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An Evaluation Of The Intergovernmental
Personnel Act Of 1970

The Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970
is aimed at resolving problems at the State
and local levels in many areas--from building
personnel management systems where none
existed, to promoting civil service reform.
However, the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment needs to better identify these problems
so that program administration can be im-
proved. Several actions already initiated or
planned by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment, if properly implemented, should help
toward this end.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL. OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

B-157936

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report discusses how the Federal Government,
through the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970, as
amended, has assisted in and can best continue to advance
State and local government personnel management improvement.
Improving these governments' personnel management will help
to strengthen their general management and productivity and
will, therefore, help promote the Federal interest to in-
crease the effectiveness of Federal programs that rely on
State and local governments for their implementation.

We concluded that a Federal role in improving State and
local personnel management is still appropriate. Several
actions initiated or planned by the Office of Personnel Man-

agement should further improve State and local personnel
management.

We are also sending this report today to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives. Copies are being sent to the
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Senate
Committee on Governmental Affairs; Director, Office of Per-
sonnel Management; and to the Director, Office of Management

and Budget.
L A

Comptroller General
of the United States
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AN EVALUATION OF THE INTER~
GOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL ACT
OF 1970

Population growth, more urbanization, and
resulting increased State and local gov-
ernment responsibilities have led to a need
for more effective use of personnel, train-
ing programs, and financial assistance. The
need to improve productivity at all levels
of government is an emerging issue of na-
tional concern, and personnel management
improvement, through the Intergovernmental
Personnel Act of 1970, as amended, can help
meet the need.

The Federal Government has a vital stake in
State and local government personnel manage-
ment improvement because:

--The effectiveness and efficiency of the
many Federal grant and regulatory programs
are directly affected by the personnel
management system and practices of State
and local governments responsible for
administering the programs.

--Personnel management programs and policies
are necessary to make sure that State and
local governments have qualified person-
Tnel to provide services and products ef-
ficiently and effectively.

--The costs of Federal grants and regulatory
programs carried out by State and local
governments are affected directly by the
efficiency and effectiveness of these
governments. (See p. 7.)

Problems with State and local government
personnel management still exist, and
these governments continue to require Fed-
eral assistance. The Office of Personnel
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Management (OPM) recognizes the need for
more Federal involvement in identifying
problems so that assistance can be better
directed. (See ch. 2.)

Several evaluations show that the Inter-
governmental Personnel Act's grants have
generally been successful, played a cata-
lytic and supportive role in State and
local government personnel management im-
provement, and have resulted in several
cost savings. But problems are present.
Grantees are not required to report cost
savings on every project, and grants are
limited, resulting in many projects not
being funded and many local jurisdictions
never using the funds.

The overall extent to which these govern-
ments are improving their personnel man-
agement with or without other Federal as-
sistance or thro. jh the sharing of results
from other jurisdictions has not been deter-
mined. Further, employee organizations
question the use of the grants. Representa-
tives of employee organizations may partici-
pate in certain training supported by the
act, but the extent to which they are made
aware of and participate in such training

is not known. (See ch. 3.)

In addition to grants, the act's other com-
ponents (administration of Merit System
Standards, intergovernmental training, co-
operative recruiting and examining, mobility
assignments, and technical assistance) can
have a great impact on State and local per-
sonnel management improvement. However,

--many States are not supervising local
agencies' compliance with the Merit System
Standards as required;

--there are problems in Federal coordination
in enforcing the Standards;

--Federal training may not be meeting State
and local governments' needs, and coordina-
tion of Federal training assistance needs
to be improved;
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—--because of problems in implementing coop-
erative recruiting and examining activi-
ties, many have been discontinued and
Federal emphasis has been low keyed. OPM,
however, has taken steps to revitalize
these activities;

--the evaluation of the overall effective-
ness and impact of the Intergovernmental
Personnel Act's components other than
grants has been limited, and total pro-
gram costs are not determined; and

—-Federal agencies need better guidance for
evaluating their mobility program. (See
chs. 2 to 6.)

The Federal Government recognizes the nega-
tive impact of its numerous personnel re-
quirements for State and local personnel
management and is trying to change this.
Also, it is increasing its activities in
research, demonstration, technology trans-
fer, and productivity as related to State
and local personnel management improvement.

The Federal Government is helping to improve
State and local management and productivity
beyond the area of personnel management,

but until recently it had no central direc-
tion for this.

OPM has been designated the interim focal
point to oversee and provide stronger lead-
ership for Federal efforts assisting State
and local productivity. The act's program
must be broadened to fund general management
improvement projects for these governments.
(See p. 68.)

CONCLUSION

The Intergovernmental Personnel Act's grants
have had a major impact on improving State
and local government personnel management.
However, the overall effect of some of the
act's other components have been clouded

due to problems in program administration.
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The program has not been fully evaluated,
and total cost has not been determined.
Several actions initiated or planned by OPM,
if properly implemented, should help improve
State and local personnel management.

)(!(ECOMMENDATIONS
The Director of OPM should direct the Assis-

tant Director of Intergovernmental Personnel
Programs to:

--Improve the planning process for identify-
ing State and local government personnel
management problems.

--Require grantees to report cost savings
resulting from projects supported by the
act.

--Reexamine its requirement for written
agreements for cooperative recruiting and
examining and enforce it if necessary.

--Periodically assess the success in and
barriers to State and local government
personnel management improvement so that
Federal responsibility to provide future
financial and other assistance to elimin-
ate these barriers can be identified.

~--Determine the extent to which representa-
tives of employee organizations are aware
of and participate in labor management
relations training supported by the act.

-~-Provide more definitive guidance to Fed-
eral agencies for evaluating their mobil-
ity programs and reporting the results to
OPM.

--Develop a systematic and comprehensive

plan for evaluating the act's effective-
ness and impact.
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--Enforce the requirement that the annual
joint evaluation reports on intergovern-
mental recruiting and examining activities
be submitted to OPM headquarters.

--Establish procedures for (1) tracking
costs for Federal participation in coop-
erative recruiting and examining and for
training and (2) summarizing this data
and the costs for Federal participation
in the mobility program. :

AGENCY COMMENTS

OPM agreed with many of our recommendations
and has begun to implement them. It also
agreed with the fundamental conclusion of
the report--that the program's record of
achievement must be sustained and improved
to meet the challenge of all levels of
governments to provide quality publlc serv-
ices at a reasonable cost.
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CHAPTER 1

. INTRODUCTION

On January 5, 1971, the President signed Public
Law 91-648, the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970
(IPA). 1IPA, which is administered by the Office of Person-
nel Management (OPM), Office of Intergovernmental Personnel
Programs, is designed to improve the quality of American
Government through improved State and local government
personnel management. In the act, the Congress declared:

"That since numerous governmental activities
administered by State and local governments are
related to national purpose and are financed in
part by Federal funds, a national interest exists
in a high caliber of public service in State and
local governments."

Certain key assumptions are inherent in IPA's approach
to State and local government personnel management improve-
ment: '

--Effective management is essential to achieve high
quality public service.

—--Management and, thus, the quality of public service
are strengthened by personnel management based on
merit principles.

--State and local government personnel management can
be improved.

-—-A Federal role in improving State and local govern-
ment personnel management is appropriate and in the
national interest.

--Federal assistance is important in stimulating and
assisting State and local government improvement
efforts.

IPA has been in effect for 8 years. We find it appro-
priate to address in this report how the Federal Government,
through IPA, has assisted in and can best continue to ad-
vance State and local government personnel management im-
provement. (As used in this report, the term "personnel man-
agement" includes systems of personnel administration and
training which are the terms used in IPA.)



FEDERAL PERSONNEL ASSISTANCE
EXISTED BEFORE IPA

Federal personnel management assistance to State and
local governments did not originate with IPA. Previously,
such aid was provided through the administration of Merit
System Standards, and in the areas of recruiting and examin-
ing, technical assistance, and training.

The administration of Merit
System Standards before IPA

Federal Merit System Standards for personnel adminis-
tration, originally established in 1939, were administered
by various Federal agencies through 1953. After 1953 the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare administered
the Standards until 1971 when IPA transferred this authority
to the Civil Service Commission (hereinafter referred to as
OPM).

The Standards are presently requirements for State and
local governments' receipt of funds in over 20 grant pro-
grams. (See app. I.) In administering the Standards, the
Federal Government's primary interest is to help State and
local governments achieve a sound merit system program which
helps assure grant-aided programs are administered properly
and efficiently. (See p. 35.)

Recruiting and examining
assistance before IPA

In 1947, Executive Order 9830 authorized OPM to partic-
ipate in joint examinations with State and local agencies,
including the sharing of expenses. The order also provides
for certification from Federal registers for positions in
State and local governments and vice versa. In addition,
Title III of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968
(Public Law 90-577) and Office of Management and Budget
regulations (Circular No. A-97) authorize OPM to provide
recruiting and examining services to State and local govern-
ments on a reimbursable basis.

IPA does not eliminate Executive Order 9830 or the 1968
act's recruiting and examining activities. It does, however,
authorize cooperative recruiting and examining on a shared-
cost basis. (See ch. 5.)



Technical and training
assistance before IPA

According to OPM, personnel management technical and
training assistance before IPA was small and piecemeal and
most aid was given for training in discrete functional
areas. IPA is not intended to duplicate, overlap, replace,
or restrict any other programs of assistance to State and
local governments but is to be coordinated with them to
avoid overlap and duplication. (See pp. 41 and 83.)

WHY IPA WAS NEEDED

In considering passage of IPA, the Congress recognized
that population growth and increasing urbanization were
greatly extending State and local governments' responsibili-
ties. They continually needed Federal aid to meet citizens'
demands for more effective government, better education for
their children, better roads and public transit facilities,
and many other services. :

State and local governments' needs for substantial fi-
nancial aid was only one part of the problem. The Congress
also recognized that many of these governments lacked the
highly qualified professional, technical, and administrative
personnel required to plan and carry out the wide variety
of programs needed to meet citizens' demands.

Before IPA was passed, total State and local government
employment was expected to increase to about 11.4 million by
1975 as compared -to 7.7 million-in 1965—{an increase of
48 percent). Total recruiting needs for professional, tech-
nical, and administrative employees (other than teachers)
were estimated at 2.5 million over the l0-year period--an
average of 250,000 a year, including replacement needs
and growth.

In its study, "The Federal System as Seen by Federal
Aid Officials: Results of a Questionnaire Dealing with
Intergovernmental Relations, 1965," the Senate Subcommitee
on Intergovernmental Relations pointed out that:

"Even the most brilliantly conceived grant-
in-aid program will fail to meet its objectives
unless there are qualified State and local person-
nel to carry it out. Intergovernmental personnel
matters, then, are of paramount significance.”

The study also stated that:



"A shortage of well-trained and highly
qualified administrative, professional, and
technical personnel exists now at all levels
of government and present forecasts indicate
that this gap will grow. Many of the well-
trained and well-qualified employees presently
working for the various levels of government
were hired during the depression years of the
1930s and they are now approaching retirement
age."

