local governments. 

Over the years, however, the mobility program has benefited the federal 
government. Since about 1975, the program has become primarily a way 
to bring college and university personnel into the federal government. 
Although federal agencies find this a beneficial arrangement, the pre- 
sent program’s character differs considerably from that originally envi- 
sioned by Congress. For this reason, Congress may wish to revisit the 
uses and purposes of the mobility program. 

In addition, OPM has exercised minimal guidance and oversight of the 
mobility program sinl*o 1982, when OPM limited its involvement in all IPA 
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to be derived by the assignment of college and university personnel to 
federal agencies. 

IPA Participants Now 
Come Mainly From 
Colleges and Universities 

Data we accumulated indicate that mobility assignments are no longer 
being used primarily to strengthen state and local governments’ person- 
nel resources. Instead, federal agencies overall have made most of their 
agreements with colleges and universities in order to bring personnel 
with higher education into the federal government. The assignment of 
personnel to and from state and local governments to improve their 
capabilities appears to have become a secondary purpose. 

According to OPM data, about 61 percent of all agreements made during 
the mobility program’s first 5 years were with state and local govern- 
ments Our survey of participating agencies covering fiscal years 1984 
through 1988, however, showed very different results. During this 
period, we found that only about 20 percent of the approximately 4,000 
agreements were with state and local governments; most (about 68 per- 
cent) were with colleges and universities. Of the remaining 12 percent, 7 
percent were with Indian tribal organizations and 5 percent were with 
other organizations, such as the National Academy of Sciences, the 
World Wildlife Fund, and the National League of Cities. 

The Departments of Health and Human Services (HIIS), Veterans Affairs 
(\‘A), the Army, the Navy, and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) accounted for about, 65 percent of the assignment agreements 
reported to us for fiscal years 1984 through 1988. In three of these 
agencies (VA, the Army, and the Navy) more than 96 percent of the 
assignments involved bringing college and university personnel into the 
federal government. Lfss than 1.5 percent of their total 1,481 assign- 
ments were with state and local governments. Of nus’ 752 assignments, 
40 percent were with colleges and universities, 32 percent were with 
Indian tribal organizations, and 26 percent were with state and local 
governments. In contrast. about 72 percent of EPA'S 319 assignments 
were with state and local governmems and 20 percent were with col- 
leges and universities Thr remaining assignments made by EPA and HHS 
were with other organizations. 

In general, the nature of the five agencies’ missions influenced the 
extent to which they made assignments with state and local govern- 
ments. For exampIt,. EM, which made most of its agreements with state 
and local governments. works directly with those governments to imple- 
ment federal environniental laws. Other agencies, like VA and the Navy, 
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Using the above criteria, we determined that the five federal organiza- 
tions were the principal beneficiaries in 37 of the 50 assignments. Of 
these 37,30 were made by VA, the Army, and the Navy. State and local 
governments were the principal beneficiaries of nine assignments, and 
Indian tribal organizations were the principal beneficiaries of the 
remaining four. 

According to OPM'S guidance, federal agencies may pay all, some, or none 
of the assignment costs, which may include regular salaries and supple- 
mental pay (such as lost consulting fees), fringe benefits, and travel and 
relocation expenses. Consistent with the benefits they derived, the five 
federal organizations generally agreed to pay most or all of the costs 
associated with the assignments. The five agreed to pay 100 percent of 
the costs for 31 of the 50 assignments; 25 of the 31 assignments were 
made by VA, the Army, and the Navy. The federal share for the remain- 
ing 19 assignments averaged 43 percent and ranged from no federal 
share to 87 percent. 

At the Subcommittee’s request, we also examined the cost of assign- 
ments at the National Science Foundation (NSF), the National Institutes 
of Health (NIH), and the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEII). 
The total cost of 188 assignments, active at these three agencies during 
some or all of the 20.month period that ended May 1987, was about 
$14.6 million. Of this amount, the three agencies paid $12.0 million, or 
about 83 percent. Most of the costs were for salaries and fringe benefits. 

Of the 188 assignments, 14, all of which were made by NSF, included 
salary payments exceeding the upper limit on federal Senior Executive 
Service (sns) salaries in effect when i%F made the assignments. Later, in 
the appropriation acts for fiscal years 1988 and 1989, Congress limited 
NSF'S payments for salaries under such assignments. The 1988 appropri- 
ation act limited the federal portion of the salaries to the top level of the 
SES schedule ($80,700 as of January 1, 1989). The 1989 appropriation 
act continued the cap on the federal share of the salaries and added a 
provision that also limits to $95,000 NSF's share of the salaries for posi- 
tions funded by grants. 

OPM Reduced Its 
Involvement in the 
Mobility Program 

By Executive Order 11589 of April 1,1971, as amended, the President 
delegated authority to OPM for issuing regulations on the mobility pro- 
gram. IJnder its 1980 regulation, 5 C.F.R. 334.107 (d)(1981), OPM is 
responsible for ordering federal agencies to correct or terminate 
improper assignment agreements. 
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locate most of these agreements but could not account for 20 (about 11 
percent). 

To carry out its oversight responsibilities, OPM also requires federal 
agencies to provide evaluation reports on their use of the mobility pro- 
gram at the end of each fiscal year. OPM'S guidance, however, does not 
specify when the reports are to be submitted. While OPM officials said 
that they use the reports to determine trends and patterns in agencies’ 
mobility agreements, one OPM official said that OPM does not prepare any 
internal management reports on the program and does not keep a record 
of reports due and received. In fact, we determined that OPM often did 
not receive required reports. As of March 1989, 18 months after the 
close of fiscal year 1988, OPM had received reports from only 12 of 36 
agencies that had made assignment agreements in that fiscal year. Six 
months after the close of fiscal year 1988, OPM had received reports 
from 11 of 36 agencies that made agreements in that fiscal year. As of 
March 1989, it had not received reports for fiscal year 1988 from three 
of the top five federal participants. 

OPM Did Not Always As mentioned earlier, OPM has the authority to order federal agencies to 

Obtain Timely Corrections correct or to terminate improper assignments. Although an OPM official 

of Improper Agreements said that OPM reviews each agreement made by the federal agencies, OPM 
had few records of its review of agreements and for those that it did 
have, OPM did not always receive timely corrections from the federal 
agencies. 

OPM staff said that they minimally review every agreement that they 
receive but do not routinely record the results of all their reviews. OPM 
staff also said that they frequently contact agencies by telephone to 
obtain more information on agreements or to have improper agreements 
corrected. They provided us with files containing letters requesting 
agencies to correct 20 agreements and respond to OPM within 14 to 21 
days. OPM had found that these agreements missed signatures or other 
required information, exceeded the maximum 2- and 4-year limits, 
assigned employees who were ineligible because they lacked the mini- 
mum federal service required (90 days) or were not employed by OPM- 
approved organizations, and had other problems. 

As of March 1989, OP.M had received corrected information on 17 of the 
20 agreements. Of the remaining three, OPM staff said that one agree- 
ment will be corrected by the agency and that two agreements made in 
1984 have since ended and were never corrected. Of the 17 agreements 
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Inconsistent Handling OPM policy states that personnel on mobility assignments with federal 

of Ethics 
Requirements 

agencies, whether by appointment or on detail, are subject to various 
legal provisions governing conflict of interest and other conduct of fed- 
era1 employees, Agencies are required to inform personnel of these pro- 
visions and to check boxes on the assignment agreement form to indicate 
that this was done. However, agencies do not always require employees 
detailed to federal agencies to file financial disclosure reports for use in 
identifying and resolving any apparent conflicts of interest. For exam- 
ple, while NSF required mobility program participants to file confidential 
financial disclosure reports, neither VA nor HHS required such reports. 

In May 1989, an official from OPM’S Office of Government Ethics’ (OGE) 
said that OGE was drafting regulations on obtaining confidential finan- 
cial disclosure reports from federal employees. This OGE official said 
that he did not know if the proposed regulations would specifically 
address the circumstances in which personnel assigned on detail to fed- 
eral agencies under the mobility program must file disclosure reports. 
OGE did issue an informal opinion in 1979 advising that employees 
detailed to federal agencies under the mobility program should be 
required to file confidential reports. In May 1989, an OGE official said 
that t.his opinion represents OGE’s current view. 

Conclusions The mobility program has benefited both federal agencies and 
nonfederal organizations. The program has provided federal agencies 
with a way to satisfy a variety of personnel needs. Agencies find the 
program beneficial because of the flexibility it offers them in obtaining 
the temporary services of nonfederal personnel. Agencies, however, 
have used the program primarily to obtain the services of college and 
university personnel. While the 1970 act clearly permits agencies to 
bring personnel into the federal government from colleges and universi- 
ties for practically any purpose and to pay all salary and related assign- 
ment costs, such assignments are to be mutually beneficial to federal 
and nonfederal organizations, In addition, costs are to be shared accord- 
ingly. The agreements we reviewed, however, indicated that the federal 
government is often the primary beneficiary and, consequently, absorbs 
most-and many t,imes all-of the assignment costs. 
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costs and benefits, legislative or regulatory requirement compliance, and 
program results. 

Recommendations We believe that OPM should strengthen its current oversight of the mobil- 
ity program. To ensure effective use of the resources OPM has already 
committed to the mobility program, we recommend the following 
actions: 

. The Director should implement a system to control the receipt of assign- 
ment agreements, agency evaluation reports, and other information nec- 
essary to effectively review federal agencies’ use of the mobility 
program. OPM should use this information to direct agencies to make 
timely corrections of any improper agreements, as provided in current 
regulations. 

. The Director should specify the circumstances in which nonfederal 
employees on detail to federal agencies should file financial disclosure 
reports. 

-.- 

Agency Views As requested by the Subcommittee, we did not obtain written comments 
on this report from the agencies. We did discuss the information in the 
report with OPM officials responsible for the mobility program and made 
corrections where appropriate. The 01% officials agreed with the recom- 
mendations in the report. They did not indicate, however, how or when 
they would change their current practices in response to our recommen- 
dat,ions for using information from assignment agreements or for pursu- 
ing questionable assignments. They disagreed with our interpretation of 
the congressional intent of the mobility program. They did not believe 
that Title IV (the mobility program) of the act limits the use of the pro- 
gram to improving state and local government personnel systems. We 
agree that Title IV does not limit the program to this purpose but believe 
that Congress intended that to be the predominant purpose. 

We also discussed the information obtained with officials of the eight 
other agencies identified in this letter. These officials said that the infor- 
mation describing their organizations’ use of and benefit from the mobil- 
ity program is accurate. These officials generally agreed that they use 
the program primarily to obtain expertise from colleges and universities. 
Army and Navy officials believed that state and local governments also 
bcncfited from the experience and knowledge gained by assigning per- 
sonnel to federal agencies, even though the federal government gener- 
ally incurs all assignment costs. 
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The History of the IPA Moldlit> Program 

. facilitate the temporary assignment of personnel between the federal 
government and state and local governments.:’ 

The act established various policies and programs designed to achieve 
this broad purpose. Title IV of the act, as amended, authorizes federal 
agency heads to approve the temporary assignment of personnel from 
federal agencies to eligible nonfederal organizations and vice versa.’ As 
amended, the act permits participation by nonfederal organizations, 
including state and local governments, institutions of higher education,’ 
Indian tribes and tribal organizations, and other organizations approved 
by OPhl 

Statutory Changes Since WA was enacted in 197 1, it has been amended several times, Two 
amendments affected who may participate in the program. In 1975, the 
Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act’! amended IPA to 
make Indian tribal organizations eligible to participate in the mobility 
program. It, also exempted federal employees on assignment to Indian 
tribal organizations from conflict-of-interest provisions concerning rep- 
resentational activities. provided they meet notification requirements as 
outlined in OPM’S Federal Personnel Manual (FPM). The second amend- 
ment, passed as p<rt of the Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978,; 
extended participation in the mobility program to all federal agencies, 
rather than just executive agencies, and to certain not-for-profit organi- 
zations, subject to approval by OPM. Also, the amendment excluded 
employees occupying positions excepted from the competitive service by 
reason of their confidential, policy-determining, policy-making, or 
policy-advocating c,haracter. Another amendment under the CBA allows 
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the remaining part of the act, the mobility program, was to serve after 
eliminating the direct involvement with state and local governments, 

OPM’s Office of Intergovernmental Personnel programs was abolished in 
November 1981 when the related grant program was eliminated. In 
1980, 178 full-time positions were allocated to this program. When the 
office was abolished in fiscal year 1981, 99 full-time positions were allo- 
cated to it. 

