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Director, Office of Management 
and Budget 

The Chairinan, Civil Service Commission 

There has been continuing emphasis on the importance of 
productivity in both the private and public sectors. Presi­
dential statements have underscored the importance that has 
been attached to productivity. In Oct-ijer 1974 the Office 
of Management and Budget issued a memorandum to the heads of 
all departments and agencies stres^'ng the importance of the 
Federal productivity effort. This effort has been centered 
in the Joint Financial Mani-igcment Improvement Program. In 
connection with this program, the Civil Service Commission 
operates a Clearinghouse on Productivity and dganizational 
Effectiveness that is a focal point for collecting and dis­
seminating information about productivity measurement and 
improved personnel management techniques. The Congress has 
also shewn an increased interest in productivity by estab­
lishing the National Center for Productivity and Quality 
of Workipg Life. In addition, a number of congressional 
committees have shown special interest in productivity. 

In recognition of this interest, we have been reviewing 
alternative arrangements of workdays and workhours. As part 
of this effort:, we surveyed management's treatment of working 
hours and lunch periods for Federal civilian employees. Our 
focus was on how work schedules are accommodated within the 
40-hour week required by law. 

During the survey we: 

—Met with officials at 19 activities and obtained 
information on 38 civil and military installations 
in the Washington metropolitan area. 

—Reviewed 1, '46 agreements between Federal agencies 
and labor organizations which contain lunch period 
provisions. 

—Reviewed agreements to determine the minimum 
increment of annual leave that employees are per­
mitted to use. 
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—Contacted 64 State and local governments and pri­
vate firms to determine their lunch period sched­
ules. 

CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION REGULATIONS 

Implementing regulations issued by the Commission in 
5 C.F.R. 610.121 state that: 

"WORK SCHEDULES" 

"§610.121 Establishment of work schedules. 

"Except when the head of an agency determines 
that the agency would be seriously handicapped in 
carrying out its functions or that costs would be 
substantially increased, he shall provide that: 

"(a) Assignments to tours of duty are scheduled 
in advance over periods of not less than 1 week; 

"(b) The basic 40-hour workweek is scheduled on 
5 days Monday through Friday when possible, and the 2 
days outside the basic workweek are consecutive; 

"(c) The working hours in eacn day in the basic 
workweek are the same; 

"(d) The basic nonovertime workday may not exceed 
8 houris; 

"(e) The occurrence of holidays may not affect the 
designation of the basic workweek, and 

"(f) Breaks in working hours of more than 1 hour 
may not be scheduled in a basic workday." 

PRACTICES IN THE FEDERAL SECTOR 

Although Commission regulations do not address the struc­
ture of the lunch period, they do allow agency heads to sched­
ule breaks in the workday of up to 1 hour. Although 1-hour 
breaks are permissible, most of the 38 military and civilian 
installations we contacted have scheduled only a 1/2-hour 
break for lunch. The schedules do not appear to be based 
on factors such as availability of adequate dining facilities 
to allow lunch within 1/2 hour. The practice seems to have 
been customary since about World War II. 
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Most agency officials with whom we spoke agreed that 
employees generally take 3/4 to 1 hour for lunch. Some 
Officials attributed this to a lack of adequate dining 
facilities in some Federal buildings; in addition, some 
locations have no dining facilities; so unless employees 
bring their lunches, they must leave the building to eat. 

Neither the custom of taking longer tlian 1/2 hour nor 
the awareness of its relationship to the lack of adequate 
dining facilities is of recent origin.. In 1963 the General 
Services Administration reported to the Bureau of the Budget 
on a study it conducted of public transportation and Federal 
employee working hours. The study: 

—Showed many Government buildings did not have 
adequate cafeterias to permit all employees to 
eat within 1/2 hour. 

—Concluded that 3/4 hour WOUIJ be more realistic 
and recommended its adoption ./ith the addition of 
15 minutes to the workday to maintain the 4C-hour 
workweek. 

Although no action was then taken, several agency officials 
we talked with said they favored such an arrangement. How­
ever, most stated that such actions could decrease morale. 