The Congress believed that national cooperation and
Federal financial aid were needed to distribute the national
pool of professional, technical, and administrative person-
nel most usefully and to provide personnel systems with max-
imum effectiveness and flexibility. It realized that these
needs could be met with merit personnel systems that would
maximize effective use of personnel; training programs;
transferability of personnel among local governments, the
States, and the Federal Government; and substantial Federal
financial assistance.

IPA is designed to meet the above needs and authorizes
the following activities and programs to assist State and
local governments in improving their personnel management:

--Grants for fellowships, training, and improving per-~
sonnel management systems.

~-The administration of Merit System Standards.
~-Technical assistance.

~-The interchange of employees between Federal and State
and local governments and colleges and universities.
(This is the mobility component of the IPA.)

~-Intergovernmental training whereby State and local
employees can participate in Federal training pro-
grams.

--Cooperative recruiting and examining among Federal,
State, and local governments.

Although other Federal personnel management assistance
is being provided to State and local governments, IPA is
the only comprehensive legislation enacted for the overall
improvement of personnel management in State and local gov-
ernments, including Indian tribal governments performing
substantial governmental functions.
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A FEDERAL ROLE IN STATE AND LOCAL
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT IS
STILL APPROPRIATE

The need for merit personnel systems; training programs;
transferabilty of personnel among local, State, and Federal
governments; and Federal financial assistance as identified
by the Congress before IPA was enacted are no less urgent

today as employment in State and local governments continues
to grow.

HOW GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT HAS GROWN

Employees 20
(millions)

16

14
12

10

State and local?

‘ Federal

1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980. 1985
sIncludes public educ@tion (projected)

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Government Occupations,
Bulletin 1955-42 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978), p. 2.
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The numerous Federal programs which State and local
governments administer are related to national purpose and
virtually affect every State and local activity. The fol-
lowing table shows that Federal grant-in-aid outlays to
State and local governments, which were about $11 billion
in 1965, are estimated to be $82.9 billion in 1980, compared
with $82.1 billion estimated for 1979 and $77.9 billion for
1978. Grants-in-aid, as a percent of State and local ex-
penditures, have increased from 15.3 percent in 1965 to
26.7 percent in 1978 and is estimated to continue to fi-
nance almost one-fourth of total State and local expendi-
tures through 1980.



HISTORICAL TREND OF FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID OUTLAYS

(Fiscal years; dollar amounts in millions)

Composition of Grants-in-Aid Federal grants 25 3 percent of

Grans for Federal outlays State
Totat payments to and local
grants individuals * Other Total Domestic 2 expendi-
tures 2

Five-year intervals:
1950 . $2,253 $1.421 $832 5.3% 8.8% 10.4%

1955 3,207 1,770 1,437 47 12.1 10.1
1960 7,020 2,735 4,285 11 159 147
1965 10,904 3,954 6,950 9.2 16.5 153
Annually:
1970 oo 24,018 8,867 15,151 12.2 211 19.4
1971 28,109 10,789 17,320 133 213 199
1972 34,3712 13,421 20,951 148 22.8 22.0
1973. 41,832 13,104 28,728 16.9 2438 243
1974. 43,354 14,017 29,278 16.1 233 228
1975 49,832 16,217 33,615 153 213 229
1976 59,094 19,578 39,516 16.1 27 245
1977 68,415 23,041 45,373 17.0 22.1 264
1978 ) 77,889 24,765 53,124 173 229 26.7
1979 estimate...................cooooeere. 82,129 26,803 55,326 16.6 22.1 254
1980 estimate...... 82,937 28,077 54,860 156 209 236
1981 estimate «... 88,008 30,425 57,583 15.2 204 NA
1982 estimate ¢........coo.....oooceree. 91,896 32,722 59,174 149 20.1 NA

! For an identification of accounts in this category, see appendix |1 .

2 Excludes outlays for the national defense and international affairs functions.

3 As defined in the national income and product accounts.

4 Data for 1981 and 1982 are included here to be consistent with the new multi-year planning and tracking system. They have not received & mucl

review as the estimates for 1979 and 1380.
NA Not available

SOURCE: “SPECIAL ANALYSES, BUDGET OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT—FISCAL YEAR 1980

Also, Federal expenditures, including grants, have in-
creased from about 18 percent of the gross national product
(GNP) in 1965 to 22 percent in 1978, while State and local
expenditures, including grants, have increased from about
10 percent in 1965 to 13 percent in 1978 as shown.

GOVEKNMENT EXPENDITURES AS A PERCENT OF GNr

Percent Federal, State and Local Government

TOTAL

20 : l\)""\/\- -
/\/_-_\/ State and Local

[~~~ Expenditures

195 1960 1965 1970 1975 1978
Fiscal Years

SOURCE: “SPECIAL ANALYSES, BUDGET OF THE UNITED STATES-
EISCAL YEAR 198Q° :
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The growth in State and local governments' responsibil-
ities challenges these governments to insure they have qual-
ified and trained employees to plan, carry out, and evaluate
Federal programs. 1In addition, other factors which occurred
during the early 1970s have intensified and provide a strong
impetus for improving State and local government personnel
management. These include the 1972 amendments to in-
clude State and local government employees under the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and related issues of affirmative action
programs, equal employment opportunity (EEO) complaint mech-
anisms, public managers' awareness of employees' rights, and
challenges to public managers and appointing authorities to
show that their selection methods are culturally fair and
job related. Also, recent public concern for greater ac-—
countability, efficiency, and economy in public service and
increased activities in State and local government labor
management relations call for State and local personnel
management improvement.

The need to improve productivity at all levels of gov-
ernment is an emerging issue of national concern, and im-
provements in personnel management can provide a basis for
this. (See p. 22.) 1In our opinion the Federal Government
has a vital stake in State and local government personnel
management improvement because:

--The effectiveness and efficiency of the many Federal
grant and regulatory programs are directly affected
by the personnel management system and practices of
State and local governments responsible for admin-
istering the programs.

--Personnel management programs and policies are in-
volved in assuring that State and local governments
have qualified personnel to provide services and
products efficiently and effectively.

~--The costs of Federal grant and regulatory programs
catried out by State and local governments are af-
fected directly by the efficiency and effectiveness
of those governments.

The Federal Government influences State and local gov-
ernment personnel management not only through direct finan-
cial and other IPA assistance but also through its personnel
requirements for these governments. (See p. 63.) To show
how the Federal Government can best continue to advance
State and local personnel management, it is necessary to
show the impact, potential, and problems of the IPA program.
This is done in chapters 3 to 6.
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IPA PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION AND COSTS

OPM serves as the focal point for all IPA activities
which are decentralized throughout OPM's 10 regional offices,
bringing the management closer to the States and localities
served by them. The OPM Office of Intergovernmental Person-
nel Programs is responsible for supervising the IPA program,
coordinating regional activities and personnel management
activities of other Federal agencies, and providing techni-
cal support to its regional offices.

Appropriations for IPA grants for fiscal years 1972-78
were $106.5 million. OPM's costs for administering the IPA
program during this period were $27.1 million. Certain
other program costs (e.g. training), however, have not been
tracked or summarized.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviewed the legislative history of IPA and evalua-
tions of the program from 1971-78 as well as program guide-
lines, publications, and statistical data. In addition, we
reviewed our previous studies on State and local personnel
management and productivity and those of public interest
groups and the Committee on Economic Development.

We interviewed top management officials at OPM head-
quarters but did no fieldwork. We did not attempt to inde-
pendently evaluate the effectiveness and impact of the IPA
program but used the program evaluations of OPM, independ-
ent consultants, and others.



CHAPTER 2

PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE IN STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT, BUT PROBLEMS STILIL EXIST

Since IPA was enacted on January 5, 1971, progress has
been made to improve State and local government personnel
management. However, problems still exist, and these gov-
ernments continue to require Federal assistance. OPM recog-
nizes the need for greater Federal involvement in identify-
ing State and local personnel management problems so the
IPA program can be better directed.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IDENTIFY
THEIR PROBLEMS, NEEDS, AND PRIORITIES

IPA states that the quality of public service can be
improved by developing personnel systems which embrace such
merit principles as:

--Recruiting, selecting, and advancing employees on
the basis of their relative ability, knowledge, and
skills and including open consideration of qualified
applicants for initial appointment.

--Providing equitable and adequate compensation.

--Training employees as needed to assure high-quality
performance.

--Retaining employees on the basis of the adequacy of
their performance, correcting inadequate performance,
and separating employees whose inadequate performance
cannot be corrected.

--Assuring fair treatment of applicants and employees
in all aspects of personnel administration without
regard to political affiliation, race, color, nation-
al origin, sex, or religious creed and with proper
regard for their privacy and constitutional rights
as citizens.

—-Assuring that employees are protected against coer-
cion for partisan political purposes and are prohib-
ited from using their official authority to interfere
with or affect the result of an election or a nomina-
tion for office.

IPA made it necessary for State and local governments
to assess their personnel problems and needs and establish
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priorities to insure the most effective use of IPA assist-
ance. OPM headquarters in Washington, D.C., has 1978 eval-
uvation reports on IPA grants in 10 States which show the
types of problems, needs, and priorities State and local
governments identified from 1971 to 1977 and to 1978 in some
cases. The 10 States are Colorado, Iowa, Maine, New Jersey,
Nevada, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Virginia, Washington, and
Wisconsin. (See app. III.) These States and their local
governments identified the following weaknesses in their
personnel management:

--The need for total personnel systems where none ex-
isted in some cities and counties.

--The lack of the most basic elements of a personnel
system in some municipalities (e.g., full-time person-
nel directors, adequate personnel rules, and record
systems).

--The recognition that written tests used to hire and
promote were either outdated or not valid and in
many cases had little relationship to the jobs they
were used to fill.

-~The need to develop and improve classification plans,
affirmative action programs (including identifying
and removing artificial barriers to hiring and pro-
moting minorities and women), training and recruiting
programs, and employee performance evaluation and
productivity.

—~Failure to identify and meet employee training needs,
including administrative and management training.

-~The need to automate manual personnel systems.

-~The need for technical assistance or training related
to subsystem needs and problems in areas such as
classification, performance evaluations, EEO, and
labor management.

—=~The need for civil service reform to address new
developments in the personnel management field such
as in EEO and labor management relations.

OPM's annual summaries for fiscal years 1972-78 on the
IPA grants program indicate that many problems and needs
identified by other States were in the same general areas as
those identified by the 10 States. For example, the sum-
maries which cover all States show that IPA funds were used
for:
10



--Personnel management systems improvements in such
areas as classification and pay, manpower management,
selection improvement, recruitment and placement,
performance evaluation, automated personnel and man-
agement systems, productivity and the quality of
work life, general personnel management improvement,
EEO, and labor management relations.

--Central staff development and training; training pro-
gram administration and determination of training
needs; and technical, administrative, supervisory,
and management training.