Under the mobility program, unlike the other IPA programs, mobility 
assignments are funded by participating agencies rather than through 
OPM and, as a result, were unaffected by the 1981 Rescission Act. OH 
said that it continued oversight functions of the mobility program by 
assigning five full-time staff for this purpose in fiscal year 1978, four in 
1982, and two in 1987. Through March 1989, OPM continued to assign 
two full-time staff, located in its Staffing Operations Division, to oversee 
the mobility program governmentwide. 

Changes in Mobility 
Program Use 

While the level of participation in the mobility program has been erratic, 
the number of agreements increased each fiscal year between 1971 and 
1976 and remained relatively constant until about fiscal year 1980, 
when it peaked. Participation in the mobility program dropped by about 
one-half by 1982, from 1,298 agreements in fiscal year 1980 to 583 
assignments in fiscal year 1982. The number did not increase apprecia- 
bly again until fiscal year 1985/1986, as shown in figure I. 1. 
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Figure 1.2: Historical Trends of Mobility Program Assignments to and From Federal Agencies, Fiscal Years 1971 to 1988 

I 100 Number ot Assignments 

- Outgoing (4,648 or 32.2 percent) 

---- lncomlng (9,773 or 67.8 percent) 

Note This figure includes tldla ‘III 14 426 assignments mltiated in fiscal years 1971 to 1988 We could 
not determme the dlrectllx of 58 assignments nilated in fiscal years 1984 to 1988 from agency corn 
PIeted questionnaires 

Also, through fiscal year 1975, state and local governments were the 
most frequent nonft,deral participants, representing about 61 percent 
(1,429 of 2,335) of assignment agreements initiated during fiscal years 
197 1 to 1975. Colleges and universities represented a smaller propor- 
tion, about 38 pcrccnl (888), of the agreements during the period. From 
fiscal years 1976 to 198 1. the program’s most active phase, the propor- 
tion of agreements bvith state and local governments decreased to about 
34 percent, of the ti.R73 NY. assignments initiated. Conversely, the pro- 
portion of agrcemcWs with colleges and universities increased to about 
6U percent in fiscal years 1976 to 1981. 

This trend toward Icducrd use of the program by state and local govern- 
ments continued during fiscal years 1982 to 1988. During this period, 
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Figure 1.3: Participation in Mobility 
Program Assignments by Nonfederal 
Organizations, Fiscal Years 1971 to 1988 
(Continued) 
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Fiscal Years 1982 - 1986 

State and Local Governments 
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State and Local Governments 
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As mentioned earlier, the act authorizes the use of the mobility program 
by federal agencies to support their missions and permits the assign- 
ment of employees to and from institutions of higher education. How- 
ever, both the provisions of the act and its legislative history indicate 
that the primary focus of the IPA was to strengthen state and local gov- 
ernments’ personnel resources and intergovernmental cooperation. 
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Figure 11.1: Incoming and Outgoing 
Mobility Program Assignments by Type 
of Nonfederal Organization, Fiscal Years ‘00 Petcant otassignments 

1984 to 1988 Combined so 

80 

Incoming outgoing 
WOl) (1,137) 
Direction of assignment 

Indian tribal organizations 

Other 

Note: This figure includes date on 3,938 of 3,996 assignments for which we could d&nine the 
direction of the assignment from agency-completed questionnaires. 

Length of Assignments The act provides that mobility program assignments may last up to 2 
years and. with the approval of the agency head, may be extended 2 
more years. About 83 percent of 3,345 mobility assignments were sched- 
uled to last for 2 years or less, while 14 percent were to last between 2 
and 4 years. (We were unable to determine from agency-completed ques- 
tionnaires the length of assignment by nonfederal organization for 651 
assignments.) Most of the agreements with state and local governments 
(84 percent) and with colleges and universities (86 percent) were for 2 
years or less. Agreements with Indian tribal organizations, which are 
c,xempt from the 4-year maximum time limitation, were of longer dura- 
t ion and 79 (32 percent) were to last more than 4 years (or 48 months), 
as shown in table II. 1. 
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Figure 11.2: Method of Assigning 
Personnel, Fiscal Year8 1994 to 1999 
Combined 
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Note: Only 3,681 of the 3,995 assignments are represented in this figure. We could not determine 
the method of assignment from agency-completed questionnaires for the remaining 315 
assignments (8 percent). 

Additional information on the various federal agencies’ participation for 
fiscal years 1984 to 1988 is presented in Tables II.2 through 11.5. 
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Table 11.3: Mobility Agreements by Federal Agency and Type of Nonfederal Organization, Fiscal Years 1984 to 1988 Combined 
Total State and local Education Indian tribal Other 

Federal agency Number Number Percent’ Number Percent’ Number Percenta Number Percenta 
HHS 752 196 26 302 40 240 32 12 2 

VA 736 4 1 706 96 0 0 26 4 
- Army 474 13 3 456 97 1 0 2 0 

EPA 319 231 72 63 20 0 0 25 8 

Navy 271 2 1 265 98 1 0 3 1 
-~~- lnterlor 218 63 29 122 56 23 11 10 5 

NSF 156 1 1 149 96 0 0 6 4 

Commerce 139 15 11 110 79 1 1 13 5 

USDA 103 45 44 56 54 0 0 2 2 

Treasury 97 47 40 48 49 1 1 1 1 

Aw Force 86 6 7 80 93 0 0 0 0 

Defense 65 1 2 51 70 1 2 12 18 

NASA 64 7 11 54 a4 0 0 3- 5 

Labor 65 30 46 5- 0 3 5 27 42 

Justvze 58 51 88 7 12 0 0 0 0 

AID 54 0 0 51 94 0 0 3 6 

NEH 53 9 17 43 81 0 0 1 2 

Education 39 14 36 15 30 0 0 IO 26 

DOT 36 25 69 7 19 0 0 4 11 

Energy 21 3 14 17 81 1 5 0 0 

HUD 20 0 40 0 40 0 0 4 20 

USIA 19 0 0 17 89 0 0 2 11 

ACDA 15 0 0 15 100 0 0 0 0 
State 13 0 0 9 69 0 0 4 31 

OMB 10 0 0 10 100 0 0 0 0 
Otherb 55 16 29 29 53 0 0 10 16 Total 3,939= 789 ..- 20 

2,897 88 272 7 190 5 

%e footnote "a" !n table II 2 

%?e footnote "b" I" table II 2 

'Excludes 50 assignments for which the nonfederal organization involved could not be determlned from 
agency-completed questionnaires 
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Table 11.5: Duration of Mobility Agreements by Federal Agency, Fiscal Years 1984 to 1988 Combined 
Number of Months 

24 or less 25 to 48 More than 48 
Federal Aaencv Number Percenta Number Percenta Number Percent= 

75 11 79 11 HHS 

VA 
536 

540 

78 

84 

Total 
690 

99 15 4 1 643 
- 35 a 2 0 434 

64 28 11 5 229 
- 30 12 1 0 245 

30 17 3 2 178 

18 --I5 1 1 119 
13 11 2 2 123 

20 -26 0 0 76 

6 7 0 0 89 

13 18 0 0 74 

20 30 1 1 67 

i 2 0 0 60 
8 -18 0 0 45 

9 19 1 2 48 
22 50 0 0 44 

- 4 9 0 0 45 

2 7 0 0 29 

1 3 0 0 34 

4 27 1 7 15 
0 0 0 0 16 
4 22 0 0 18 

4 31 0 0 13 

2 20 0 0 10 
1 11 0 0 9 
4 9 1 2 47 

Army 397 --91 

EPA 154 67 

Navy 214 87 

lnterlor 145 81 

NSF 100 84 
Commerce 108 --88~- 
USDA 56 74 

Treasury 83 93 

Air Force 61 82 

Defense 46 --69 - 

NASA 59 98 
Labor 37 82 
Justice 38 79 
AID 22 50 

iEI-1 41 91 

Education 27 93- 

DOT 33 97 

Energy 10 67 

HUD 16 100 
USIA 14 78 

ACDA 9 69 

State 8 80 
OMB ~.8 ~- ~~ 89 

Other” 42 89 
- 
Total 2,804 82 489 14 107= 3 3,400d 

%‘ee footnote “a” I” Table II 2 

‘See foolnote “b” I” Table 2 

‘These 107 agreements arc cilscussed in appendix V Of the 107 agreements, 79 were made between 
lndlan tribal organlratlons and HHS (78) or lnterlor (1) The act, as amended by Publk Law 98.146. 
allows such agreements to tx: extended for any period of time 

‘Excludes 596 agreementc, I( I vihl[ t1 the duration could not be determined from agency-completed 
questlonnares 
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Nonfederal Organizations 

agreements projected for a full year. On this basis, the annual salaries of 
the participants ranged from a low of about $22,000 to a high of 
$122,600, both at MF. 

Of the 188 agreements, 9 provided for sending employees, all from KSP, 
out to nonfederal organizations at an average annualized salary cost of 
about $61,500. In contrast, 178 agreements provided for bringing 
nonfederal employees into the agencies at an average annualized salary 
cost of about $38,800 for N’F,II, $48,900 for NIH, and $64,500 for NSF. One 
incoming agreement from NSF did not have salary cost information. 

At the Subcommittee’s request, we also compared the federal share of 
the annualized compensation shown in the 188 agreements with the top 
Senior Executive Service (SES) salary. For 14 (7 percent) of the 188 
assignments, KSF paid the participants directly or reimbursed the 
nonfederal organizations for salaries exceeding the $77,500 upper limit 
on SES salaries established January 3, 1987.’ Later, in fiscal years 1988 
and 1989 appropriation acts, Congress limited NSF’S payments for sala- 
ries under such assignments. The 1988 appropriation act limited the sal- 
aries to the top level of the SE;S schedule ($80,700 as of January 1, 
1989). I The 1989 appropriation act added a provision to limit the sala- 
ries to $95,000 for positions funded by a grant or grants-l 

Cost Sharing OPM guidelines permit salaries and other direct assignment costs to be 
shared by the participating organizations or to be borne entirely by 
either. However, they state that cost sharing generally should be consis- 
tent with the relative benefits each organization expects to accrue and 
that the receiving organization is usually the principal beneficiary of the 
assignment. 

The three federal agencies agreed to pay about $12 million, or about 83 
percent, of the total costs of the 188 assignments. The share of the totai 
costs to be borne by the three federal agencies was about 51 percent for 
KM, 92 percent for NW. and 100 percent for KEH. Table III.1 summarizes 
the cost data we gathered on the 188 agreements, including the federal 
and nonfederal shares 
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IPA Mobility Program: 
Assignment Purposes 

Assignments of Top Five Agencies Served Wide Range of 
Purposes 

. HHS 

. Army 

l EPA 

l Navy 

Benefits and Costs Generally Flow to Federal Agencies - --.-~ 

Mobility Assignment OPM guidelines give federal agencies broad discretion in deciding to 

Purposes and Benefits 
assign personnel to a mobility assignment. Agencies may use mobility 
assignments to strengthen the management capabilities of the partici- 
pating organizations, assist in the transfer and use of new technologies 
and approaches to solving governmental problems, involve state and 
local government officials in developing and implementing federal poli- 
cies and programs, and provide experience to enhance the assignee’s 
performance in his or her regular job. Assignments may be made for one 
or more of these purposes. 