Additionally, we analyzed agreements between Federal 
agencies and labor organizations by using a computer search 
of the 2,863 agreements in the Federal sector as of Decem­
ber 9, 1975. A total of 1,200 provisions in 1,046 agreements 
pertained to lunch periods. Although many made vague ref­
erences to lunch periods, 823 were relatively specific. Our 
analysis of these was as follows: 

Number of agreement 
provisions 

2 
129 
446 
8 
67 
77 
61 
21 
2 
10 
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not 
( 

Length 

(minutes) 

15 
20 
30 

30 to 45 
45 
60 

30 to 60 
less than 
45 to 60 

un.-pecif ied 

30 
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PRACTICES IN TKF NON-FEDERAL SECTOR 

overing about 394,000 employees. Although there is no 
wiingle prevalent practice, 60 minutes and 30 minutes pre­
vailed 40.5 percent and 32.6 percent, respectively, based 
on number of policies and 35 percent and 47 percent, re­
spectively, based on number of employees. Additional detail 
is contained in enclosure I. 

IMPACT OF NONPRODUCTIVE TIME 

Nonproductive time of 15 minutes a day equates to 3.1 
percent of the statutorily required 40-hour week. Straight 
application of 3.1 percent to the total Federal civilian pay­
roll of approximately $40 billion equals $1.2 billion in 
lost productive time per year. We acknowledge that the 15-
minute estimate used for this computation may be too little 
or too much and that extended lunch periods are not prac­
ticed by 100 percent of the work force every workday. How­
ever, as an example of the potential significance of the non­
productive time, if 50 percent of the workforce extends their 
lunch period 15 minutes half the time, productive time valued 
at $300 million a year is lost. Morale and other motivational 
forces not considered in this survey could also affect net 
productivity of the work force. 

Both the President and the Congress are concerned with 
increasing national productivity. A January 14, 1975, Presi­
dential statement highlighted the significance of increased 
productivity. Similarly, the President in his January 19, 
1976, State of the Union address, spoke of the need to hold 
down Government costs. The additional importance that has 
been attached to increased productivity dates back to 1971 
when the National Commission on Productivity and Work Quality 
was given legislative recognition. Then, on November 28, 
1975, the National Commission's activities were incorporated 
into a new organization, the National Center for Productivity 
and Quality of Working Life. Emphasis was placed on increas­
ing the rate of productivity through better use of human re­
sources. The Congress directed it to review the impact of 
Federal personnel policies, statutes, and regulations affect­
ing the productivity of Federal agencies and the quality of 
working life of Federal employees as well as private sector 
employees. The Federal Government's effort to improve agency 
productivity has been centered in the Joint Financial Manage­
ment Improvement Program, which was given responsibility for 
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a continuing Federal productivity program by the Office of 
Management and Budget in 1973. 

CONSIDERATIONS IN MINIMIZING NONPRODUCTIVE TIME 

Obvious among approaches to reduce nonproductive time 
is more frequent application of 45 or 60 minute lunch periods, 
thereby-extending the workday accordingly. This approach 
would not appear necessary at installations where lunch facili­
ties are adequate to accommodate the work force in less time. 
However, in some cases it may be the most viable alternative. 

Flexible work schedules may also be a potential solution 
with relatively broad application. For example, a flexible 
schedule might incorporate a flexible band in the middle of 
the day, perhaps 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m., in addition to flex­
ible bands during arrival and departure times. Thus, an em­
ployee might choose to arrive at work at 7 a.m., work until 
11:30 a.m., take an hour for lunch, and leave work at 4 p.m. 
The employee cc ild then take an extended lunch period, if 
necessary, to e t m-̂ -e slowly, to conduct personal business, 
or merely to provxde a longer break in the workday routine, 
and would not adversely affect those employees needing only 
30 minutes. 

Additionally, we note that Commission regulations permit 
agencies to grant employees leave in increments of less than 
1 hour. Allowing the use of leave in smaller increments should 
better enable employees to use the lunch period in a manner con­
sistent with their needs without having to take a full hour's 
leave when only a smaller amount is necessary. However, most 
installations contacted allow employees to use leave only in 
1-hour increments. We also found only two agreements with 
labor organizations that provided for leave use in less than 
1-hour increments. Thus, a potential benefit to both the em­
ployer and employee may have been overlooked. 