The 10 States' study and other reports at OPM show that
several accomplishments have been made in State and local
government personnel management to improve the weaknesses
identified.

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS
OTHER THAN CIVIL SERVICE REFORM

The summary report on the 10 States' study says that,
although each State developed very individual IPA programs
on the basis of its own priorities, common program priorities
are evident among the States. These include establishing
basic personnel systems where none existed before; making
specific subsystem improvements in areas such as position
classification or performance evaluations in response to
local needs; providing training in key areas of management
concern, particularly management development and, more re-
cently, financial management; and responding to new chal-
lenges and requirements in public personnel policy, such as
EEO and labor management relations. More specifically, re-
ports at OPM identified the following accomplishments:

—--Centralized personnel systems were installed in State
governments in North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming,
and Montana.

—-—Automated record systems were installed to improve
the efficiency of operating personnel systems in
North Carolina and New York City.

-=-A model personnel system was developed for small jur-
isdictions in Massachusetts.

--Some North Carolina State officials have estimated
that, since IPA was enacted, 75 to 80 percent of the
jurisdictions have developed classifications or pay
plans, whereas without IPA, only one-fifth of the

11



towns and cities would have such plans. Also, pro-
jects for overall personnel management improvement
established personnel systems for cities and counties
where as, previously, systems either did not exist or
were restricted to records management.

--Affirmative action programs were established in
Milwaukee and Milwaukee County in Wisconsin.

--In Nevada, local governments requested technical as-
sistance from the State personnel division in the
areas of classification and pay administration, re-
cruitment and examining, personnel policy, and rule
development as well as appraisal systems. An IPA
grant helped to develop the Cooperative Personnel
Services Unit to provide technical assistance. This
unit has not received IPA funding since January 1976
and is self-sufficient, providing a full range of per-
sonnel technical assistance to Nevada jurisdictions.

--The State of Kentucky Department of Personnel has
modernized its personnel records systems with the
aid of an IPA grant. The new system is expected
to increase efficiency and record-retrieval speed
of file clerks by at least 50 percent. The system
has also improved employees' working conditions.

--A report on an IPA-supported training program for
field tax auditors in the Indiana Department of Rev-
enue reveals that the training project significantly
improved productivity. A post-training survey re-
vealed that training participants' enhanced ability
to detect errors in taxpayers' returns accounted for
a 65 percent increase in the average dollar amount of
error per return over their pretraining performance.
Indiana University operates the training program.

--In the State of Washington about 15 percent of IPA
funds awarded had been used to improve specific per-
sonnel system functions. These included the automa-
tion of personnel system records for Seattle and
Tacoma; studies of productivity, career development
policies in State government, and employee communica-
tions; a training resource assessment for nonacademic
university employees; the establishment of an inter-
governmental job information center for Federal,
State, and local jobs; improved opportunities for
part-time employment in the public sector; and the
development of a system for career planning for State
employees.

12



The Nevada report provides the most detailed level of
information on personnel management changes. It includes
the following chart which shows 17 basic personnel system
and training characteristics.

EXTENT TO WHICH THE INDICATED PERSONNEL PROGRAM
COMPONENTS EXISTED IN 1971 VS 1978 IN TWENTY
NEVADA CITIES & COUNTIES COVERED BY THE STUDY
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SOURCE: “THE NEVADA IPA EXPERIENCE-AN EVALUATION OF THE IMPACT OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONN—EL
ACT IN THE STATE OF NEVADA", 1978.

STATE AND LOCAL CIVIL SERVICE REFORM

In recent years, many State and local jurisdictions
have taken on civil service reform similar to that for Fed-
eral employees under the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978.
Some of the State and local governments' efforts preceded
the Federal reform program. At a January 23, 1978, confer-
ence in Washington, D.C., on public personnel management
reform, the Director of OPM stated:
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"* * * T have followed with considerable interest
the progress in some of your States and must con-
clude that while Federal policy is of tremendous
importance, the States (California, Oregon,
Wisconsin, Florida, to name but a few) are in many
cases charting the direction which I believe the
Federal Government must move."

Civil service reform in Wisconsin, Massachusetts,
Chicago, and New York City are examples of the kind of
changes State and local governments are making.

Wisconsin

Wisconsin completed a major revision of its civil serv-
ice system in November 1977. The State studied the systems
of other States and borrowed successful approaches liberally.
The reform revisions in Wisconsin, for example,

--precluded further use of veterans' points in promo-
tional examinations, and veterans' points can no
longer have the effect of bumping nonveterans off
appointment certificates;

--changed from rule of 3 to rule of 5, or 10 percent of
eligibles up to 10, in certifying eligible applicants
for job appointments;

-—established the personnel department as a separate
cabinet-level agency and created a new- -appeals board.

Massachusetts

Massachusetts' reform efforts included updating its
classification system and correctly classifying all posi-
tions. A key objective of this is to develop information
to assure that examinations are job related. The State
is also establishing a new performance appraisal system
in which employee performance can be measured against valid
objectives and used as a factor in promotion and merit pay.
In addition Massachusetts is recodifying civil service laws
and revising personnel rules, training agency people to
maintain classification plans, and delegating personnel
functions to agencies and municipalities which can effec-
tively administer them.

Chicago

In Chicago a new civil service reform ordinance was
approved in October 1975 and became effective on January 1,
1976, establishing:
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—-A personnel department headed by a director of per-
sonnel appointed by the mayor.

-—A personnel board to approve rules proposed by the
personnel director, advise the mayor on personnel
matters, and oversee the employee job security and
disciplinary system.

-~More latitude for department heads in selecting and
promoting employees.

--Greater involvement of the personnel director in
coordinating the city's EEO program and an improved
complaint procedure.

—-—A change in veterans' preference provisions so that
they apply only to service before 1975 for selection
and promotion purposes.

New York City

New York City has recently separated the city civil
service commission from the personnel department and trans-—
ferred many of the commission's functions to the personnel
department. The city has also delegated many personnel
functions to its agencies to get managers more involved in
the personnel area and to increase their ability to manage
their own organizations. 1In addition the city has insti-
tuted a separate management service for its 2,000 managers
and executives to increase management's flexibility, capa-
bility, and authority. This new management service would
include such features as a new managerial compensation plan
linking pay to performance, new managerial time and leave
procedures, and individual agency management incentive pro-
grams.

STATE AND LOCAL PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
PROBLEMS STILL EXIST

Although progress has been made in State and local gov-
ernment personnel management improvement, these governments
indicate that Federal assistance is still needed. Some
State and local governments have made progress in very basic
areas, and they are just beginning to address comprehensive
personnel system problems.

For example, the Colorado report states that, before
1976, most local governments were developing basic classifi-
cation and salary plans and were not ready for a comprehen-
sive personnel system. However, the focus has shifted to
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performance evaluation and productivity system development
and improvement of selection, techniques and methodologies.
This is now possible, according to the Colorado report,
since the basic foundations of personnel administration
were established in the initial years of the IPA grant pro-
gram. The report states that the issues that existed before
1971 (unionization, grievances, appeals) are still signifi-
cant and, with the addition of almost 50,000 more govern-
mental employees over the past 6 years, the trials of being
a public manager or personnel director in Colorado have in-
creased in direct proportion.

Another example is North Carolina where the use of IPA
funds has generally centered on projects to develop the
basics of a personnel system, such as classification and pay
plans, or to develop or improve comprehensive personnel sys-
tems. The North Carolina report states that a general trend
is developing to fund projects which will further refine
comprehensive personnel systems in such areas as performance
evaluation, recruiting and examining, and EEO and affirma-
tive action.

According to the Maine report, while much has been
accomplished in improving personnel practices, the problems
that were identified in a 1972 survey still persist in many
jurisdictions. According to the report, for example, some
jurisdictions still lack basic personnel systems.

In Washington it is believed that, in spite of the ben-
efits from IPA grants, State and local governments will have
a continuing need for grant funds. The Washington report
states that training is increasingly sought after and the
demand exceeds available funds at all levels of government.
It also states that awareness of the need for personnel
management is growing; though personnel systems are getting
more sophisticated, they still have difficulty in providing
the level of service needed by their clients.

Many States and local governments have recently indi-
cated that they need help in such areas as the validation of
selection procedures, collec¢tive bargaining, employee train-
ing, automation of personnel records systems, EEO and affir-
mative action planning, employee productivity improvement,
employee pensions, and performance appraisal systems. How-
ever, this is merely an indication of the need for assist-
ance and does not identify the problems upon which these
needs are based. OPM recognizes the need for more Federal
involvement in identifying specific State and local person-
nel management problems so that the IPA program can be better
directed.
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OPM ASSESSES THE STATE OF THE ART
IN STATE AND LOCAL PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

In 1977 OPM and the National League of Cities, the
National Association of Counties, and the Council of State
Governments sent questionnaires to 3,350 jurisdictions in
an effort to develop a baseline data file to describe the
structure of their personnel systems. As of October 4,
1979, the final report on the analysis of this survey had
not been published.

According to OPM this survey and analysis will be an
important first step in assessing current State and local
government personnel management Nation-wide. OPM believes
that the findings in the final report should enable it,
State and local governments, and IPA planners to better
direct the IPA program to meet personnel management needs.

OPM also believes that this particular survey should be
regarded as one of several indicators of the state of the
art of personnel management and program needs. It recognizes
that personnel management is a continually changing area and
that many of the urgent personnel needs and problems may not
be identified through a mass survey questionnaire as the one
it used. Further, the response rate to the questionnaire
was low for cities and counties as shown.

Type of No. of jurisdictions Jurisdictions
jurisdiction sent questionnaires responding

No. Percent

States 50 48 96.0
Cities 2,100 372 17.7
Counties 1,200 165 13.8
Total 3,350 585 17.5

OPM officials attribute this low response rate to the ques-
tionnaire's length and complexity. :

By conducting this survey, OPM has taken an important
step toward better assisting State and local governments in
improving their personnel management. Realizing the weakness
of this type questionnaire, OPM should use additional means
to determine the needs and problems of State and local gov-
ernments. This would allow the Federal Government to iden-
tify its responsibility in providing direct assistance and
in eliminating barriers to State and local personnel manage-
ment improvement.
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The annual State plans which OPM currently requires its
regions to develop could be the vehicle for identifying State
and local problems and needs and directing IPA resources to
meet these needs. The regions are instructed to identify
State and local needs by reviewing the findings of qualita-
tive evaluations, consulting with Federal grantor agencies,
considering information in quantitative surveys on personnel
operations, and reflecting on the insights gained during
pre—-grant consultation and technical-assistance visits. The
State plans represent the regions' estimates of the actions
and improvements they hope IPA resources will bring about
in the States. While the State plan approach is a logical
method of identifying State and local needs and targeting
IPA resources, OPM recognizes that- the implementation of
this approach has been piecemeal and that it needs improving.