The act and OPM guidelines state that assignments are to be mutually 
beneficial to the participating organizations. OPM guidance provides for 
determining whether federal or nonfederal organizations will benefit the 
most from an assignment and thus which organization should bear most 
of the assignment cost. Specifically, federal agencies are to determine 
the primary purpose of an assignment and from this infer which organi- 
zation will be the “principal beneficiary.” The principal beneficiary is to 
bear most of the assignment cost, and the guidelines say that the bor- 
rowing organization is usually the principal beneficiary. 

Information we gathered showed that the federal agencies have found 
mobility assignments to be beneficial for a wide range of purposes, We 
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Figure IV.l: Federal and Nonfederal Cost 
Sharing for 10 HHS Agreements 

I Nonfederal Share ($303,890) 

Federal Share ($836,434) 

Table IV.1 provides overall data on the type of nonfederal organization 
involved in HHS agreements made during fiscal years 1984 through 1988. 
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Table IV.2: Information on 10 Randomlv Selected HHS Mobility Assignment Agreements Active in Fiscal Years 1987 or 1988 

Nonfederal 
organization 
Incoming from: 
San Dlego State 

Unlverslty 

Length of 
assignment 

(Months) Purpose 

To provide expertise to support a natlonwde 
computer-based system for surwllance of 
notlflable &eases and condltlons 

cost 
(Dollars) 

Federal 
share 

(Percent) 
Principal 

beneficiary 

Unlverslty of ChIcago To direct and implement a research program 
on the molecular biology of herpes wruses 
related to AIDS 

University of Puerto 
RICO 

To partlclpate In a special program designed 
to promote partlclpatlon of mlnorltles and 
women In research 

$124,584 87% HHS 

74,187 54 -~ HHS 

25,423 68 HHS 

Georgetown - 
University 

George WashIngton 
Unlverslty 

Outgoing to: 
NatIonal Governors’- 

Assoctatlon 

To partlclpate In the development of a 
protocol for assessing cognitive functlonmg 
and temperamental quaIltIes in monkey 
neonates and Infants 

To study blomedlcal appllcatlons of 
blfunct!onal molecules 

2i 

12 

5 

7 

9 

36,804 50 HHS 

44,660 49 HHS 

Bristol Bay Area 
Health Corp 

Southeast Alaska 
RegIonal Health 
Corp 

Southeast Alaska 
RegIonal Health 
Corp 

Sault St Mane 
Chlppewa Trlbe” 

To prowde assistance to states by preparing 
a MedIcaId program workbook, conducting 
policy lnltlatlves, and provtdlng technIcal 
assistance 
To provide cooking services 

To provide custodian services 

To provide pIpefIttIng services 

To prowde radIologIc technician serwes 

48 254.154 19 - 

60 201,940 100 

30 121,355 100 

lndlan tribal 
organization 
lndlan tribal 

organization 

57 219,019 100 lndlan tribal 
organization 

24 38,198 100 

State 

lndlan tribal 
organlzanon 

‘Costs can Include salary supplemental pay fringe benefits. and travel, per diem. and relocation 
expenses, although not all assignment agreements contained all of these elements Actual cost may 
dlffcr from cost shown in the agreemenl 

The outgang agreements to lndlan tribal organiratlons were made under the IPA as amended by 
%bllc Laws 93-638 and 98-148 These amendments prowde for the transfer of management responslbll 
htles for lndlan tribes or tribal organizations and allow mobility agreements to these organlzatlons to be 
extended for any period of ilmr 
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Table IV3 VA Use of Mobility Agreements During Fiscal Years 1984 Through 1988 
Total Incoming Outqoinq 

Type of nonfederal organization Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
State/local government 4 100 4 100 0 0 
EducatIonal mstltutlon 706 100 695 98 11 2 
Indian tribal organlzatlon 0 100 0 0 0 0 
Other 26 100 26 100 0 0 
Total 73w 100 715 99 11 1 

We could not determine whether personnel wee going to or from nonfederal orgamzations for eight 
ayreements on the haw of agency completed questionnaires 

Table IV.4 summarizes data on the specific nonfederal organization, 
assignment purpose, total assignment cost and federal share, and princi- 
pal beneficiary for 10 randomly selected agreements made by VA that 
were active during fiscal years 1987 or 1988. 

Table IV.4: Information on 10 Randomly Selected VA Mobility Assignment Agreements Active in Fiscal Years 1987 or 1988 
Length of Federal 

cost share 
Nonfederal organizationa Purpose asy:zi:; (Dollars)b (Percent) 

Principal 
beneficiary __-.~~ ~ 

lncomina from: 
Unlverslty of llllnOlS 

Wright State Uwerslty 
Unwerslty of WashIngton 

Unlver$ty of WashIngton 

Dartmouth Medical School 

Dartmouth Medlcal School 

To serve as the prlnclpal mvestfgator Ii, 
designing a prototype wheelchair 
To do research In applied-bhysloloqy 

14 -~ $19,675 100% VA 

25 
__--~ ~ 

78,971 100 VA 
To establish a data coordlnatlng center 
program dealing wth amputees 
To design, develop and produce-onglnal 
artwork for visual communlcatlon purposes 
To oversee all aspects of a study dealing v&h 
the health status of patients with rheumatoid 
arthrltls 

9. 41,588 41 VA 

24 
__-- 

70,920 50 VA 
4 ,1~,576 --.loo--- - ~~ 

VA 

To oversee research on whether military 
characterlstlcs predispose some lndwduals 
to develoo stress disorders 

- -~-___ 
48 96816 100 VA 

-__~-- - 
Unlverslty of New Mexico To Identify apd recruit hlgh~nsk ambulatory a 17,718 100 VA 

patients for a study of the treatment of 
Influenza and InfectIons 

Me&al College of Georgia To direct and perform experimental surgical 18 7,486 100 VA 
procedures 

Medical College of Wlsconsln .To assist in the development of laborator), 15 31.615 100 VA 
procedures 

UniLerslty of llllnols To delineate neurohumoral regulatory 
3 8488 -~ ~64-- -~ -vA 

mechanisms of different laboratorv animals 

‘rhe random sample of case\ did not Include any outgolng assignments 

Tosl? can include salarSy supplemental pay fringe heneflts, and travel, per diem, and relocation 
rxpcnws although not all assignment agreements contaned all of these elements Actual cost may 
differ lrom cost shown in lhc agreemcnl 
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Figure IV.3 Federal and Nonfederal Cost 
Sharing for 10 Army Agreements Nonfederal Share ($65,595) 

Federal Share ($199,921) 

Table IV.5 provides overall data on the type of nonfederal organization 
involved in Army agreements made during fiscal years 1984 through 
1988. 

Table IV.5 Army Use of Mobility Agreements During Fiscal Years 1984 Through 1988 

Type of nonfederal organization 
State/local government 
Educational Institution 

Total Incoming Outqoing 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

13 100 13 100 0 0 
458 100 453 99 5 1 -__- 

Man tribal orgarwation 1 100 1 100 0 0 
_____ Other 2 100 2 100 0 0 

Total 474a 100 469 99 5 1 

“We could not determine whether personnel were going to or from nonfederal organzatlons for four 
agreements on the baas of agency-completed questlonnalres 

Table IV.6 summarizes data on the specific nonfederal organization, 
assignment purpose, total assignment cost and federal share, and princi- 
pal beneficiary for 10 randomly selected agreements made by the Army 
that were active during fiscal years 1987 or 1988. 
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EPA’S 10 agreements averaged 21.7 months and ranged from 6 to 48 
months in duration. The federal and nonfederal share of the total cost 
for the 10 agreements is indicated in figure IV.4. 

Sharing for 10 EPA Agreements 
Nonfederal Share ($333,040) 

Federal Share ($471,691) 

Table IV.7 provides overall data on the type of nonfederal organization 
involved in EPA agreements made during fiscal years 1984 through 1988. 

Table IV.7: EPA Use of Mobility Agreements During Fiscal Years 1984 Through 1988 
Total Incoming Outgoing 

Type of nonfederal organization Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
State/local government 231 100 26 11 205 89 

EducatIonal institution 63 loo- 25 40.----38 60 

Man tribal organlzatjon 0 0 0 0 0 0 ____ __- __~ 
Other 25 100 7 28 18 72 
Total 319a 100 58 18 261 82 

aWe could not determine whether personnel were going to or from nonfederal organuat~ons for eight 
agreements on the basis of agent, completed questionnaires 

Table IV.8 summarizes data on the specific nonfederal organization, 
assignment purpose, total assignment cost and federal share, and princi- 
pal beneficiary for 10 randomly selected agreements made by EPA that 
were active during fiscal years 1987 or 1988. 
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are unknown or poorly documented.” A third evaluation report said 
that the Navy benefits from mobility assignments in three ways: “(1) to 
conceive and develop research programs in new technical areas, (2) to 
manage research programs during the recruitment process of hard-to-fill 
positions, and (3) to provide insight and ideas which broaden our per- 
spective and expertise.” 

The Navy’s 10 agreements averaged 9.7 months and ranged from 2 to 13 
months in duration. The federal and nonfederal share of the total cost 
for the 10 agreements is indicated in figure IV.5. 

Figure IV.5 Federal and Nonfederal Cost 
Sharing for 10 Navy Agreements 

Nonfederal Share ($29,979) 

Federal Share ($223,238) 

Table IV.9 provides overall data on the type of nonfederal organization 
involved in Navy agreements made during fiscal years 1984 through 
1988. 
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IPA Mobility Program: 
OPM Oversight 

OPM Oversight 
Responsibilities 

OPM Has Provided Limited Guidance and Oversight 

Two Full-Time Staff Assigned 

Information for Oversight Purposes Not Always Obtained 

Questionable Assignments Not Always Fully Pursued 

Ethics Policies Not Consistent 

In 1971, the President issued an executive order delegating the author- 
ity for prescribing regulations and administering the mobility program 
to the Civil Service Commission,’ now OPM. OPM is responsible for over- 
seeing the mobility program and for issuing regulations to carry out the 
program. This oversight role stems from (1) OPM's general responsibility 
under 5 U.S.C. 1103(a)(5)(A) (1982) to execute, administer, and enforce 
civil service rules and regulations and (2) a regulation-5 C.F.R. 
334.107(d)( 1988)-giving OI'M the authority to terminate improper 
assignments or to order corrective action. OPM has issued guidelines in 
the FPM that agencies are to follow in approving, modifying, and 
extending mobility assignments. 

Mobility Program 
Evaluation 

OPYI had provided limited review of the mobility program since 1981, 
when it eliminated or substantially reduced its involvement with WA and 
the related policies and programs. As mentioned in appendix I, OPM 

reduced the number of staff on the mobility program from five in fiscal 
year 1978 to two in fiscal year 1987. As of March 1989, two staff were 
assigned to the program. 

While OPM has traditionally relied on its Personnel Management Evalua- 
tion (WK) program to identify and correct problems in personnel man- 
agement practices in federal agencies, an OPM official responsible for the 
IWE reviews said that WM had not included the mobility program in its 
1~: efforts. He said that t,he mobility program has never been reviewed 
under PME and was not one of the programs being reviewed in fiscal year 
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reports at that time. Also, OPM had not repeated a request to the partici- 
pating federal agencies like the one in the spring of 1987 to obtain the 
evaluation reports. 

Ot’M requires all agencies to note in their annual evaluation reports the 
number of outgoing employees who did not return to the agency. Agen- 
cies must also note the number of incoming employees hired by the 
agency within 3 months after the end of their mobility assignments. 
However, an OPM official said that when OPM received the reports, it did 
not always pursue indications that personnel did not return to the send- 
ing agency. For example, OPM regulations state that federal employees 
must agree, as a condition of accepting a mobility assignment, to return 
to the federal government and serve for a period of time equal to the 
length of the assignment. The FPM more explicitly states that if the 
employee fails to do so, he or she must reimburse the federal agency for 
its share of the assignment cost (exclusive of salary), unless the head of 
the agency waives the requirement. It also says that employees are not 
to use the mobility program to gain permanent employment with the 
mobility employer. 