Finally, the 40-hour week has been prevalent in the Fed­
eral sector since near the end of World War II. We noted in 
some of the Bureau of Labor Statistic's studies of private 
industry that the average workweek in many instances is some­
thing less than 40 hours. Recent studies of average standard 
weekly hours indicate variance from 37.5 to 40 hours, depend­
ing on the occupational group and type of industry. Our survey 
did not include this issue and we take no position on whether 
the 40-hour week should be reduced. We have assumed the 
validity of the 40-hour week in this report and consider it a 
different issue to be dealt with separately and on its own 
merit. 
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The considerations in this report are not intended as 
all inclusive solutions. However, v/e believe there is ample 
evidence that this issue presents significant potential for 
productivity improvement. Solutions that could be applied 
may require additional study including consideration of 
morale and motivational factors and the views of labor or­
ganizations. There may also be considerable impact from 
the existing negotiated labor agreements. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Civil Service Commission and the 
Office of Management and Budget jointly consider the matters 
discussed in this report to insure that lunch period arrange­
ments in Federal agencies comply with statutory requirements 
for a 40-hour week. We believe it would be useful to discuss 
this matter with the agency personnel directors of the Inter­
agency Advisory Group to determine the extent of the problem 
and a possible study approach. Similarly, the views of labor 
organizations should be solicited. Such a study, whether 
undertaken by the Commission, Office of Management and Budget, 
or a task force, should make a considerable contribution in an 
area of concern to both the Congress and the executive branch. 

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganiza­
tion Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to 
submit a written statement on actions he has taken on recom­
mendations to the House and Senate Committees on Government 
Operations not :.ater than 60 days after the date of the report 
and the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations with the 
agency's first request for appropriations made more than 60 days 
after the date of the report. 

€.^(i-^ 
Comptroller General 
of the United States 

Enclcsures - 2 



SaiEDULE OF LUNOI PERIOD POLICIES 

Type ' Industi7 
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Unpaid 
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20,20r> 
2,300 
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There arc 89 p o l l e l e a aa 80«e of the 64 OTRaniaationa varied t h e i r lunch 
period pract ice by Rroupa of enployeca. 



ENCLOSURE II ENCLOSURE I I 

UNITED STATES GO\ERN.\IENT GENERAL .\CCOI~NTING OFFICE 

Memorandum "arch 13, 1976 

"^^ '• Heads o^ Divisions anri Offices 

FROM : cnnntrol ler ^nneral5C«U«C ̂  /?//fcU 
SUBJECT: Pours nf DutV 

A new order. Mo. 0871.1, will be issued shnrtlv dealino with 
hours o-P d'jt»'. The new order will contain tv/o sionificant chanoes. 

The first principal chanoe is that the 8-hnur workdav nay now he 
scheduled between 6 a.n. and P n.m., *'onday throuoh Fridav, rather than 
7:30 a.m. and S:30 n.n. Tn estahlishinn tines v.-ithin that franev/ork, 
you should tai'e into cnnsideratii^n the needs of vour snecific functions--
i.e., acces<;ihnity of other divisions and offices within ^AO and of 
other anencies—as well as the needs o-̂  their enployees—i.e., carnools, 
public transportation, and reportinp for duty or leavina durinq darkness. 

The second nrincipal channe is that the lunch period for the f^eneral 
.^ccountino nffice is nc' established as ̂ 5 ninutes, rather than M?. hour. 
This channe vnll have an irnact on the vorVdav for your division or office, 
-inasnuch a«> a v.-orkdav is cnnprised o-f 8 hours exclusive of the lunch 
oerind. This channe was necessitated because of the crowded conditions 
in the cafeteria and relative unavailability of other luncheon facilities 
in the area. The f̂ S ninute lunch nerind v/ill nrovide erployees the 
opportunitv to Have a nore leisurely lunch and a lonoer break 'ron the 
d?iilv routine. This should benefit both the ennlovee and overall 
productivity. 

Fach head of a division or office shall establish an 3-hour workday 
for the ennlovees under His supervision v/hich accorr>ndates a 45-ninute 
lunch neriod. ''hen t^is has been established, the Director, OA*;, vrill 
be so advised in order that the in-Por-r'ation nay be in the /'•ttachnent to 
nAO Order 0311.1. 
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