OPM PLANS TO HELP BUILD
PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT EVALUATION
CAPACITY IN 10 JURISDICTIONS

In an OPM operations letter dated April 27, 1979, the
Assistant Director for Intergovernmental Personnel Programs
requested each of OPM's regions to examine opportunities
for a self-evaluation capacity in its jurisdictions and to
encourage that objective through whatever means seem appro-
priate. The objective is to establish ongoing personnel
management evaluation capacity in at least one State or
major jurisdiction in each region. The operations letter
stated that, in some cases, a State or local jurisdiction
may have already initiated some activities toward an objec-
tive self-evaluation capacity that may provide a particu-
larly good opportunity for OPM to strengthen.

The Assistant Director stated that they view the devel-
opment of personnel systems evaluation capacity very broadly
in both what is evaluated and how. 1Ideally, OPM wants to
encourage public managers, particularly at the State level,
to develop a capacity to critically appraise their own per-
sonnel policies, practices, and performance. According to
the Assistant Director, that capacity might be entirely
internal (a personnel management evaluation unit within a
State personnel office) or external (a private or public
organization on contract).

For this project, jurisdictions will be selected volun-
tarily, and the regions are to advise the Assistant Director
of the selections. In considering their plans for capacity
building, the regions are to consider, for example, the fol-
lowing kinds of activities:
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—--Evaluation of the internal personnel operations of a
particular agency, system, or major jurisdiction, in-
cluding its compliance with the Merit System Stand-
ards.

-—A central agency evaluation of the administration of
personnel authorities delegated to other agencies or
organizations.

-—-Evaluation of an initiative within a personnel system
targeted to achieve major objectives (e.g., estab-
lishment of new selection procedures or development
of a performance appraisal system tied to pay or
other rewards).

-—Evaluation of personnel operations in other agencies
or organizations (e.g., State evaluation of local
agencies' compliance with the Merit System Standards).

--Evaluation of the impact of personnel management
improvements or training which has been funded by
IPA grants.

Also, OPM is updating and expanding its "Guidelines for
Qualitative Evaluations of Personnel Operations in State and
Local Governments" for these governments' use in evaluating
their personnel operations.

These efforts, which we encourage, should help to insure
that State and local governments' urgent petrsonriel management
problems and needs are identified.

CONCLUSIONS

Although State and local government personnel manage-
ment has improved, problems still remain. Many States and
local agencies have indicated a need for assistance, but OPM
recognizes the need for more Federal involvement to identify
State and local governments' personnel management problems
to better direct the IPA program.

OPM has taken steps to assess the state of the art in
State and local government personnel management and to help
build jurisdictions' capacity for evaluating their personnel
management. We believe these steps are very important; how-
ever, in the meanwhile OPM should modify its planning proc-
ess to insure that urgent State and local personnel manage-
ment problems are identified.
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RECOMMENDATION

We recommend that the Director of OPM direct the As-
sistant Director of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs to
improve the planning process for identifying State and
local government personnel management problems. OPM's State
plans should include among other things (1) analyzing the
baseline data survey, (2) consulting with other Federal
agencies, particularly those with large grant programs, and
(3) analyzing evaluations of merit systems.

AGENCY COMMENTS

OPM agreed it needs to improve its planning process for
identifying State and local government personnel management
problems and said it had already taken steps to do so. OPM
stated that the baseline survey we discussed on pages 17 and
18 will be useful in identifying personnel assistance needs;
it is contemplating further improvements to insure needs are
properly identified and to bolster the State plans process.

20



CHAPTER 3

THE ROLE OF IPA GRANTS IN STATE AND LOCAL

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT

Although its overall impact is unknown, IPA has played
a key role. in the progress made in State and local personnel
management improvement. Evaluations of the overall effec-
tiveness and impact of most of the IPA components have been
limited, but several evaluations have been made of IPA
grants. These evaluations show that IPA grants have gener-
ally been successful, played a catalytic and supportive
role in State and local government personnel management im-
provement, and have resulted in several cost savings. IPA
funds are limited, however, and many local jurisdictions
have never used IPA grants. The overall extent to which
these jurisdictions are advancing in their personnel manage-
ment improvement with or without other Federal assistance or
through the sharing of results from other jurisdictions has
not been determined. Also, employee organizations question
the use of IPA funds. Representatives of employee organiza-
tions may participate in IPA-supported training, but the ex-
tent to which they are made aware of and participate in such
training is not known.

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENT THROUGH
IPA GRANTS CAN LEAD TO IMPROVEMENTS IN
GENERAL MANAGEMENT AND PRODUCTIVITY

The basic long-range goal of IPA grants is to strengthen
the capacity of State and local governments to plan, carry
out, and evaluate government programs and improve the deliv-
ery of public services. IPA grants are used to address
priority needs in personnel management improvement as deter-
mined by the State and local governments themselves. Grant
funds may be used to fund projects for State and local gov-
ernments' personnel management systems improvement and
training (up to 50 percent of the costs), government service
fellowships, or for any combination of these purposes. °

Systems improvement

In terms of management systems improvement, IPA grants
are limited to personnel systems. There is no rigid defini-
tion of the type and scope of fundable projects for personnel
management systems improvements. Some examples of projects
that could be funded are:
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--Establishing personnel systems of general coverage or
of limited functional coverage to meet the needs of
governmental jurisdictions to provide sound career
services; opportunities for advancement; adequate
retirement and leave systems; and other career induce-
ments to professional, technical, and administrative
personnel.

--Assessing State and local government short- and long-
term needs for professional, technical, and adminis-
trative personnel and the initiation of timely and
appropriate action to meet such needs.

--Strengthening one or more major areas of personnel
administration, such as recruitment and selection,
training and development, or pay administration.

--Undertaking research and demonstration projects to
develop and apply better, more innovative, personnel
administration techniques, including projects con-
ducted by State and local government staffs and pro-
jects conducted by colleges and universities or other
appropriate nonprofit organizations under grants or
contracts. ~

Training

The IPA program allows State and local governments to
improve their general management through training. Grants
for government service fellowships are intended to assist
jurisdictions by providing full-time or part-time graduate-
level education for professional, technical, and adminis-
trative employees. Grants for training may be used for pur-
poses such as strengthening the internal capacity of a State
or local government to assess and meet its own training
needs, planning for and establishing intergovernmental
training programs and facilities, and developing and carry-
ing out State and local governments' training programs. IPA
training grants are intended primarily to meet training
needs not addressed by other Federal programs.

In addition to allowing for general management improve-
ment through training, IPA-supported projects can provide
a base for improving productivity. For example, this is
true whether the IPA projects help jurisdictions develop the
basic components of modern personnel systems, such as pay
and classification systems, or focus on training needs of
elected officials, managers, supervisors, and administrative
staff.
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The appropriations for IPA grants have ranged from
$12.5 million in 1972 to $20 million in 1978. The amounts
awarded by fiscal year for State and local personnel manage-
ment systems improvement, training, and government service
fellowships are shown below. See app. IV for the distribu-
tion of IPA funds.

Personnel

management Government
Fiscal system service Total
year improvement Training fellowships awarded

1972 $ 7,325,000 $ 5,100,000 $41,000 $ 12,466,000

1973 10,524,859 5,505,003 10,050 16,039,912
1974 8,533,500 3,318,500 3,700 11,855,700
1975 10,113,100 5,887,400 15,200 16,015,700
1976 9,313,251 6,008,882 0 15,322,133
1977 11,388,076 7,913,747 0 19,301,823
1978 12,103,695 10,234,993 0 22,338,688

Total $69,301,481 $43,968,525 $69,950 a/$113,339,956

Percent 61.1 38.8 0.1 100.0

a/This exceeds total funds appropriated of $106.5 million
from fiscal years 1972-78 because the annual amounts
awarded include the previous year carryover funds and
funds reobligated.

THE IMPACT OF IPA GRANTS

Evaluations of IPA grants by OPM, States, and inde-
pendent consultants show the grants as highly effective in
meeting State and local governments' personnel management
needs, helping to build organizational capacity, and improv-
ing intergovernmental relations. With IPA grants, progress
in personnel management improvements was made in both large
and small governments during fiscal years 1972-78. The
evaluations show that IPA grants have played a catalytic and
supportive role in improving State and local government per-
sonnel management and have resulted in several cost savings.

Why IPA grants generally succeed

All of the accomplishments in State and local personnel
management described on pages 11 and 12 were achieved through
IPA grants. As stated previously, IPA grants have been used
in establishing basic personnel systems where none existed
before; making specific subsystem improvements, such as po-
sition classification or performance evaluations; providing
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training in key areas of management concern, particularly
management development; and responding to new challenges

and requirements in public personnel policy, such as EEO

and labor management relations.

A 1975-76 evaluation by independent consultants of 384
grant projects funded from 1972 to 1974 showed why most IPA
grant-supported projects were successful and why some failed.
According to the study:

--Projects stimulated by specific and urgent problems
are more likely to have substantial impact.

—-The commitment to projects' objectives by elected
and appointed officials and employees of the juris-
diction is essential to success. This is especially
important to stimulate the continuation of the project
activity.

-—-A high level of effectiveness is promoted by the
conscious flexibility of program administration, which
encourages change in project directions as the juris-
diction's needs change.

--Projects' success in meeting needs and solving prob-
lems is not directly related to the type of project
funded, the size or type of jurisdictions involvegd,
or the size of the grant.

The study showed that about 6 percent of projects failed to
meet needs and solve problems. Another 14 percent were

only partially successful because needs were not properly
identified, key officials were not fully committed to the
improvement, solutions were poorly drawn and did not respond
to jurisdictions' needs, and promised solutions were not de-
livered because of simple mismanagement.

The overall extent to which IPA grant-supported projects
funded after 1974 have failed and the reasons for failure
have not been determined. We believe that OPM should make
a continuous effort to determine this so that the Federal
Government can properly identify its responsibility in elim-
inating barriers to the program's success.

OPM is currently supporting a study of the factors that
help to make IPA grant projects successful. It is focusing
on the following questions:

~—-Are there any underlying and recurring patterns of suc-
cessful innovation implementation to be found in the
experience of the grant projects selected for study?
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--What distinguishes relatively successful innovation
implementation from relatively unsuccessful efforts?

--What is the relationship in terms of success and
failure between what happens after a grant project
is initiated and its ultimate implementation experi-
ence?

--What are the processes by which project goals and
objectives are converted into action plans and
activities that bring about achievement of original
intent?

This study should help OPM to emphasize those factors that
result in the successful administration of the IPA grant
programe. \

Federal funds stimulate personnel
management improvement

The commitment of State and local governments' top man-
agement is necessary for personnel management improvement.
The following examples from the 10 States' study show that
IPA grant funds served as a stimulus for improvement:

~~-In New Jersey the IPA funding and the actions neces-
sary to receive this funding have all combined to
give a long needed impetus to personnel management.
Before IPA, management-oriented officials and person-
nel practitioners in New Jersey had no program de-
signed exclusively to meet their needs. Federal IPA
funds helped to make jurisdictions willing to invest
in their personnel resources.