For fiscal years 1986 to 1988, 6 agencies reported to OI’M that a total of 
3 1 employees did not return after completing 11% assignments; 11 
reported that 33 incoming employees were hired by federal agencies. 
OPM officials told us that they did not follow up on any of the 64 employ- 
ees to determine whether the agencies had followed OPM guidance as 
stated in the FPM. They did not think that the number of instances to 
date of employees not returning to the sending agency, as compared to 
the total number of assignments made by that agency, warranted any 
action on ON’S part. Furthermore, the officials said that if a person did 
not return to the sending agency, or was hired by the agency at the end 
of an assignment, this did not constitute a violation of the act. They said 
that the information in thrse reports is used mostly to determine trends 
in the mobility agreements. 

While OPM states in the PPM that it will make periodic on-site reviews of 
agencies’ mobility program activities, OPM made no on-site reviews of 
mobility program activities during fiscal years 1984 to 1988. During this 
period, an OPM official said that they also had not maintained regular 
contact, through periodic meetings, program guidance, and the like, with 
IP~ coordinators who were designated at, 01’~‘s request, to administer the 
program in the federal agencies. 
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OPM took up to several months to request corrections on the 20 agree- 
ments, and some agencies took up to 9 months to provide corrections. 
The number of days between the date OPM received 15 of the 20 assign- 
ment agreements and the date they sent letters to the agencies for cor- 
rections averaged 65 days. (We could not determine the elapsed time 
between these two dates for the other five agreements.) As of March 
1989, OPM had received corrected information on 17 of the 20 assign- 
ments. Of the remaining three, OPM staff said that one assignment will be 
corrected by the agency and two assignments, made in 1984, remain 
uncorrected. Of the 17 assignments that were corrected, OPM received 
responses within 30 days on 5, indicating that corrections were made. 
The time required to correct nine other assignments averaged 163 days 
and ranged up to 272 days. There was insufficient information on the 
responses for the other three assignments to determine the length of 
time it took for OPM to get a response. 

In analyzing data furnished by the 36 federal agencies, we identified 107 
assignment agreements for periods that were scheduled to exceed 48 
months. Forty-eight months is the maximum length of assignment 
allowed by the act, except for assignments involving Indian tribal orga- 
nizations. As mentioned in appendix I, Public Law 98-146 waived the 4- 
year limit on these assignments and authorized executive agency heads 
to extend such assignments for any period of time. Excluding 79 agree- 
ments made by HHS (78) and Interior (1) with Indian tribal organizations, 
28 agreements were made by 12 agencies that exceeded the 48 months 
allowed in the act by periods ranging from 1 day to 21 months. 

OPM had no records to indicate that it had questioned the propriety of 
these 28 assignments. At our request, OPM staff reviewed these agree- 
ments Of the 22 that OPM could locate, the OPM official responsible for 
the program said that OPM had not questioned 14 because the agree- 
ments exceeded the 48-month maximum time limit by only 1 day, and 
OPM believed that this was more of a clerical error than a violation. He 
said that OPM did not question the other eight agreements because they 
were either part-time or intermittent assignments and only time actually 
spent on an assignment is counted toward the 48 months. However, OPM 

regulations limiting assignments to 48 months make no distinction 
between full-time, part-time, or intermittent assignments. 

Conflict-Of-Interest 
Determinations 

Because of the large number of personnel coming into federal agencies 
under the mobility program from colleges and universities, we deter- 
mined what requirements OPM had imposed to guard against potential 
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Although not necessarily typical, the following are two examples of 
agreements of this nature: 

n An individual from the University of California was assigned to HHS' 
National Institute of Mental Health from July 1, 1988, through June 30, 
1989. The individual, whose salary was $105,000 (46 percent of which 
was the federal share), was to serve as Special Assistant to the Institute 
Director and help establish priorities in the Institute and provide expert 
advice to the Director on major Institute initiatives, programs, and goals. 
His duties included identifying new scientific directions and opportuni- 
ties for the Institute. 

l An individual from the I Jniversity of Michigan was assigned to the Geri- 
atric Research, Education, and Clinical Center at VA’s Ann Arbor Medical 
Center from August 21, 1988, through September 30, 1989. The individ- 
ual’s salary was about $59,000 (37.5 percent of which was the federal 
share), and he served as Chief of Health Research for the Geriatric 
Center. His duties included directing health policy and health services as 
well as developing and managing individual research projects. 

According to officials in 1111s and VA, the individuals mentioned in these 
examples did not file financial disclosure reports. We believe that posi- 
tions like these dictate that a determination be made by the agency as to 
whether or not a conflict of interest exists, because the individuals were 
in positions to possibly influence agency decisions on policy, funding, 
projects, and other initiatives. 

Assignment agreements made by HHS and VA did not always have the 
appropriate boxes checked on the agreement form indicating that 
nonfederal personnel assigned to the program had been informed of 
their obligations to avoid conflicts of interest, an OPM requirement. For 
example, the agreements for 24 of 313 assignments made by VA and for 4 
of 147 assignments made by HHS during fiscal years 1987 and 1988 did 
not indicate that the individuals had been so informed. 

In May 1989, an official from OPM'S Office of Government Ethics (OGE) 
said that OGE was drafting regulations on obtaining confidential finan- 
cial disclosure reports from federal employees. However, the OGE offi- 
cial said that he did not know if the proposed regulations would 
specifically address the circumstances in which mobility program par- 
ticipants on detail to federal agencies must file confidential financial dis- 
closure reports. OGE has, nonetheless, provided informal guidance to 
agencies that such participants should file financial disclosure reports. 
In an opinion letter dated .June 18, 1979, OGE said that the Ethics in 
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At the request of the Chairman of the House Government Operations 
Subcommittee on Human Resources and Intergovernmental Relations, 
we reviewed the status of the IPA mobility program to provide informa- 
tion on the following questions: 

. What has been the history of the IPA mobility program‘? 
l For what purposes have 1~4 mobility assignments been used by federal 

agencies‘? 
. What has been the nature and extent of participation in the mobility 

program by federal and nonfederal organizations? 
. How much have IPA mobility assignments cost the federal government 

and how have these costs been shared between federal agencies and 
nonfederal organizations? 

. How effective has OPM been in administering the WA mobility program? 

To identify changes to the mobility program, we reviewed hearings lead- 
ing up to passage of the act in 1970; amendments to the act; and prior 
studies of the program, including an earlier GAO report on OPM’S redirec- 
tion and retrenchment actions in 1981.’ To determine the purposes for 
which mobility assignments were used, we selected the five federal 
agencies reporting the largest numbers of assignments during fiscal 
years 1984 through 1988 (IIIIS, VA, the Army, EPA, and the Navy). We 
reviewed evaluation reports submitted by the agencies to OPM for fiscal 
years 1986 through 1988 to determine the stated purposes and benefits 
of mobility assignments. 

We also randomly selected 10 agreements that were active during fiscal 
years 1987 or 1988 at each of the 5 agencies to determine the purpose(s) 
and principal beneficiaries of the assignments. For these assignments, 
we also determined how assignment costs were shared between the fed- 
eral and nonfederal organizations. While we determined whether cost 
sharing appeared to be generally in line with the benefits to be derived 
by each organization, we did not review the appropriateness of the cost 
allocation versus benefits. Although other costs and benefits may have 
resulted from the assignments, we limited our review to the cost and 
benefit data provided in the randomly selected assignment agreements. 

To determine the nature and extent of the program’s use by federal 
agencies and nonfederal organizations (i.e., state and local governments, 
colleges and universities. Indian tribes and tribal organizations, and 

‘Ketrcnchment and IkI~rwt ion .I( ttw Offire of I’crsonncl Management (GAO/GGD-83.95. hug 22. 
1983) 
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resources would be required for OPM to fully carry out its oversight 
responsibilities. 

To determine whether OPM had received copies of all assignment agree- 
ments made by the agencies, OPM provided us with a listing of all its 
agreements that were active at any time during October 1, 1985, 
through May 31, 1987, at NSF, XIII, and KEH. We then compared OPM’S 
listing with the agreements we had received from these three agencies 
for this period. We also reviewed files that OPM furnished to verify 
whether it had received. but not recorded, agreements. 

We also determined whether OPM had received required reports from the 
36 departments and agencies participating in the mobility program dur- 
ing fiscal years 1984 through 1988. We reviewed the 56 agency evalua- 
tion reports that OPM had received to determine how OPM used 
information in the reports to monitor agencies’ assignment practices. 

We could not readily determine the total cost of the mobility program to 
the federal government because neither OPM nor the agencies collected 
overall cost data on the program. However, we extracted cost informa- 
tion from assignment agreements active at three agencies selected by the 
Subcommittee (NSF, NH, and KEH) during October 1, 1985, through May 
31, 1987. We verified that federal agencies actually paid, either directly 
to the personnel assigned or as reimbursement to the sending organiza- 
tion, the salaries indicated in agreements by comparing selected agree- 
ments with agency disbursement records. 

Since such a large number of agreements involved bringing employees 
from colleges and universities to the federal government, we reviewed 
(FM’S guidance on conflict-of-interest and employee conduct in the FPM 
and interviewed officials from four agencies (HHS, VA, NSF, and NEEI) to 
determine to what extent the guidelines apply to the mobility program. 
In addition, we reviewed agreements initiated in fiscal year 1987 and 
1988 for EIEIS and VA to determine if the forms were properly completed 
according to OPM’S guidance on conflict-of-interest and employee con- 
duct. We also reviewed the agreements to judgmentally identify those 
that created the possible appearance of a conflict-of-interest. We looked 
at 40 agreements for assignees with salaries of more than $65,000 or 
who were executive/sEs-level IPA employees and 102 agreements for 
assignees at the GS/GM-13 through 15 level, with salaries of $39,000 to 
$65,000. 
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Our review, primarily made between May 1987 and February 1989, was 
done in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. 
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other eligible organizations), we obtained statistical information from 
OPM on numbers of assignments and patterns of participation by federal 
agencies and nonfederal organizations on a governmentwide basis for 
fiscal years 1971 through 1983. We did not verify the data provided to 
us by OPM, and the data are used only in appendix I of our report to 
show changes in the program during its earlier years. 

We also mailed two standardized questionnaires to IPA coordinators we 
identified from OPM'S master list of participating federal agencies. We 
asked the coordinators, who represented 48 federal departments and 
agencies, to complete the questionnaire for any mobility assignment that 
was active at any time during fiscal years 1984 through 1988. A total of 
36 departments and agencies responded with agreements initiated in fis- 
cal years 1984 to 1988. These are listed in table 11.2. We used the com- 
pleted questionnaires to determine 

. how many assignments had been initiated each fiscal year; 

. which federal agencies were participating and to what extent; 
l what types of nonfederal organizations were involved; 
. how many assignments were “incoming” to or “outgoing” from federal 

departments and agencies; 
l the methods of assignment of federal and nonfederal employees during 

the assignment (Le.. on detail, temporary appointment, or leave without 
pay); and 

l the length of assignments. 

It was not feasible to verify the data included in agency-completed ques- 
tionnaires to the supporting records maintained by the agencies. We did, 
however, verify the data used in our analysis of agreement costs. 

To review the administration of the program, we focused our work on 
what OPM had done to carry out its oversight responsibilities. We 
reviewed various executive orders, regulations, and guidelines. We also 
reviewed OPM'S FPM. To determine whether OPM had carried out its 
responsibilities, we interviewed OPM officials directly responsible for the 
program, and we reviewed the procedures followed for obtaining and 
reviewing copies of assignment agreements. We reviewed files on the 20 
assignment agreements that OPM could provide as evidence of its over- 
sight activities. We examined these files to see whether OPM had fol- 
lowed its procedures and what actions it took to address problems it had 
identified. We did not determine how the various other federal agencies 
were administering and managing mobility assignments or what staff 
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Government Act of 1978 would have to be amended to make IPA partici- 
pants on detail to a federal agency subject to public financial disclosure 
requirements. The letter notes, however, that those employees who are 
detailed to federal agencies under the mobility program should be 
required to file confidential disclosure reports. In May 1989, an OGE 
official said that the OGE 1979 opinion letter represented OGE’s current 
view on the need for IPA assignment participants who are on detail to file 
confidential financial disclosure reports. 
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conflicts of interests by these employees. The FPM states that nonfederal 
personnel assigned to the program, whether on detail or by temporary 
appointment, are subject to certain provisions in Title 18 of the U.S. 
Code on federal conflict-of-interest statutes and various rules and regu- 
lations on employee conduct. While detailees are subject to these rules, 
the FPM does not require nonfederal participants in the mobility program 
to file public or confidential financial disclosure reports. However, the 
Ethics in Government Act,:’ as amended, requires that federal employees 
in certain positions or paid above certain salary levels file public finan- 
cial disclosure reports. These reports help agency officials detect and 
resolve any apparent or potential conflicts of interest. 