--In Colorado the IPA program brought into focus the
need to develop personnel systems in tune with na-
tional legislation involving EEO and sound personnel
management.

--As a result of the IPA stimulus, local governments
in Nevada have set aside political differences for
the sake of solving problems of mutual concern. State
agencies in Nevada have grown more aware and respon-
sive to the personnel needs of local governments and
have seen the advantage of a unified approach to
improving personnel management.

Also, one OPM report states that many IPA projects were
credited with initiating the first instance of intergovern-
mental cooperation in personnel management.
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Federal funds played a supportive role

The 1975-76 evaluation of 384 grant projects from 1972
to 1974 and the 10 States' study show that the IPA grant
program provides "seed money" that increases State and local
governments' investment in improved personnel management.
The concept of seed money is that the presence of Federal
funds will convince the grantee over the duration of the
grant that the project is valuable enough to be continued
with non-Federal funds in the long run.

The 384 projects' study shows that 76 percent of the
completed projects were continued with State or local funds,
12 percent were dropped although they were intended to be
continued at the time they were funded, and 12 percent were
one time efforts. According to the study, for those com-
pleted projects that were continued, each $1 in grant funds
originally put into the projects yielded a continuing annual
expenditure of almost $2 of State and local funds. Although
the study does not show why 12 percent of the projects were
dropped, it does state that some projects failed to continue
as planned because necessary legislative changes could not
be made. Another reason projects are not continued is a
lack of funds. However, we do not know if this would be
true of the projects covered in the 384 project' study.

In most of the 384 projects a significant new activity
was initiated, and in other cases an ongoing activity was
improved. On the basis of responses received, 80 percent
of those projects probably would not have been undertaken
without IPA assistance, primarily because of a lack of funds
for management improvement. Those jurisdictions that would
have gone ahead without IPA support believed that the re-
sponse to the needs and problems involved would not have
been as timely and effective. ,

In addition, IPA grants have been used to support some
State and local governments' civil service reform. For ex-—
ample, an IPA grant to Wisconsin resulted in the Governor's
submitting recommendations for civil service reform to the
Wisconsin State legislature. Most of the recommendations
were adopted. Also, at the January 23, 1978, conference
held in Washington, D.C., on public personnel management re-
form, the chairperson of the Massachusetts Civil Service
Commission stated she observed that most of the civil service
reform efforts in Massachusetts would not have occurred with-
out the seed money IPA provided. At this same conference
the personnel director of New York City's Civil Service Com-
mission indicated that IPA grant funds are being used to
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train agencies in the new management service plan for the
city's 2,000 managers and executives and to develop new ex-
aminations for managerial positions.

Savings from personnel management
improvement through IPA grants

According to OPM, specific information about savings
directly attributable to IPA projects is relatively scarce.
However, reports available at OPM give some examples:

--An IPA-initiated training program allowed employees
in Tennessee to implement improved automated data
processing procedures. A special report on manage-
ment improvement claimed that these procedures could
save Tennessee $13 million.

--More than $1.2 million was saved as a result of an
IPA project in the city and county of San Francisco
used to stimulate improved procedures, staff utili-
zation, and budget development.

--An internal executive training program for State of-
ficials in Georgia is estimated to have saved $350,000
compared to the cost of purchasing outside training
courses, and the State is beginning to support a
greater share of program costs.

--A major training program in team building for govern-
ment employees in the State of Washington has saved
approximately $400,000 annually through improved
management in the 39 agencies that have been or are
currently participating in the program.

--Nevada developed and implemented a comprehensive ap-
proach to productivity management within seven major
State agencies. And as of June 1978 the IPA grant
investment of $80,880 has saved Nevada taxpayers more
than $250,000. The documented return in savings was
more than one-third of all IPA funds awarded
($739,576) to Nevada.

—-—The Oklahoma Municipal League developed a reference
guide on authorities, responsibilities, and limita-
tions of municipal officials. This saved about
$18,500 for officials who had used it in the first
few months it was available.

-—A regional consortium to coordinate the delivery of
training through closed circuit television in the
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New Jersey, New York, and Connecticut area saved more
than $50,000 compared to the cost of equivalent train-
ing in a single jurisdiction.

~--Wisconsin's implementation of a productivity study's
recommendations in the c¢ity of Eau Claire would save
about $500,000 in a 5-year period and $1,330,000 in
a 1l0-year period.

~-An IPA-funded safety management project implemented
in Fresno, California, has resulted in a substantial
reduction in lost-time accidents and saved $40,000
within an 18-month period. These benefits were ini-
tiated by a modest IPA grant of $7,907.

In our opinion savings from IPA-supported projects
represent a significant accomplishment and should be reported
regularly. OPM presently requires IPA grantees to report
results of grant projects, and this in our opinion would also
be an appropriate means of obtaining data on savings. OPM
agrees with us and said it plans to modify its report form
to include data on savings.

IPA GRANT FUNDS ARE LIMITED

Informal data provided to OPM's regional offices by
State IPA administrators indicate that, because of limited
grant funds, less than half of the IPA funds requested by
State and local jurisdictions are awarded.
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Unfunded Projects Under the IPA Grant Program

Ratio of

States Unfunded Funds Amount unfunded

FY with data projects awarded unfunded to funded
1972 10 138 $ 4,118,000 $ 4,409,000 1.07:1
1973 17 217 5,552,000 8,544,000 1.53:1
1974 23 141 5,377,000 5,423,000 1.01:1
1975 30 331 9,523,000 14,062,000 1.48:1
1976 31 224 9,247,000 10,119,000 1.09:1
1977 48 559 13,345,000 12,803,000 0.96:1
1978 40 472 14,085,000 12,501,679 0.89:1
Total 2,082 $61,247,000 $67,861,679 1.11:1

IPA grant appropriations have ranged from $12.5 million
in fiscal year 1972 to $20 million in 1978. About 38,000
State and local governments can potentially benefit from
these limted funds. OPM does not maintain the central data
needed to compare why some projects are funded and others
are not. It does not follow up to determine what happens
in jurisdictions that are not funded (i.e., Are projects de-
layed or initiated without Federal funds?). Such an analysis,
in our opinion, would help to determine whether the program
needs to be expanded.

SEVERAL JURISDICTIONS HAVE
NEVER USED IPA FUNDS

Several jurisdictions have never used IPA funds. The
extent to which they overlap with jurisdictions that have
requested funds but did not receive them is unknown.

There is no central data available on which jurisdic-
tions have not used IPA funds and why. However, some of the
individual reports on the 10 States' study of IPA grants in-
dicate that States may have a variety of reasons for not using
IPA funds and that there is a need to further examine this.
For example, the Nevada report states that small jurisdictions
tend not to have used the IPA program, but it was not ascer-
tained whether this stems from a lack of interest in IPA
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affairs, lack of necessary resources such as matching funds
for grants, or other inhibiting factors.

Another example is the North Carolina report which
states:

"It is difficult to characterize jurisdictions
which have not used IPA resources. One official
postulated that they would not be far different
from jurisdictions which had received IPA assist-
ance. A cross section would reveal large and
small jurisdictions, jurisdictions with fairly
sophisticated personnel systems and some with
essentially no personnel systems, and those
receptive to another type of federal assistance

as well as those which do not wish to have

further involvement. A variety of factors has
contributed to non-use of IPA resources. Among
them are an inability to implement a grant project
due to inadequate staff, inability to meet match
requirements, or in some cases a lack of awareness
of IPA resources or services available. One
official indicated that the little jurisdictions
do not have the expertise to know what is really
needed and consequently do not know for what to
apply."

The overall extent to which jurisdictions that have not
used IPA grants are progressing in their personnel manage-
ment improvement, using other types of Federal personnel
assistance, or sharing in results from other jurisdictions
is unknown. Nevada is the only one in the 10 States' study
that indicates this. Its report contains the chart on
page 31 which shows the relative gain in personnel program
components (such as recruitment and examining systems and
EEO programs) in 1l jurisdictions which received IPA grant
assistance compared to 9 which did not. (See p. 13 for all
the components included in this chart.)

Even if all jurisdictions requested IPA grant funds,
many would not receive them because of the limited amount
available. This increases the need for OPM to identify
problems of State and local governments and to improve re-
search, demonstration, and technology transfer for State
and local personnel management. (See p. 66.)
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RELATIVE GAIN IN PERSONNEL PROGRAM
COMPONENTS IN ELEVEN JURISDICTIONS WHICH
RECEIVED IPA ASSISTANCE AS COMPARED
TO NINE JURISDICTIONS WHICH RECEIVED NO

IPA ASSISTANCE
NUMBER
OF COMPONENTS*

8

Jurisdictions which 7.6
— received IPA
assistance

Jurisdictions which
o e = received no {PA
assistance

ol ]

Average number of comnonents Average number of components
per jurisdiction in 1971 per jurisdiction in 1978

SOURCE: “THE NEVADA (PA EXPERIENCE--AN EVALUATION OF THE IMPACT OF THE
INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL ACT IN THE STATE OF NEVADA.” 1978

Also, the Federal Government needs to determine what
progress local governments that have not used IPA funds are
making in their personnel management improvement and what
barriers they face. This would, in our opinion, help to
determine the Federal responsibility to provide more finan-
cial and other assistance and to eliminate barriers to State
and local government personnel management improvement.

EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS QUESTION
THE USE OF IPA GRANT FUNDS

Employee organizations have complained that, since un-
ions are barred as grantees under the IPA program, IPA grants
are clear&y being used to help strengthen management's nego-
tiating position and capability. In 1975 the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, opposed a proposed amendment to IPA to
authorize grants for training to employee organizations.

The Subcommittee stated that the unique purpose of IPA is
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to assist State and local governments in improving their
management competence and that the proposed amendment would
equate labor organizations, which have no governmental re-
sponsibilities, with State and local governments for which
the act was specifically designed. The Subcommittee stated
that extending financial assistance to labor unions and
employee organizations requires a policy determination which
should be considered outside the context of IPA.

Although unions do not receive IPA funds, the guidelines
for the IPA grant program give representatives of employee
organizations, who are State or local government employees,

a direct opportunity to participate in IPA-supported train-
ing programs. However, the proposed training must be ra-
tionally geared toward improving employee performance and
directly benefit a State or local government. Subjects
which meet this criteria include

--an understanding of the terms of the collective bar-
gaining agreement,

-—-an orientation in public sector labor relations laws
and administrative orders, and

--briefings and instruction on those nonnegotiable
areas of personnel administration that may affect
the conduct of collective bargaining.

The overall extent to which representatives of employee
organizations are made aware of and participate in IPA-
supported training is unknown. In our opinion, such infor-
mation would help to determine the extent to which employee
organizations and management cooperate in using IPA funds
when appropriate.