OPM guidelines require federal agencies to inform personnel assigned to 
the mobility program about the provisions of laws and regulations on 
conflicts of interest and employee conduct applicable to them during the 
assignment. They also require that participants check a box on the 
assignment agreements indicating that they have been so informed. 
However, OPM’s checklist for reviewing agreements does not cover 
employee conduct and conflicts of interest. 

We asked four federal agencies, VA, HHS, NSF, and NEH, whether they 
required nonfederal employees assigned to their agencies under the pro- 
gram to file public or confidential financial disclosure reports. We found 
that the agencies were not uniformly requiring employees to file finan- 
cial disclosure forms. Officials at two of the four organizations (NSF and 
NEH) told us that they require participants to file confidential financial 
disclosure reports. NSF and NEH officials said that this requirement is 
essential to assure the public that the integrity of their decisionmaking 
process is maintained. 

The other two organizations (HHS and VA) did not require either the pub- 
lic or confidential reports from mobility program participants on detail 
to their organizations. HHS and VA officials said that personnel coming 
into their organizations under the program primarily do research and 
are not assigned decisionmaking duties that could present possible con- 
flicts of interest. 

We reviewed some of the agreements made by both HHS and VA and 
found that personnel could be assigned to positions that involved pro- 
viding advice to high-level agency officials and developing policy. 

‘Public Law 95.621,Oct “6. 197% 92 Stat. 1824. 1836. 
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Has OPM Exercised Effective Mobility 
Program Oversight? 

Ongoing Monitoring 
Efforts 

OPM guidelines require federal agencies to furnish copies of all mobility 
assignment agreements, including modifications and extensions, to OPM 

within 30 days after being signed. OPM staff said that they have no way 
of knowing about assignments unless agencies furnish copies to OPM 

after they are signed. They said that they minimally review assignment 
agreements that are furnished to them to determine whether legal 
requirements and OPM guidelines are met. Since June 1988, OPM staff 
have used a checklist they developed for reviewing assignment agree- 
ments. In the spring of 1987, OPM checked with the federal agencies to 
make sure it had received all fiscal year 1986 agreements. In some 
instances, OPM sent the agencies a list of agreements that it had already 
received and asked the agencies to submit any that were missing from 
OPM's list. In response to OPM's inquiry, the top five federal agency par- 
ticipants sent OPM 217 additional assignment agreements, or about 33 
percent of the total number of agreements that OPM received from these 
organizations for fiscal year 1986. OPM has not since requested agencies 
to provide agreements. 

OPM officials said that in I987, they stopped recording the receipt of 
assignment agreements and stopped preparing internal management 
reports on agencies’ agreements. Without such records, OPM has no 
sound basis to readily estimate the program’s scope and cannot provide 
administrative control over the agreements it does receive. We obtained 
188 agreements from IiSF, NIH, and NEH for the 20-month period ending 
May 31, 1987, and asked OPM to locate each from its files. It was able to 
account for 168 (about 90 percent) of the assignments, but not the 
remaining 20. 

OPM staff members do not routinely record the results of their reviews of 
agreements. An OPM official said that the agreements are filed without 
any notations to indicate whether they have been reviewed. The official 
said that they used to frequently make telephone calls to agencies to get 
more or corrected information for agreements, but they did not docu- 
ment the calls. According to this official, while this used to be virtually 
the only way information was gathered for the agreements, OPM now 
sends letters to agencies even for minor corrections. This official pro- 
vided us with files for fiscal years 1984 to 1988 containing letters 
requesting agencies to correct, usually within 14 to 21 days, 20 agree- 
ments for reasons such as failing to include signatures or other required 
information, assigning employees who did not have the minimum fed- 
eral service required (90 days) or were not employed by an OPM- 

approved organization, and making agreements that exceeded the 2- and 
4-year assignment limits. 
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1989 because it has a low potential for abuse. This position, however, is 
not entirely supported by the results of OPM's last governmentwide eval- 
uation of the program in 1980. 

The 1980 evaluation showed that while most assignments reviewed met 
legal and regulatory requirements and that participating organizations 
benefited from the assignments, the program had serious problems. The 
report said that agencies (1) failed to monitor assignment progress or 
evaluate assignment results and (2) did not appropriately use assign- 
ment authority. For example, some assignments were meant to employ 
college students during the summer or to outplace high-ranking federal 
employees of the opposing political party after a change in administra- 
tion. In addition, the report pointed out inequities in cost-sharing 
arrangements. 

In 1982, in response to previous reviews by OPM and GAO, OPM proposed 
policy changes intended to improve its oversight of the mobility pro- 
gram and to strengthen agency controls over individual assignments. 
The major changes proposed included (1) revising the FPM to ensure that 
cost sharing will be generally consistent with the benefits expected by 
the participating organizations and to require agencies to evaluate all IPA 

assignments and submit annual evaluation reports to OPM and (2) limit- 
ing the authority of agency heads to delegate approval of assignments. 
Although OPM made changes to the FPM in 1983, according to an OPM offi- 
cial, OPM had not limited the authority to delegate approval of assign- 
ments to agency heads as of June 1989. 

OPM requires each agency to send it an evaluation report on use of mobil- 
ity assignments at the end of each fiscal year. However, the require- 
ments do not specify a due date for the evaluation reports. OPM does not 
keep a record of those reports that are due and those that have been 
received. We determined that federal agencies have not always complied 
with OPM'S requirements to submit evaluation reports. 

On the basis of the responses to our survey of participating agencies, 36 
federal agencies made assignment agreements during fiscal years 1984 
through 1988. An OPM official said that only two agencies provided OPM 

with evaluation reports for fiscal year 1985. After a special request 
from OPM for fiscal year 1986 reports in the spring of 1987,33 of the 36 
agencies provided them, but the number of agencies reporting dropped 
to 12 for fiscal year 1987. As of March 1989, only 11 of the 36 agencies 
had provided reports for fiscal year 1988. Three of the top five federal 
participants in the program, however, had not provided evaluation 
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Table IV.9: Navy Use of Mobility Agreements During Fiscal Years 1984 Through 1988 
Total lncominq Outqoinq 

TYDe of nonfederal orqanization Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
State/local goiernment 
EducatIonal lnstltutlon 
lndlan tribal organizahon 
Other 
Total 

2 100 1 50 1 50 
265 100 258 97 7 3 

1 100 1 100 0 0 
3 100 3 100 0 0 

271a 100 283 97 8 3 

‘We could not determine whether the employee on one agreement was gotng to or lrom a nonfederal 
organzatlon on the basis 01 the agency~completed questionmare 

Table IV.10 summarizes data on the specific nonfederal organization, 
assignment purpose, total assignment cost and federal share, and princi- 
pal beneficiary for 10 randomly selected agreements made by the Navy 
that were active during fiscal years 1987 or 1988. 

Table IV.10: Information on 

Nonfederal organizationa 
Incoming from: 
Unlverslt of Callfornla 

(Berke ey) Y 

Unlverslty of Minnesota 

Unlverslty of Hawall 

10 Randomly Selected Navy Mobility Assignment Agreements Active in Fiscal Years 1987 or 1988 
Length of Federal 

assi nment 
(ionths) 

cost share 
Purpose (Dollars)b (Percent) 

Principal 
beneficiary 

To assist I” the preparation of a report on the 
application of high-performance concrete in 
manne structures 
To develop a metal cyanide separation and 
recovery process 
To gather and analyze hazardous samples 
from all Navv installations on Oahu, Hawaii 

9 $18.655 100% Navv 

4 18,126 100 Navy 

12 24,300 100 Navy 

Johns Hopkins Unlverslty To assess document, and plan a software 12 82,794 100 Navy 
program 

Connecticut College To work on a surface vlbratlon measurement 13 14,595 100 
system 

Navy 

Loyola College’ To do research on the hazards of damaged 12 4,530 100 
energettc materials 

Navy 

East Providence Rhode Island 12 100 
School Department 

To provide consultation on purchasing and 15,981 
ImplementIn computer hardware and 

Navy 

a software pat ages 
Loyola College To do research on the hazards of damaged 12 10,920 100 

energetic materials 
Navy 

Unlverslty of Rhode Island To assist In research In the area of plttlng 2 3,358 100 Navy 
corrosion 

Clarkson Unlverslty To do studies of the optlcal propertIes of fine 9 59 958 50 Navv 
particles 

“The random sample rJf cases did not include any outgolng assignments 

‘Costs can Include salary supplemental pay, fringe benefits and travel, per diem. and relocation 
expenses, although not all assignment agreements contained all of these elements Actual cost may 
differ from cost shown I” the agreement 

These two ass,gnments arc lor different lndlwduals 
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Table IV.8: Information on 10 Randomly Selected EPA Mobility Assignment Agreements Active in Fiscal Years 1987 or 1988 

Nonfederal organization 
Incoming from: 
University of Maryland 

Purpose 

To reww how toxic chemicals, acid rain anti 
em~sslons are evaluated and monitored 

State of Vermont To awst in developing a program to conl~I 
leaks from storage tanks 

Outgoing to: 
State of Idaho To provide legal assistance in work lnvolwnr] 

water quantity and quality 

California Reglonal Water To help manage the database for the 
Quality Control Board “Underground Storage Tank Program’ 

Sacramento County Air To help local agencies meet clean air 
Pollution Control Dlstrlct requirements 

Delaware Department of To develop an Information system to 
Health and Social Servtces coordinate the actlvltles of 11 dlwslons 

Underground Injection To determlne Council training needs and 
Practices Council design tralnlng courses and dellvery systr>ms 

to meet those needs 

Puerto RICO Aqueduct and Could not be determIned from the 
Sewer Authorltv assianment aareement 

Length of 
assignment 

(Months) 

24 

6 

12 

12 

10 

30 

48 

cost 
(Dollars) 

$92,430 

30 503 

Federal 
share Principal 

(Percent) beneficiary 

100% EPA 

40 EPA 

40,018 

23,978 

63,090 

82,460 

213,624 

50 

0 

0 

26 

100 

State 

State 

State 

State 

State 

27 

State of Kentucky 

Arizona State Unlverslty 

To help develop a ‘Continuous Compliance 
Inspection Program for asbestos 
To teach, write, and conduct research on 
reservation envIronmental protectlon 

36 

i2 

124572 -49 State 

79,143 30 State 

54,913 49 State 

‘Costs can include salary sr~pplf~mental pay fringe benefits. and travel per diem, and relocation 
expenses although not all ,i~sgllmenl agreements contalned all of these elements Actual cost may 
dlifer fronr cost show1 I” lhi. a~r~:en,en, 

Department of the -- 
Navy 

One of the Navy’s fiscal year 1988 evaluation reports said that recent 
mobility assignmenl participants “provided expertise in several pro- 
gram areas.“’ One participant assisted in a productivity improvement 
initiative. The report noted that because of the participant’s “sugges- 
tions and technical cxontributions, the project now stands a chance of 
acceptance and su~ess. When fully successful, we expect that this pro- 
ject will produce a dramatic increase in engineering productivity.” 
Another evaluation report said that a participant was “developing a 
screening program for tsvaluating optical components and other items to 
be stored in the Optical Repository. IIc is also developing a test program 
to measure t,hc optil,:tl and physical parameters for stored items which 
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How Fcdrral Agencies Havr I’srcl 
Mobility Assignments 