CONCLUSIONS

Evaluations of IPA grants show that they have been suc-
cessful, have played a catalytic and supportive role in State
and local government improvement efforts, and have resulted
in several cost savings. OPM agrees that it should require
grantees to report cost savings from IPA-supported projects.
In addition, OPM should determine the extent to which repre-
sentatives of employee organizations are made aware of and
participate in IPA-supported training.

Limited IPA funds make it necessary for OPM to identify
the problems of State and local governments and to improve
research, demonstration, and technology transfer for State
and local personnel management.
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In addition, the success in and barriers to State and
local personnel management improvement, including jurisdic-
tions that have not used IPA funds, should be identified so
that Federal responsibility to provide future financial and
other assistance and to eliminate barriers can be defined.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Director of OPM direct the Assist-
ant Director of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs to:

--Require grantees to report cost savings resulting
from IPA-supported projects.

--Determine the extent to which representatives of
employee organizations are aware of and participate
in IPA-supported training in labor management re-
lations.

--Devise and implement a plan to periodically assess
the success in and barriers to State and local govern-
ment personnel management improvement so that the
Federal responsibility to provide future financial and
other assistance and to eliminate barriers can be
identified. 1In developing the plan, consideration
should also be given to the success and failure of
IPA grant projects and jurisdictions that have not
used IPA grants.

AGENCY COMMENTS

OPM agreed that grantees should be required to report
cost savings resulting from IPA-supported projects. It
stated that the achievement of cost savings is one indica-
tion of the success of a grant project and that it will mod-
ify its forms for completed grant projects to collect this
information.

OPM also agreed that it should monitor the extent of em-
ployee organization awareness and participation in IPA-
supported training in labor management relations. It stated
it:

--Has recently canvassed the extent of employee orga-
nization participation in IPA training and will con-
tinue to monitor this activity.

--Is considering policy changes to insure greater
awareness and participation by employee organizations
in future IPA-supported labor-management relations
training.
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--Is already attempting to implement section 602 of
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 by encouraging
Federal agencies to eliminate conflicting personnel
regulations which are barriers to State and local

personnel management improvement.

--Has analyzed the reasons for the success and failure
of IPA grant projects and cited the 1975-76 survey
of 384 grant projects and the 1978 evaluation of
the IPA grant program in Nevada.

We acknowledge these efforts. However, OPM agreed that
it is desirable to have more knowledge on why some State and
local governments operate successful personnel systems and
others do not. OPM stated also that, because of the high
costs, it has some reservations about fully implementing the
recommendation to gather more information on this subject
but agreed that, with additional resources, this information

could be worth collecting.
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CHAPTER 4

THE POTENTIAL ROLE OF AND PROBLEMS IN

MERIT SYSTEM STANDARDS ADMINISTRATION AND

INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRAINING

In addition to IPA grants, the potential role of the
other IPA components (i.e., the administration of Merit Sys-
tem Standards, intergovernmental training, cooperative re-
cruiting and examining, mobility assignments, and technical
assistance) can have a great impact on State and local gov-
ernment personnel management improvement. However, improve-
ments are needed in administering Merit System Standards and
intergovernmental training. Problems have resulted in a low-
keyed approach to cooperative recruiting and examining (see
ch. 5), and the evaluation of the overall effectiveness and
impact of the IPA components other than grants, as discussed
in chapter 6, has been limited.

THE POTENTIAL ROLE OF MERIT SYSTEM
STANDARDS ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Standards for a Merit System of Personnel
Administration are presently a statutory or regulatory re-
quirement for State and local governments' receipt of funds
in over 20 grant programs. (See app. I.) The Standards
are used to determine whether a State or local government
has established and is maintaining an acceptable merit sys-
tem of personnel administration. In administering the
Standards, OPM's primary interest is assisting State and
local governments achieve a sound merit system program
which helps assure the proper and efficient administration
of grant-aided programs covered by the Standards.

OPM EVALUATES STATE AGENCIES' COMPLIANCE
WITH THE STANDARDS, BUT LITTLE EVALUATION
IS MADE OF LOCAL AGENCIES' COMPLIANCE

OPM is responsible for evaluating State agencies' com-
pliance with Merit System Standards. Its responsibility for
evaluating local compliance is limited. The State is respon-
sible for supervising and evaluating most local compliance.
The States' involvement in local compliance takes many forms.
Many of them actually operate merit systems on a central
basis for local grantees. However, some State agencies re-
sponsible for "passthrough moneys"” which go to local agen-
cies serviced by independent local merit systems do not
carry out their responsibility to evaluate local compliance.
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OPM's qualitative evaluations are used to review
State agencies' compliance with Standards

According to OPM about 360 State agencies are required
to adhere to Merit System Standards. The number of local
agencies required to adhere to the Standards is unknown but
is estimated to be in the thousands. The number of merit
system agencies in which OPM must directly administer Merit
System Standards has more than doubled, from about 100 to
300, because the Department of Labor has recently added the
Standards to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act's
(CETA's) regulations, and no State agency is charged with
supervising local prime sponsors' compliance in that program.
Labor is the first agency to take such action since the pas-
sage of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 which authorized
Federal agencies to extend the requirement of Merit System
Standards to all grant programs.

OPM reviews compliance with the Standards by evaluating
each State agency on a rotating 4-year cycle. OPM's regional
offices have a great deal of flexibility in performing these
qualitative evaluations. Their visits to agencies range from
1 day to 2 weeks, and although they are only required to loock
at EEO, employee selection, and one other area of personnel
management, they sometimes make comprehensive evaluations.

Before the second quarter of fiscal year 1979, OPM did
not .require systematic reporting of State agencies' devia-
tions from the Standards. It now requires its regions to
state in their quarterly management reports what they be-
lieve are deviations and the actions they plan to take.

Limited State evaluation of
local compliance to the Standards

Except for CETA regulations, Federal regulations for
grant—-aided programs administered by local governments re-
quire that State government officials make sure that local
agencies comply with administrative requirements of the
grants. This includes compliance with the Merit System
Standards. Thus the States, not OPM, have primary responsi-
bility for reviewing local agencies' compliance.

An OPM personnel management specialist told us that
States' supervision of local compliance works well in a few
States, but many States do not want that responsibility.

OPM's March 1977 report on the evaluation of its Chicago
regional office's intergovernmental personnel program divi-
sion's activities stated that the States' evaluations of
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local compliance with the Standards continues to be a prob-
lem in the region. The report cited the following:

--In Indiana the State supervised only one of the local
grant—-aided programs. Part of an IPA grant to the
State would be used to provide for a system of State
services to locals.

—-In Illinois the supervision of local programs for public
health, mental health, and the aged continued to be a
problem. Relations between the State and local govern-
ments seem to preclude practical working relationships.

The report states that in Wisconsin and Minnesota little or
no problem existed with unsupervised locals.

A December 1976 report of the Philadelphia regional of-
fice's 1IPA activities stated that its Intergovernmental Per-
sonnel Division has had considerable success in getting the
State grantee agencies to evaluate the personnel management
operations of local program agencies; however, the State
grantee agencies were ill-equipped and typically unwilling
to see that local merit system agencies complied with the
standards. According to the report, the State grantee agen-
cies were reluctant to arrange for the central merit system
agency to oversee compliance in their behalf and also main-
tained that they received no Federal funds for this purpose.
Therefore, the region had a major problem of poor supervision
in the three States (Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Virginia).

To improve local supervision, OPM, in the recently re-
vised Merit System Standards (see p. 65), is requiring State
governors to designate an agency or agencies responsible for
supervising local compliance with the Standards. This agency
will obtain certifications of compliance from local chief ex-
ecutives. The States must maintain these certifications and
make them available to OPM on request.

’

PROBLEMS IN FEDERAL COORDINATION
IN ENFORCING COMPLIANCE

OPM's Office of Personnel Assistance Operations desk
officers are responsible for maintaining liaison with sever-
al Federal grantor agencies and coordinating OPM's merit
systems activities. This involves consulting and negotiat-
ing with agency officials on policy and program matters re-

lating to problems in State and local personnel administra-
tion and

--providing advice to grantor agencies on interpreta-
tion of the Merit System Standards,
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--coordinating grantor agencies' enforcement action so
that a common Federal position is communicated to
State and local officials, and

--coordinating Federal grantors' personnel technical
assistance resources so they are efficiently and
effectively used in improving the management capa-
bility of State and local governments.

When OPM identifies a grant-aided agency's failure to
comply with the Standards, it tries to resolve the matter
through negotiations and will request the appropriate Fed-
eral agency's assistance if needed. If OPM believes that a
question of substantial conformity remains, it will forward
its findings to the grantor recommending that the grant be
terminated or that other appropriate action be initiated.
The basis for assessing substantial conformity rests on a
consideration of how well the merit system as a whole meets
the Standards' intent and objectives. The grantor, however,
does not have to follow OPM's recommendations.

When two or more Federal agencies sponsor programs,
problems can be compounded if they do not coordinate their
actions. For example, the State of Kentucky, in its opera-
tions of a program cosponsored by the Departments of Labor
and Health, Education, and Welfare, exempted more positions
from competitive selection than OPM believed was justifiable.
OPM's Atlanta regional office recommended that the two de-
partments disallow funding for the positions. In response
to a letter from the Governor of Kentucky to the President,
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare informed
the State that it would not disallow funding for any of the
jobs. According to the Assistant Director, Intergovernmental
Personnel Programs, the Department took this action unilater-
ally without consulting OPM or Labor.

The OPM Atlanta region later found that the Kentucky
positions could be exempted under the 1979 revised Merit
System Standards. However, the Department of Labor is con-
tinuing to pursue audit exceptions approved by OPM for per-
iods in which these positions were exempted from the Kentucky
merit system in violation of the 1971 Merit System Standards.

OPM officials told us that section 208 of IPA authorizes .
them to advise Federal agencies that actions are needed to
comply with the Standards, but Federal agencies still have
the option to adopt or ignore OPM's advice. Officials said
States do not perceive a well-integrated compliance effort
at the Federal level. The officials do not believe this di-
vision of authority should be changed but would recommend
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"heightened spirit of coordination" among the concerned Fed-
eral grantor agencies.

THE POTENTIAL ROLE OF
INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRAINING

Section 302 of IPA attempts to strengthen the training
and development of State and local government employees by
authorizing Federal agencies to admit them to training pro-
grams established for Federal professional, administrative,
or technical personnel. Federal agency heads may waive, in
whole or in part, payments from or on behalf of State and
local governments for the cost of the training provided.
Also, OPM is authorized to pay the first additional develop-
ment or overhead costs that are incurred by admitting State
and local government employees to Federal training courses.

Federal training assistance may
not be meeting State and local
governments' needs

The growth and complexity of State and local responsi-
bilities require that ongoing and expanded training be pur-
sued to continually upgrade the capacities of State and
local government personnel. The former President's reorga-
nization project task force on personnel management reports
that State and local political realities make it unlikely
that jurisdictions will be willing or able to meet increas-
ing training needs on their own in times of limited finan-
cial resources and that the IPA program is a valuable al-
ternative. According to the task force, Federal training
support is consistent with national objectives; however,
the effectiveness of this training for State and local em-
ployees has not been fully evaluated. Therefore, IPA may be
only helping State and local governments meet a small frac-
tion of their training needs.

OPM reported approximately 414,876 training incidents

for State and local employees participating in Federal
training programs. Of these, 98,696 were in OPM training.
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State and Local Participation in
Federal Training Programs

No. of training participants by fiscal year
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 Total

(0,201 11,800 15,470 13,660 14,900 13,600 14,105 15,161 98,696

Other Federal
agencies 31,900 29,140 56,390 63,000 a/ 65,000 a /70,750 (b) 316,180

43,700 44,610 70,050 77,900 78,600 84,855 15,161 414,876

a/Estimates rather than actual.

b/As of June 5, 1979, estimate was not available.

According to the former Presidential task force, State
and local officials have indicated that IPA is not meeting
its full potential. It has requested that

—--increased information about Federal training be made
available,

-—course content be more relevant to State and local
governments, and

--tuition be reduced.

The length of Federal classes, along with the geographical
location, has also been identified as barriers to State and
local participation.

Training to State and local employees is also available
from sources other than section 302. As shown on page 23
about 39 percent of the IPA grant funds have been used for
training State and local employees. Also, OPM's work force
effectiveness and development group (the former Bureau of
Training) has developed eight training packages specifically
for State and local employees.
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OPM stated that, while training under the authority of
section 302 of IPA may seem sizable, the scope of Federal
agency training is so broad that there are likely many un-
tapped! opportunities for participation of State and local
employees in Federal training. An OPM official told us that
the real training needs in some areas are not being met.

OPM feels limited in what it can do because training needs
have not been fully identified.

OPM has initiated a study to identify the (1) unmet
State and local training needs, (2) kinds of training State
and local officials wish to obtain from the Federal Govern-
ment, (3) untapped training resources of Federal agencies,
(4) barriers to State and local employees' participation
in training programs, and (5) potential training opportuni-
ties, OPM's future priorities, and the Federal role for
providing information about these resources to State and
local governments.

Coordination of Federal training
assistance needs to be improved

Section 306 of IPA requires OPM to:

--Coordinate the training support given to State and
local governments under IPA with training support
given under other Federal programs.

~--Make arrangements, including collecting and maintain-
ing data on training grants and programs providing for
training to avoid duplication and to insure consistent
administration of related Federal training activities.

—--Insure consistent administration of related Federal
training activities with particular regard to Title
IX of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

OPM provides intergovernmental training in such areas
as general management, personnel management, labor relations,
EEO, management science, financial management, and automatic
data processing management. However, OPM has limited knowl-
edge of the training other Federal agencies provide. OPM's
efforts to coordinate training consist of (1) the administra-
tive support it provides to the intergovernmental training
council whose overall goal is to exchange information about
training methods and programs and (2) the Guide to Personnel
Assistance for State and Local Governments which gives the
many different types of personnel assistance offered by Fed-
eral departments and agencies.
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In our March 7, 1975, report "Progress and Problems in
Implementing the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970"
(FPCD-75-85), we stated that more information needs to be
collected on the kind of training being provided to State
and local employees. OPM has worked to gather information
on training given to State and local employees participating
in Federal training programs but has not developed a system
to gather data on training provided by Federal grants. 1In
addition, the information that has been collected has not
been published or analyzed to identify the thrust of the
training being provided.

The need to coordinate training becomes more evident as
the amount of training increases. Training projects funded
by IPA have increased from 161 in 1974 to 374 in 1978.

The OPM Office of Management Analysis and Audits has
recommended that OPM increase its efforts to coordinate State
and local training under both Federal training and grant pro-
grams. The OPM Office of Intergovernmental Programs agreed
with this recommendation and will attempt to bolster its
efforts within resource constraints.

CONCLUSIONS

The Federal role in improving State and local govern-
ments' personnel management through the administration of
Merit System Standards and intergovernmental training can
have a tremendous impact. However, improvements are needed
to insure that States promote supervision of local agencies
compliance with Merit Standards, that Federal training as-
sistance meets State and local governments' needs, and that
OPM coordinate the various types of Federal training assist-
ance. We believe that actions initiated or planned by OPM
in these areas, if properly implementated, should advance
State and local government personnel management improvement.

Although OPM officials acknowledged the problems in

enforcing Merit System Standards, we make no recommendation
at this time because of the limited scope of our review.
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CHAPTER 5

PROBLEMS IN IMPLEMENTING COOPERATIVE RECRUITING

AND EXAMINING ACTIVITIES

Cooperative recruiting and examining can provide better
service to job applicants and improve the overall government
economy. However, required written agreements are not always
maintained, and, because of problems in implementing these
activities, many have been discontinued and Federal emphasis
has been low keyed. OPM has recently taken measures to re-
vitalize this component of IPA.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF COOPERATIVE
RECRUITING AND EXAMINING

Section 204 of IPA authorizes shared-cost intergovern-
mental cooperative recruiting and examining. This authority
grew out of a concern that, in many parts of the United
States, members of the general public interested in applying
for a government job are faced with an unjustifiably complex
and burdensome task. Applicants must trudge from one govern-
ment office to another--Federal, State, county, or municipal--
to apply many times over, filling out numerous forms, and
possibly taking several examinations of a similar nature.
Also, the duplication in facilities and administrative costs
among the various levels of government is costly to the tax-
payer.

The basic assumptions regarding cooperative recruiting
and examining are that

--better service is provided to job applicants through
one-stop intergovernmental recruiting and/or examin-
ing facilities and

--shared-cost arrangements are more economical for the
government.

Also, the program gives State and local governments access

to a large labor market through OPM's recruitment network as
well as benefits of OPM's longstanding experience in recruit-
ing and examining.

OPM supports and participates in shared-cost programs
which will avoid duplicate testing, give the public the op-
portunity to apply for positions in more than one public
jurisdiction through a single application or eligibility
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list, and will simplify information about job opportunities
in the public sector. All cooperative activities must be
voluntary.

TYPES OF COOPERATIVE ACTIVITIES

Shared-cost cooperative recruiting and examining activ-
ities in which OPM may participate are identified by four
categories: intergovernmental staffing systems, referrals
as a supplementary recruitment source, cooperative recruit-
ing, and cooperative examining.

Intergovernmental staffing systems

Intergovernmental staffing systems arrangements provide
for staffing positions in more than one governmental juris-
diction through a single register, eligibility list, or
talent bank. OPM states that the pooling of recruiting,
examining, and referral operations among several jurisdic-
tions may be both efficient and economical for all levels
of government. In addition, it would give the public the
opportunity to apply for positions in more than one juris-
diction through a single application and eligibility list
or talent bank.

Referrals as a supplementary
recruitment source

Names from Federal referral lists may be useful sources
of staffing for State and local governments. By the same
token, State and local governments' lists may be useful to
Federal agencies. However, referral of names in this con-
text does not certify applicants' qualifications for Federal,
State, or local jobs. No ranking of names and no evaluative
information other than applicants' own statements of inter-
ests and experiences are referred.

Cooperative recruiting

Cooperative recruiting involves a variety of joint and
shared-cost programs which include such areas as intergov-
ernmental job information testing centers; preparation,
publication, and distribution of recruiting materials (pamph-
lets, brochures, career directories, posters, exhibits,
etc.); joint paid advertising; and intergovernmental re-
cruiting activities at educational institutions or other
facilities.
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Cooperative examining

Cooperative examining requires the matching of job
standards with appraisal procedures. These may range from
the content of applications and systems for receiving and
handling, to complex devices used to assess qualifications
and make value judgments about candidates who are best
qualified. OPM may participate with State and local govern-
ments in a variety of joint and shared-costs programs, in-
cluding:

--Developing and using qualifications assessment de-
vices (including written tests) and related evaluative
and ranking criteria for use in intergovernmental
staffing systems.

—--Appraising the effectiveness of intergovernmental
examining and staffing vehicles.

--Scheduling, conducting, and monitoring written tests,
standard interviews, oral examinations, or similar
activities.

--Scoring tests and providing results.
--Evaluating relative ability, knowledge, and skills,
including the development of rating and ranking

criteria and procedures.

--Furnishing names from Federal registers and certi-
fying individuals' qualifications for positions.

OPM NEEDS TO REEXAMINE ITS REQUIREMENTS
FOR WRITTEN AGREEMENTS

Intergovernmental staffing systems, referrals as a
supplementary recruitment source, and cooperative recruiting
are usually conducted under agreements to operate intergov-
ernmental job information centers. Separate agreements are
made for cooperative examining. OPM regulations state that:

"Written agreements between the Commission
and appropriate agencies of State and local govern-—
ments are required for each shared-costs arrangement
in which the Commission participates in order to:

"--Document, clearly, the mutual responsibili-
ties of each party to the agreement;
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"-~-Establish a conceptual and procedural frame
for the relevant cooperative activities;
and

"--Specify the costs obligations of the parti-
cipating governments and the manner of
payment."”

These agreements may be made for specific periods of
time or indefinitely, depending upon the nature of the ar-
rangement. Written agreements are required even if the
shared costs are compensated exclusively through the ex-
change of services without reimbursement of costs.

On February 1, 1979, five of the job information centers
were operating without formal written agreements: Detroit,
Michigan; Madison, Wisconsin; Akron, Ohio; Reno, Nevada;
and Seattle, Washington. The center in Reno, for example,
was instituted in September 1973 without a written agreement.
It was learned, after a written agreement had been prepared,
that one of the intended participants could not participate
because of certain problems associated with its own personnel
system. It was therefore deemed advisable not to conclude
the written agreement but proceed instead on an informal
basis.

The Seattle agreement is an informal continuation of a
formal agreement that terminated December 31, 1974. The
support for the center had begun to erode by this time be-
cause of budgetary and manpower cuts. Information on the
center in Seattle states that the region believes that an
attempt to develop a written agreement might disrupt the
current arrangement and would serve no useful purpose since
no reimbursement is involved.

OPM agreed that it should reexamine its requirement for
written agreements and enforce it if necessary.

MANY COOPERATIVE RECRUITING AND EXAMINING
ACTIVITIES HAVE BEEN TERMINATED

OPM's regional offices undertook concerted efforts
throughout 1972 and early 1973 to promote intergovernmental
recruiting and examining activities. Two years after IPA
was enacted, OPM reported having 14 intergovernmental job
information centers with 27 State and local participants,
and 12 cooperative examining agreements with 25 State and
local participants. Also, at that time active negotiations
were underway for 23 more agreements.
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Although OPM was moving ahead successfully in establish-
ing new agreements, the question of the validity and job
relatedness of testing devices was becoming more and more an
issue, The validity of OPM examinations for State and local
jobs had not been addressed, and there was a growing concern
that this would lead to serious court challenges. Therefore,
in 1974 OPM decided to conduct a low-keyed approach toward
negotiating cooperative examining agreements with State and
local governments.