Table IV.6: Information on 10 Randomly Selected Army Mobility Assignment Agreements Active in Fiscal Years 1987 or 1988 
Length of Federal 

Nonfederal organizationa Purpose 
GconGg from: 
Worcester PGlytechn~cal~ ~- To provide technlcal expertise necessary to 

lnst1tute make analyses of parachute packing facllitles 
and procedures 

Unlverslty of Wyoming To do research to develop models to simulate 
water levels for coastal structure dewn 

Madison Parish School Board To assist I” studies related to coastal ecology 

Northwest Family Network 

Utah State Unwerslty 

To assist in developing a model chlldcarc 
faclllty 
To assist in studies that dealwith the effects 
of prolects on fish 

Hinds Junior College Dlstrlct To develop data on unemployed and 
underemployed water resources 

Unlverslty of MISSISSIPPI To develop a program to evaluate work on 
the rehabllltation of relief wells and dralnage 
systems 

Nat&z Special l&n~clpal To prepare andenumerate algae samples 
Separate School Dlstnct code data sheets, and partlclpate in 

computer data entry 

University of Wastington To assxst in evaluating the Impact of 
navlgatlon Improvement and flood control 
protects on aauatlc sDec,es 

Colorado State Unwerslty To wte porttons of a pamphlet onthe Water 
Resources Develooment Act of 1986 

assignment cost share Principal 
(Months) (Dollars)b (Percent) beneficiary 

5 - $i4,8% 100% Army 

6 10.040 100 Army 

3 6,021 100 Army 

9 30,000 100 Army 

24 121,472 46 Army 

3 12,821 100 Army 

1 4,474 100 Army 

3 6,602 100 Army 

6 13,247 100 Army 

8 46,039 100 Army 

‘The random sample of cases did not include any outgoIng assignments 

’ Costs can include salary supplemental pay fringe beneflts and travel, per diem. and relocation 
expenses. although not all awgrlment agreements contained all of these elements Actual cosi may 
dllfer from cost shown in thi dcre~ment 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 

In its fiscal year 198B evaluation report,’ the WA said that mobility 
assignments have been a valuable means of facilitating federal-state 
cooperation and understanding through assignments of skilled man- 
power. The report also noted that “WA employees whose experience and 
technical expertise are beyond the States’ recruitment/financial capabil- 
ities are available through IPA assignments. Their experience with EPA 
IPA employees has brought State and local officials new understanding of 
Federal programs and policies.” 
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Department of the 
AmY 

One of the Army’s fiscal year 1988 evaluation reports” said that one 
mobility assignment was used to establish an automated information 
network for a Corps of Engineers’ district. The report said that the bene- 
fits included “an overall strategy for producing an integrated informa- 
tion system and provides a means of introducing all of the District to the 
benefits and capabilities of developing a well managed, fully integrated 
information system.” Another report indicated that a mobility assign- 
ment was used to facilitate the screening and selection of software and 
hardware for a remote-sensing capability and to provide early in-house 
training for a Corps of Engineers’ district. The reported benefits 
included “a 12month reduction in the time required to procure this 
expertise by normal contractual procedures and a reduction in adminis- 
trative costs and overhead estimated at $25,000 to $35,000.” 

The Army’s 10 agreements averaged 6.8 months and ranged from 1 to 
24 months in duration. The federal and nonfederal share of the total 
cost for the 10 agreements is indicated in figure IV.3. 

‘The Department of the Army submit.ted separate evaluation reports to OPM for certain organna- 
lional units that participated m the mobility program during fiscal year 1988 
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Department of 
Veterans Affairs 

VA’S fiscal year 1987 evaluation report2 pointed out that mobility assign- 
ments are used “to obtain the expert services of personnel not normally 
available through regular employment channels for limited periods of 
time.” The report noted that “benefits from use of these assignments are 
widespread, and range from significant break-throughs in medical treat- 
ment to a more efficient method of recruiting personnel.” The report 
added that “efficiency of operation is enhanced because fully qualified 
individuals are recruited, start-up time is reduced, and findings can be 
determined earlier.” 

VA’S 10 agreements averaged 16.8 months and ranged from 3 to 48 
months in duration. The federal and nonfederal share of the total cost 
for the 10 agreements is indicated in figure IV.2. 

Figure IV.2: Federal and Nonfederal Cost 
Sharing for 10 VA Agreements 

Nonfederal Share ($62,909) 

Federal Share ($321,944) 

Table IV.3 provides overall data on the type of nonfederal organization 
involved in VA agreements made during fiscal years 1984 through 1988. 

‘As of March 1989, \!4 h;rd not wbmltted an evaluation report to OPM for fiscal year 1988. 
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Table IV.l: HHS Use of Mobility Agreements During Fiscal Years 1984 Through 1988 

Type of nonfederal organization 
State/local government 

EducatIonal mstltutlon 

Total- Incoming Outgoing 
Number Percent Nu mber Percent Number Percent 

198 100 16 8 182 92 
302 100 292 97 10 3 

lndlan tribal organlzatvx- 240 100 1 0 239 100 

Other 12 100 5 42 7 58 

Total 752a 100 314 42 438 50 

“We could not determw whether personnel were asstgned to or from nonfederal orgarwatvxxs for four 
agreements on the basis of agency~completed questionnaires 

Table IV.2 summarizes data on the specific nonfederal organization, 
assignment purpose. total assignment cost and federal share, and princi- 
pal beneficiary for each of 10 randomly selected agreements made by 
IMS that were active during fiscal years 1987 or 1988. 
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reviewed the purposes stated in 10 randomly selected assignment agree- 
ments made by each of the top five federal agency participants during 
fiscal years 1987 or 1988. On the basis of our review of the purposes 
indicated in the agreements and the cost-sharing ratios between the 
receiving federal or nonfederal organization, we determined that the 
federal government was the principal beneficiary of 37 of the 50 assign- 
ments. State and local governments and Indian tribal organizations were 
the principal beneficiaries of nine and four assignments, respectively. 

Consistent with the benefits derived. the five federal organizations gen- 
erally agreed to pay most or all of the costs associated with the assign- 
ments. The five agreed to pay 100 percent of the costs for 31 of the 50 
assignments; 25 of the 31 assignments were made by VA, the Army, and 
the Navy. The federal share for the remaining 19 assignments averaged 
about 43 percent and ranged from no federal share t,o 87 percent. 

The following information profiles the top five federal agencies’ use of 
mobility assignments, based on their evaluation reports to OPM, informa- 
tion obtained during our survey of participating agencies, and the 10 
randomly selected assignment agreements we reviewed for each of the 
five agencies. 

-- Department of Health In its evaluation report for fiscal year 1987,’ HHS said that the mobility 

and Human Services 
program had been “XI excellent mechanism for temporarily assigning 
employees with particular cxperiencc and expertise to perform on spe- 
cific program initiatives.” It added that the “greatest benefit has been in 
the area of assisting in the transfer of new ideas and technology.” 
Another benefit noted kvas the “impact on the effective delivery of pub- 
lic health services with t ht. participating organizations.” 

HHS’ 10 agreements averaged 27.6 months and ranged from 5 to 60 
months in duration. The federal and nonfederal share of the total cost 
for the 10 agreements is indicated in figure IV.l. 
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Have Been Shared by Federal and 
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80 Assianments Active Between October 1. 1985. and Mav 31. 1987. in Three Anancie TableIII.1:CostDetaforl ~~_ ~~ ~~~. --~ --.--- , .- __,_.._..._,__, ____,___ - - . .= -. . -. - - 
(Dollars expressed I” thousands) 

costs 
NSF NIH NEH 

TotaP .- 
Salarv” 
--- I 

Federal 

Nonfederal 
Total 

Fringe benefits” 

$9,546 $7,029 93% $1,514 51%- $1,003 100% 

-i,986 538 7 1,448 49 0 7 

11,532 7,567 100 2,962 100 1,003 100 

Federal 

Nonfederal 

Total 
Travel/per diem 

Federal 

Nonfederal 

Total 
Relocation 

Federal 

Nonfederal 

Total 
Total 

Federal 

Nonfederal 
Total 

1,841 1,364 90 284 47 193 99 

470 153 10 316 53 1 1 

2,311 1,517 100 600 100 194 100 

593 444 95 ,340 63 149 100 

25 25 5 ,200 37 0 0 

616 469 loo- .640 100 149 loo 

90 19 73 71 95 0 0 
11 7 27 4 5 0 0 

101 26 100 75 100 0 0 

12,070 8,856 92 1,869 51 1,345 100 

2,493 723 8 1,768 49 1 l 

$14,563 $9,579 100% $3,637 100% $1,346 100% 

*Not all agreements ContaIned cost data in all of the categories shown. For example, 1 of the 105 NSF 
agreements contaw?d no cost data except for travel expenses 

‘:Nlne NSF agreements did not show separate salary and fringe benefit costs We estlmaied salary and 
fringe benefit costs for these assignments on the basis of the ratio of total salary to total cost for the 
other 96 NSF agreements 
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Mobility Assignment Costs and How They Have 
Been Shared by Federal and 
Nonfederal Organizations 

IPA Mobility Program: 
Assignment Cost 

Overall Cost of Mobility Program is Unknown 

. Assignment Cost for 188 Agreements Totaled $14.6 Million 

l Federal Agencies Paid From 51 to 100 Percent of Total 

. Salaries and Fringe Benefits Were 95 Percent of Total 

Mobility Assignment OPM guidelines for the mobility program allow federal agencies to 

costs 
assume all, some, or none of the costs of mobility assignments for 
employees coming into and going from federal agencies. They permit 
federal agencies to pay or reimburse the nonfederal organization, with- 
out limit, for the salaries (including supplemental pay, such as lost con- 
sulting fees) and fringe benefits of nonfederal employees assigned to the 
agencies. Under the OPM guidelines, agencies may also agree to absorb 
the actual travel and relocation expenses of assignees but may not agree 
to be responsible for the nonfederal organizations’ administrative costs. 

OPM did not maintain overall cost data on the mobility program. Assign- 
ment agreements, however, show the nature and extent of the costs 
expected to be incurred and the agreed allocation between federal and 
nonfederal organizations. Therefore, we reviewed cost data on 188 
agreements from three agencies (NSF, NEH, and NIH) active during some or 
all of the period October 1985 through May 1987. 

According to the agreements, the total cost of the 188 assignments was 
about $14.6 million, about $13.8 million (96 percent) of which was for 
salaries and fringe benefits. Travel, per diem, and relocation costs total- 
ing about $719,000 accounted for the remaining 5 percent. The average 
assignment cost for the three agencies was about $91,700 for NSF, 
$63,800 for NIH, and $61,800 for NEH. Salary costs averaged about 
$72,800 for 104 agreements at NSF,’ $52,000 for 57 assignments at NIH, 
and $38,600 for 26 assignments at NEH. 

We estimated the annual salary cost (federal and nonfederal) for the 
188 assignments on the basis of salary rates shown in the assignment 

‘One of the 105 agreements for \SF did not show any salary cost information The agreement only 
covrred travel rests 
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Table 11.4: Incoming and Outgoing Mobility Agreements by Federal Agency, Fiscal Years 1984 to 1988 Combined 
Incoming Outgoing 

Federal agency 
HHS -~__ 
VA 

Army 

EPA 

Navy 

Interior 
NSF 

Number 
314 

72j 

469 

56 

263 

149 
144 

Commerce - 101 

USDA 50 

Treasury _____. 
Air Force 

Defense 
NASA 

46 

83 

60 
44 

Labor 23 

JustIce 48 

AID 49 

NEH 51 

Education 9 

DOT 25 ___~ 
Energy 

HUD _____ 
USIA 

ACDA 

State 

____ 
Other” 

Total 2,801 71 1,137 29 3.938O 

Percent Number Percent Total number 
42 438 58 752 

99 11 1 736 

99 5 1 474 

18 261 82 -319 

97 8 3 271 

68 69 32 216 
92 12 8 156 

-___- 73 38 27 139 

49 53 51 103 _____. 
47 51 53 97 

97 3 3 86 ~___.__. 
92 5 8 65 ~~__ 
69 20 31 64 
35 42 65 65 

83 IO 17 58 

91 5 9 54 
96 2 4 53 
23 30 77 39 

II 31 36 ____~. 
76 5 24 21 ____. 
30 14 70 20 

89 2 11 19 

100 0 0 15 
46 7 54 13 -. - 

100 0 0 10 

36 35 64 55 

“See footnote “b I” table II 2 

“Excludes 58 agreements for which the dlrectlon of the asslgnmeni (I e oncoming versus outgoing) 
could not be determined franl .qcn,:y completed questfonnaws 
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Table 11.2: Mobility Agreements by Federal Agency, Fiscal Years 1984 to 1988 
Fiscal year 

Total 1988 1987 1986 1986 1984 
Federal agency Number Percent’ Number Percent’ Number Percent’ Number Percenta Number Percenta Number Percenta 
HHS 756 19 101 12 245 22 216 24 97 16 97 17 

~~ ~. VA 744 19 200 24 290 26 156 18 65 11 33 6 

Army 478 12 107 13 142 13 141 16 41 7 47 8 

EPA 327 8 103 13 58 5 54 6 73 12 39 7 

Navy 272 7 32 4 98 9 55 6 40 6 47 a 
lnterlor 223 6 43 5 53 5 46 i 48 8 33 6 
NSF 158 4 44 5 42 4 33 4 30 5 9 2 

Commerce 139 3 22 3 22 2 25 3 30 ~5 40 7 

USDA 105 3 21 3 24 2 20 2 28 5 12 2 

Treasury 97 2 18 2 8 1 15 2 21 3 35~ 6 

Air Force 87 2 17 2 16 1 33 4 17 3 4 1 

Defense 78 2 13 2 17 2 21 2 16 3 11 2 

NASA- 69 2 11 1 7 1 11 1 17 3 23 4 

Labor 65 2 16 2 20 2 4 0 10 2- 15 3 

JustIce 58 1 11 1 a 1 -6 1 15 2 18 3 

AID 55 1 11 1 11 1 11 1 3 0 19 3 
~- NEH 53 1 6 1 12 1 6 1 10 2 19 -3 

Educatw- 41 1 10 1 0 1 12 1 7 1 4 1 - .~~ 
DOT 36 1 4 0 5 0 5 1 12 2 IO 2 ~~ ~~~~~ ~~ ~~~ 
Energy 21 1 5 1 7 I 2 0 3 -0 4 1 

HUD 20 1 2 0 2 0 2 0 9 1 5 1 

USIA 19 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 8 1 ? 1 

ACDA 15 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 3 o- 7 1 

state 14 0 4 0 6 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 

OMB 10 0 I 0 5 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 

Other' 56 1 11 1 11 1 7 1 11 2 16 3 

Total 3,996 100 817 100 1,120 100 884 100 617 100 558 100 

'Percentages of less than 1 are represented by 0 Percentcalumns may notaddta 100 percentdueto 
roundlng 

"Other includes allagenc~es that lnltlated fewer than lOagreements during fiscal years 1984 lo 1988 
includlngActw.CPSC.FHLBB FTC.GAO,GSA.NLRB,NRC,OPM,SBA,and USPS 
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Table 11.1: Duration of Assianments bv Nonfederal Oraanization. Fiscal Years 1984 to 1988 Combined 

State/local governments 

EducatIonal mstltutlons 

lndlan tribal organlzatlons 

Other 

Total 

Jumber of months 
24 or less 25 to 48 Greater than 48 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Total 
-~ - 545 84 90 14 12 2 647 

2 004 86 300 13 15 1 2,319 

116 -48 49 20-- 79 32 244 
102 76- 32 24 1 135 

.~ 2,767 --83 471 14 107 3 3,345b 

‘Less than 1 percent 

‘We could not determine the Ienc;,n nf assignmen! for 651 agreements on the basis of data from 
agency completed questlon:wlv 

Methods of Assigning LJnder the OPM guidelines for the mobility program, federal agencies and 

Personnel 
nonfederal organizations may agree to assign (1) federal personnel on 
detail or leave-without-pay and (2) nonfederal personnel on detail or 
temporary appointment. Ftaderal employees on detail retain their civil 
service status, benefits. and other rights and entitlements and do not 
count against the sending federal agency’s personnel ceiling if the 
nonfederal organization agrees to pay 50 percent or more of the federal 
employee’s salary during the mobility assignment. Nonfederal employ- 
ees on detail to federal agencies are not counted against the federal 
agency’s authorized pc,rsonnel ceiling regardless of the cost-sharing 
arrangement. 

As shown in figure II.2 assignment agreement data we gathered indi- 
cated that about 96 percent of the federal and nonfederal employees 
assigned to the mobility program were on detail. The remaining 4 per- 
cent received temporary appointments or were in leave-without-pay sta- 
tus while in the program 
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The Nature and Extent of Federal and 
Nonfederal Participation 

IPA Mobility Program: 
Nature and Extent of Use 

About 4,000 Agreements Made by 36 Agencies Over 5 Years 

. Five Agencies Account for 65% of Total Agreements 

l 68% of Agreements With Colleges and Universities 

- 82% for 2 Years or Less 

l 96% of Personnel “On Detail” 

Federal Participation Thirty-six federal agencies said that they made a total of 3,996 assign- 
ment agreements with nonfederal organizations during fiscal years 1984 
through 1988. During this period, HHS, VA, the Army, the Navy, and EPA 

were the top five agency users of the mobility program, accounting for 
about 65 percent of the total agreements reported. HHS, with 756 agree- 
ments, led all other federal agencies, followed by VA with 744, the Army 
with 478, EPA with 327, and the Navy with 272. 

Nonfederal 
Participation 

The act, as amended, authorizes state and local governments, institu- 
tions of higher education, Indian tribes and tribal organizations, and 
other organizations to participate in mobility assignments. An OPM offi- 
cial said that as of January 1989, OPM approved 354 other organizations 
as eligible to participate in the mobility program. These organizations 
included groups that have intergovernmental interests, such as the 
National Governor’s Association and the National League of Cities, as 
well as such organizations as the American Association for Higher Edu- 
cation, the National Academy of Sciences, and the World Wildlife Fund. 

During fiscal years 1984 to 1988, about 68 percent (2,697) of the 3,938 
agreements were made between federal agencies and colleges and uni- 
versities State and local governments, Indian tribal organizations, and 
other organizations accounted for 789 (about 20 percent), 272 (about 7 
percent), and 180 (about 5 percent) of the 3,938 agreements, respec- 
tively. As indicated in figure 11.1, colleges and universities provided 
about 88 percent of the personnel brought into federal agencies. 

lAgency-cnmpleted questionnanw did not indicate the nonfederal organizations involved in 58 of the 
3.996 agrwments made durmg lkal years 1984 to 1988. 
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While the act provides for the assignment of employees to and from 
institutions of higher education, there is very little mention of educa- 
tional institutions in the legislative history. The only reference to insti- 
tutions of higher education was in hearings held before the House 
Education and Labor Special Subcommittee on Education on November 
17, 18, and 20, 1969. The hearings record shows that before the act’s 
enactment, employee exchanges occurred between federal agencies and 
colleges and universities for temporary periods. At that time, however, 
employees had little protection as to pay, tenure, and reemployment 
rights if the leave of absence exceeded 1 year. In order to preclude the 
loss of employee benefits and reemployment rights, the assignment of 
employees between the federal government and institutions of higher 
education was included in the act. 

The pattern of agreements since fiscal year 1981 indicates that mobility 
assignments are used to support the missions of federal agencies that 
often do not have primarily intergovernmental missions and programs. 
For example, the Departments of Agriculture (I~DA), Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), and Labor were among the top five federal users of 
mobility assignments during fiscal years 1971 to 1975. The Director of 
the Office of Intergovernmental Programs in OPM from 1978 to 1980 said 
that under their own legislative authorities, these departments adminis- 
tered comparatively large grants-in-aid programs affecting state and 
local governments and disseminated funds widely within the intergov- 
ernmental system. During fiscal years 1984 to 1988, these three agencies 
dropped to 9th, 2 1st and I4th, respectively, in their use of mobility 
assignments. In comparison to the above three federal departments, 
three of the top five users of mobility assignments during fiscal years 
1984 to 1988 (the Army, the Navy, and VA) have limited roles in the 
federal system for providing financial and technical assistance directly 
to state and local governments. 

It should be noted that the Army’s agreements were sometimes made by 
its Corps of Engineers and involved water resource projects. Army offi- 
cials said that the agreements are beneficial not only to the Army but 
also to state and local governments. As discussed in appendix IV, how- 
ever, in all 10 Army agreements that we randomly selected for review, 
the Army received personnel from colleges and universities. In 9 of the 
10 agreements, the Army assumed responsibility for 100 percent of the 
assignment costs. Thus, the data suggest that the Army, rather than 
state and local governments, was the principal beneficiary. 
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Figure 1.3: Participation in Mobility 
Program Assignments by Nonfederal 
Organizations, Fiscal Years 1971 to 1988 

about 20 percent (or 1,016) of 5,118 agreement+ involved state and 
local governments. Sixty-nine percent of the agreements were with col- 
leges and universities and about 11 percent were with Indian tribal 
organizations and various other organizations. Figure I.3 provides a 
breakout of participation by type of nonfederal organizations, 

Educational Institutions 

r---- -*% 
Indian Tribal Organizations 

State and Local Governments 

Fiscal Years 1971 - 1975 
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Figure 1.1: Historical Trends of Mobility Program Assignments 
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Note: Data for fiscal year 197111972 includes assignments initiated from passage of IPA (Public 
Law 91849) on January 5,1971, through September30,1972. 

During fiscal years 1971 to 1975, federal agencies used the program pri- 
marily to send personnel out to nonfederal organizations, rather than to 
bring personnel into the federal government. In fiscal year 1975, the 
ratio between incoming and outgoing reversed and that reversal has con- 
tinued through fiscal year 1988, as shown in figure 1.2. 
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In addition, Congress passed an amendment affecting the length of 
assignments to Indian tribal organizations. Public Law 98-146, passed in 
1983,R waived the prior 4%month limit on federal employee assignments 
with Indian tribal organizations. The amendment authorized executive 
agency heads to extend such assignments for any period of time, as long 
as it was determined that the assignments continued to benefit both the 
executive agency and the Indian tribal organization. 

Congress eventually passed an amendment that affected all of OPM. The 
Congressional Reports Elimination Act of 1980 eliminated the OPM 
annual report to Congress.” Until this report was eliminated, OPM 
reported to Congress on the mobility program. Thus, there currently is 
no requirement for OPM to report to Congress on the use and operation of 
the mobility program. 

Programmatic and 
Budgetary Changes 

OPM officials said that the only parts of the original act that are active 
today are the mobility program and the merit systems technical assis- 
tance program. OPM has one staff member assigned to the merit systems 
technical assistance program who answers inquiries from state and local 
governments about federal merit system standards. 

Congress rescinded funding for the Intergovernmental Personnel Act 
Grant program in June 1981. Funding for the remainder of fiscal year 
1981 was rescinded by the Supplemental Appropriations and Rescission 
Act of 1981.“’ In fiscal year 1980, OPM budgeted $20 million for IPA 
related grants, training, and other assistance for state and local govern- 
ments The Senate report” on the Rescission Act says that the elimina- 
tion of this program was warranted because “personnel activities and 
improvements in the area of merit staffing, training compensation, and 
labor relations are the direct responsibility of state and local govern- 
ments and should be funded by them.” The report says that “this partic- 
ular program was originally designed to be a demonstration program to 
provide seed money for the States and localities.” The report goes on to 
say that “the lo-year demonstration period, now completed, is more 
than adequate and . it is now appropriate to eliminate direct federal 
involvement.” At that time, it was not indicated what overall purpose 

*Public Law 98-146, Nov 4, 1983. 9i Stat. 946. 

“Public Law 96.470, Oct. 19. 1980, 94 Stat 2237, 2241. 

“‘Public Law 97-12, Supplemental and Rescission Act, 1981 (June 5, 1981), 95 Stat. 14, 75 

’ ‘S. Report No. 67,97th Gong., 1st Sex 366 (1981). 
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IPA Mobility Program: 
History 

Intergovernmental Purpose of Act Has Not Changed 

IPA Program Has Changed 

. Grants and Other Assistance Programs Eliminated 

. OPM Component Abolished 

. State and Local Government 
Participation Reduced 

Purpose of IPA The mobility program, which was authorized by the Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act of 1970, was intended to broadly reinforce the “federal 
system” by strengthening personnel resources at the state and local 
levels.’ The act’s legislative history indicates that in 1969, increasing 
population and urbanization of the IJnited States posed tremendous 
problems to government at all levels. These problems included inade- 
quate housing, crime and juvenile delinquency, racial tensions, and 
unemployment2 The major burden of providing public services to cope 
with these problems rested with state and local governments. These gov- 
ernments, however, were believed to lack the necessary financial capa- 
bilities and qualified staff to address these problems 

Specifically, IPA was intended to 

. strengthen the personnel resources of state and local governments; 

. improve intergovernmental cooperation in the administration of grants; 
* provide grants for improvement of state and local government 

administration; 
. authorize federal assistance, including grants, for training state and 

local employees; 
. authorize interstat.c compacts for personnel and training activities; and 
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We are sending copies of this report to the Director of OPM and to others 
who may have an interest. If you or members of your staff have any 
questions, please call me at 275-5074. Other major contributors to this 
report are listed in appendix VII. 

Sincerely yours, 

Bernard L. Ungar 
Director, Federal Human Resource 

Management Issues 

Page 12 GAO/GGD-89.96 Inter@mwnmental Personnel Act of 1970 



B-233619 

In short, while the act is being followed, most agreements made by fed- 
eral agencies are no longer serving the act’s basic purpose of strengthen- 
ing state and local governments through the assignment of personnel to 
and from those governments. Because the character of the mobility pro- 
gram has changed considerably, we believe that Congress may want to 
consider whether the primary use of the program today is appropriate. 

OPM has curtailed its IPA efforts to the point that it is providing, at best, 
minimal guidance and oversight to the mobility program. Even with the 
limited resources committed, however, OPM can do a better job of moni- 
toring assignment agreements. Under its current oversight approach, 
this will require that it obtain better information on how agencies are 
using the program and that it direct agencies to make timely termina- 
tions or corrections of any improper assignments. Finally, there is no 
requirement for OPM to evaluate and report to Congress on the mobility 
program, including its cost effectiveness. 

We did not determine what staffing would be required for OPM to fully 
carry out its mobility program responsibilities. We believe that Congress 
and the Administration may want to consider this as part of the follow- 
ing broader questions: 

. What overall purpose is the mobility program to serve? 
l What staffing priority should this program be given in OPM to meet the 

act’s objectives? 
l How aggressive should OPM be in its oversight of agencies’ compliance 

with the law and regulations? 

Matters for 
Congressional 
Consideration 

While federal agencies are using the mobility program in accordance 
with the act and finding their current use of mobility assignments bene- 
ficial, the main use of the program today differs substantially from the 
basic purpose set forth in the 1970 act. Given this reality and the fact 
that other programs authorized under the act have been discontinued, 
Congress may want to reassess and clarify the primary purpose of the 
mobility program. Specifically, should the primary purpose of the pro- 
gram be to improve personnel capabilities of state and local govern- 
ments or to help federal agencies by bringing in personnel from colleges 
and universities? 

Because of the widespread use of mobility assignments among federal 
agencies and the importance agencies give to the program, Congress may 
also want to require OPM to report periodically on issues like program 
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that were corrected, OPM received responses on 5 indicating that correc- 
tions were made within 30 days. On nine assignments, agencies took an 
average of 163 days to respond to OPM with corrections. The range was 
up to 272 days, Due to insufficient information on the responses for the 
other three assignments, we could not determine the length of time it 
took for the agencies to respond to OPM. 

In reviewing annual evaluation reports, OPM did not always question 
agencies about personnel who did not return to the sending agency in 
accordance with the FPM. OPM requires agencies to report on federal per- 
sonnel who do not return to agencies after completing assignments and 
also on nonfederal personnel who are hired by federal agencies within 3 
months after completing assignments. OPM guidance says that the pro- 
gram is not to be used as a “hiring vehicle” and that federal personnel 
assigned to the program should return to the agency and serve a period 
of time equal to the length of the assignment. OPM requires employees 
who do not return to reimburse the federal government for the federal 
share of assignment costs (excluding salaries), unless the head of the 
agency waives the requirement. 

As of March 3 1, 1989, in reports sent to OPM for fiscal years 1986 
through 1988, six agencies reported that a total of 31 federal personnel 
did not return to the federal government after completing their assign- 
ments. OPM staff said that they did not follow up on instances where 
employees did not return to the federal agency after assignments. They 
did not believe that the frequency of this occurrence relative to the total 
number of agreements warranted any OPM action. Furthermore, there is 
no regulation prohibiting this practice, according to OPM officials. 

OPM Is Not Required to 
Report on the Mobility 
Program 

Currently, OPM is not required to report to Congress on the mobility pro- 
gram. As a result, governmentwide information on the program’s scope, 
management, and effectiveness has not been regularly provided to 
policymakers. As noted in a recent GAO report,’ “program evaluation 
provides sound information about what programs are actually deliver- 
ing, how they are being managed and the extent to which they are being 
effective or cost-effective.” OPM has not done any governmentwide eval- 
uations of the mobility program since at least the early 1980s. 
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Funding for the Intergovernmental Personnel Act grant program was 
rescinded in June 1981. In fiscal year 1980, OPM budgeted $20 million for 
BY-related grants, training, and other assistance for state and local gov- 
ernments. When funding was rescinded for the grant program, OPM elim- 
inated its Office of Intergovernmental Programs. 

Because mobility assignments, unlike other IPA programs, are funded by 
participating agencies rather than through OPM, the program remained 
active. In keeping with the 1982 retrenchment policy, however, OPM has 
since reduced its staff committed to the mobility program from five full- 
time staff in fiscal year 1978, to four in fiscal year 1982, and to two in 
April 1987. The number remained at two as of March 1989. During fiscal 
years 1982 through 1988, the overall number of assignment agreements 
increased from 583 in fiscal year 1982 to 817 in fiscal year 1988. 

OPM Did Not Always 
Receive lnformation to 
Monitor Assignments 

Along with reducing its staffing commitment to the mobility program, 
OPM had not obtained information or taken other steps necessary to fully 
carry out its oversight responsibilities mentioned earlier. It had neither 
effectively monitored agencies’ use of mobility assignments nor always 
ensured that agreement,s were proper, as provided in its 1980 
regulation. 

OI'M'S Federal Personnel Manual (FPM) requires federal agencies to fur- 
nish copies of all mobility assignment agreements, including modifica- 
tions and extensions, to OI%I within 30 days after being signed. OPM is 
unaware of the assignments unless agencies furnish copies of them. In 
reducing program oversight, OPM stopped recording the receipt of agree- 
ments and stopped preparing related internal management reports. 
Without such records. OP.M is hampered in carrying out its oversight 
responsibilities. It has no sound basis to readily estimate the program’s 
scope and to provide administrative control over the agreements it does 
receive. 

Since the spring of 1987, OPM has not followed up with all agencies to 
obtain agreements. At that time, OPM provided agencies with lists of 
agreements that it had received for fiscal year 1986 and requested that 
the agencies provide any agreements not on the lists. Along with agree- 
ments provided by other agencies, OPM obtained 217 additional agree- 
ments from the top five federal participants, or about 33 percent of the 
total received from thrlse agencies for fiscal year 1986. As part of our 
review, we asked OI’~I to locate from its files the 188 agreements made 
by NSE‘, NH, and NEII for a %-month period. (Set> p. 5.) OIW \vas able to 
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that do not need to work extensively with state and local governments 
made relatively few agreements with them. 

Under the mobility program, nonfederal personnel may be “detailed” to 
federal agencies, allowing them to retain their employment status with 
their nonfederal employer and to be excluded from federal agencies’ 
personnel ceilings. Nonfederal personnel may also be appointed as tem- 
porary federal employees. 

Federal employees may be detailed to nonfederal organizations. Nearly 
all (about 96 percent) of the approximately 4,000 agreements provided 
for the detailing of federal and nonfederal personnel under the mobility 
program. The remaining 4 percent received temporary appointments or 
were in leave-without-pay status while in the program. 

Federal Agencies 
Generally Obtain the 
Benefits and Pay Most 
Assignment Costs 

In reports to OPM during fiscal years 1986 to 1988, the five federal agen- 
ties accounting for 65 percent of the total agreements said that mobility 
assignments were beneficial for many reasons. While the act says that 
mobility assignmen& must be mutually beneficial to both sending and 
receiving organizations, reports from four of the five federal agencies 
cited benefits accruing mainly to the federal government. For example, 
VA, the second-largest federal participant, cited the benefit of obtaining 
expert services for limited periods of time, a benefit not normally avail- 
able through regular employment channels. lJnlike the other four orga- 
nizations, EPA emphasized benefits accruing to state and local 
governments and reported that the program had been valuable for facil- 
itating federal-stat E cooperation and understanding through assign- 
ments of skilled manpower. 

Our review of a sample of 50 assignment agreements, which involved 10 
agreements selected randomly from those made by each of the five fed- 
eral organizations during fiscal years 1987 and 1988, confirmed that 
these federal organizations, more often than state and local governments 
and even more often t.han colleges and universities, were the principal 
beneficiaries of mobility assignments. CPM provides guidance for deter- 
mining, on the basis of an assignment’s primary purpose, whether the 
federal or nonfederal organization will be the principal beneficiary of 
the assignment. The principal beneficiary is to bear most of the assign- 
ment cost. Under OPM guidance, the borrowing organization is usually 
the principal beneficiary of the assignment. 
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activities. As a result, OPM has not always obtained information and 
taken the follow-up steps needed to ensure that assignments are proper. 
We are making recommendations to OPM concerning its oversight of the 
program. 

Objectives, Scope, and To determine the purpose of the mobility program and how it has been 

Methodology 
used and monitored, we examined the act’s legislative history and 
obtained statistical information from OPM on IPA assignments govern- 
mentwide from fiscal years 1971 through 1983. We also sent a question- 
naire to all 48 federal departments and agencies known to be 
participating in the program to obtain data on each agreement from fis- 
cal years 1984 through 1988. We obtained more detailed information on 
the program, such as the stated purposes and benefits of randomly 
selected agreements, for five agencies with the largest number of agree- 
ments. We also reviewed records and held discussions at OPM to deter- 
mine how it had carried out its responsibilities under the act. Appendix 
VI provides additional details on our objectives, scope, and 
methodology. 

Mobility Program Not 
Directed at Serving 
Intergovernmental 
Purposes 

The 1970 act authorized grants, training, technical assistance, and 
mobility assignments. Although Congress has amended the act several 
times, the underlying statutory purpose has remained the same: 
Improve federal-state-local government cooperation by strengthening 
the personnel capabilities of state and local governments. There is no 
indication in the legislative history that Congress’ expectations have 
changed about the original intergovernmental purposes of the mobility 
program. 

While the act has always permitted colleges and universities to partici- 
pate in mobility assignments, the assignment of personnel to and from 
state and local governments to improve their capabilities has been 
stressed from the beginning. Neither the act nor its history, however, 
specifically explain what role colleges and universities were originally 
intended to play. During 1969 hearings on the act, concerns were raised 
about the need to protect federal employees’ pay, tenure, and reemploy- 
ment rights while they were temporarily assigned to colleges and uni- 
versities. Thus, the legislative history indicates that the primary 
purpose for including institutions of higher education in the proposed 
law was to protect the employment rights of federal employees while on 
such assignments. However, it does not elaborate on the specific benefits 
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