Since that time the OPM regional offices generally have
not aggressively promoted intergovernmental cooperative
recruiting and examining, especially in the area of coopera-
tive testing. This inhibited other initiatives and played
a part in the demise of most of the examining agreements
along with some of the job information centers.

OPM reported the termination of five centers and nine
cooperative examining agreements since 1973. As of February
1, 1979, OPM had 15 intergovernmental job information centers
with 37 State and local government participants, and 3 coop-
erative examining agreements with 13 State and local govern-
ment participants. (See app. V for a list of jurisdictions
with cooperative agreements.)

A major factor for terminating the job information cen-
ters was the overall decline in the economy Nation-wide.
According to OPM, with a slowdown of State and local hiring,
and unemployment generally on the rise, there was little
need for an active recruitment and selection program. Some
States decided to cut out of their budgets their share of
the costs of a joint venture. In some cases projects sup-
ported by IPA grants were discontinued when the grants ran
out.

In addition to the lack of validation for OPM exams,
other reasons for terminating the cooperative examining
agreements included nonuse of registers, dissatisfaction
with the quality of placement, a high rate of declinations
from referrals, unreasonable turnaround time for test re-
sults, and the perception on the part of some jurisdictions
that the higher prestige and salaries that typically accom-
pany Federal employment means that they are just helping OPM
to siphon off their better candidates.

According to OPM officials, the concept of intergovern-
mental recruiting and examining, by its very nature, will
take a sustained effort to become a success. OPM recognizes
that national problems, such as unemployment and severe budg-
et restraints at all levels of government are factors which
affect the potential of cooperative recruiting and examining.
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However, in September 1977 OPM officials stated that,
despite problems, they believed that intergovernmental coop-
eration had more potentlal than had been demonstrated.
They stated that OPM's initial investment over the first
2 years (1971 and 1972) in negotiating agreements and cen-
ters, finding space, training staff, etc., had been lost
in the case of terminated agreements and closed centers
and that it was not likely the program could be sustained
if this situation was allowed to continue. At an OPM re-
gional directors' conference in October 1977, the group
agreed to revitalize the program.

OPM HAS TAKEN STEPS TO REVITALIZE
COOPERATIVE RECRUITING AND EXAMINING

OPM will terminate six more intergovernmental job in-
formation centers. This is a part of its decision to close
45 Federal job information centers beginning fiscal year 1980
because the cost of operating them does not warrant their
existence at a time when the Federal Government is stream-
lining and recruitment is slow. However, in an April 11,
1979, letter, the Director of OPM stated that the closure
of these centers is not intended as a signal to totally
abandon OPM's commitment to promote cooperative arrangements
with State and local jurisdictions. He requested that each
region assess the capabilities and interests of State and
local governments in this area. In view of a recent Utah
study, he asked that the regions pursue program activities
relating to intergovernmental recruiting and examining as
actively and positively as resources permit. One objective
of this Utah project was to develop procedures which other
regions could use in establishing new cooperative agreements
that insure technically sound documentation of job compara-
bility among jurisdictions.

On April 11, 1979, OPM released the first of two re-
ports on the Utah project. OPM stated that the report docu-
ments the equivalence of Federal and State clerical jobs in
terms of employee work behaviors and characteristics. The
report provides a needed basis in job analysis to support
cooperative examining for clerical jobs under the Utah inter-
governmental personnel agency and is intended to be useful
to all regional offices in developing job analyses for coop-
erative examining agreements.

The report discusses potential applications of the meth-
odology and task inventory. Regional offices have been en-
couraged to consider using this methodology in meeting ob-
jectives for cooperative examining and to discuss potential
applications with OPM's Personnel Research and Development
Center.
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OPM is also considering the following intergovernmental
approaches to minimize the impact of planned budgetary cuts
in its staffing activities:

--Turn over the onsite supervision of a cooperative
activity, such as an intergovernmental job infor-
mation center, to a State or local official.

OPM employees might work under the onsite super-
vision of a State or local official but would be
otherwise managed by OPM managers not located at the
intergovernmental job information center.

--Move an intergovernmental job information center
from Federal to less costly State, local, and non-
governmental space.

--Purchase State or local services for such functions
as recruitment, information services, test admin-
istration, and perhaps even registration and certi-
fication.

--Use State or local eligibility lists for recruit-
ment and, if necessary, pay for such assistance
either in cash or exchange it for something else.

--Increase our efforts to arrange State or local par-
ticipation, operational and financial, in OPM
staffing activities.

--Use State or local agencies and offices to conduct
OPM recruitment activities.

CONCLUSIONS

The full potential of cooperative recruiting and examin-
ing has not been realized because of a low keyed Federal ap-
proach and problems that have hampered their success. OPM,
however, has taken measures to revitalize the program, and
we believe that this is\an important step toward enhancing
the Federal role in improving State and local government
personnel management. OPM, however, has not enforced its
requirement for written agreements for cooperative recruit-
ing and examining activities.

RECOMMENDATION

We recommend that the Director of OPM direct the Assist-
ant Director of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs to re-
examine the requirement for written agreements for coopera-
tive recruiting and examining activities and enforce it if
necessary.
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AGENCY COMMENTS

OPM agreed that it needs to reexamine its requirement
for written agreements for cooperative recruiting and exam-
ining and stated that, in some cases, a required formal
written agreement could constitute a significant institu-
tional barrier to cooperative recruiting and examining.

It added that, although written agreements are preferable,
it plans to revise its guidelines to allow for less formal
arrangements when a written agreement is not feasible.
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; CHAPTER 6

THE EVALUATION OF THE OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS

AND IMPACT OF THE IPA PROGRAM HAS BEEN LIMITED

AND TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS ARE NOT DETERMINED

The IPA grant program, which is the largest part of
the Federal investment in State and local personnel manage-
ment improvement, has been evaluated more than any other
IPA component. But evaluations of the overall effectiveness
and impact of the administration of Merit System Standards,
cooperative recruiting and examining, mobility assignments,
and technical assistance have been limited. Intergovern-
mental training has not been evaluated at all. (See ch. 4.)
Thus, the full extent to which the IPA program is helping to
improve State and local governments' personnel management is
not known. Also, total program costs have not been deter-
mined.

EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS
AND IMPACT OF IPA GRANTS

Throughout the history of the IPA program evaluations,
OPM has found it difficult to measure program effectiveness
and to develop data which demonstrates program results in
terms of improved government public service. This diffi-
culty, according to OPM, extends in part from the nature of
management improvement activities which involve administra-
tive functions not directly related to the actual delivery
of services.

However, OPM, some States, and independent consultants
used several measures to evaluate the impact of the IPA pro-
gram, including limited information on identifiable savings
in the costs of government operations; evidence of achieve-
ment of a recognized community goal; enactment of personnel
system changes; and indirect indicators, such as the build-
ing of organizational capacity, sharing of results, and in-
tergovernmental cooperation. The evaluations included a
study of 384 grant projects which represented 50 percent of
the grant funds awarded in fiscal years 1972-74 and a fiscal
year 1978 evaluation of the IPA grant program in 10 States
during 1972 to 1977. They showed that the IPA grant program
has been highly effective in improving State and local per-
sonnel management. (See ch. 3.)

The IPA grant program was also evaluated by the National
Academy of Public Administration in 1975 and reviewed by
the former task force on the Presidential Reorganization
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Project. They both found the need for more research, demon-
stration, and technology transfer for improving State and
local personnel management. (See p. 63.)

OPM believes that, altnough some evaluations have been
made of IPA grants, it needs to systematically and continu-
ously evaluate the grant program. It is working on a pro-
ject to improve research, productivity, and grants assess-
ment. (See ch. 7.) As a part of this project, OPM hopes
to develop a better information system for evaluating grant
projects.

EVALUATING THE IMPACT OF
MERIT SYSTEMS STANDARDS

OPM's Office of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs
assesses the impact of administering Merit System Standards
and related technical assistance activities through

--its annual statistical report which provides data
on the personnel practices of State and local govern-
ments,

--special surveys of State personnel practices and of
practices in large local governments that serve as
CETA prime sponsors,

--technical assistance visits,

--gqualitative evaluations of grant-aided agencies every
4 years,

--review and analysis of proposed legislative and regu-
latory changes in State and local personnel policy,

--biannual evaluations of regional operations,

—--review and analysis of State and local governments'
responses to inquiries of the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission, and

-~-gquarterly reports on efforts to resolve the most
serious deviations from the Standards.

The statistical report on State personnel operations,
dated January 1977, shows substantial differences in person-
nel operations among the 35 States with State-wide merit
systems and the 15 States with limited merit systems covering
only those employees in certain federally grant-aided agen-
cies. The following chart compares some of the practices of
State-wide merit systems and limited merit systems:
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Personnel

practice

Recruitment
activities are
carried out to
reach all seg-
ments of the
population.

Open competitive
examinations are
used as the ba-
sis for entry
selection.

There is a sys-
tem for competi-
tive examinations
for promotions to
higher level va-
cancies.

The labor manage-
ment relations
functions are
located in the
personnel agency.

State-wide
merit system

80% seek to
attract a broad
spectrum of the
population.

80% make three-
fourths or more
of entry selec-
tions through
open competition.

88% have competi-
tive examination
systems.

Two-thirds (65%)
have responsibil-
ity for labor
relations.

Limited merit system

Less than half have
active recruitment
programs.

Only two make more
than 50% of entry
selections through
open competition.

53% have competitive
examination systems.

One-third place re-
sponsibility in the
personnel agency.

An OPM official stated that the increase in the number of
States having merit systems (only nine had State~wide merit
systems when the Standards originated), along with the in-
crease in the number of State and local merit systems cover-

ing an entire jurisdiction,

indicates the significant impact

of OPM's merit system and technical assistance activities.

Perhaps merit system and technical assistance activities
do influence the number of jurisdictions adopting merit sys-

tems.

However, we believe that a better way to measure the -

impact of Merit System Standards and related technical as-
sistance would be to assess the quality of merit systems

at the State and local level; but little evaluation is being
made of local agencies' compliance with the Standards.

OPM's Office of Management Analysis and Audits' inter-
nal evaluation recommended that the Office of Intergovern-
mental Personnel Program assess the impact of a merit system

on public service delivery.

The April 1979 final audit re-

port stated that the Office of Intergovernmental Personnel
Programs agreed this would be a worthwhile endeavor; but it
questioned whether it is realistic or practical to conduct
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such a study, noting that it would be very difficult and
costly to measure the quantity of services that a government
provides. Further, according to this office, it would be
even harder to link any change to a single variable, such

as a shift to a merit system. The office is considering
less ambitious alternatives to assessing merit systems and
technical assistance programs and welcomes any suggestions
on how to overcome the above difficulties.

In regard to alternatives for evaluating the impact of
Merit System Standards, the Director of the Office of Eval-
uation and Program Management, Office of Intergovernmental
Personnel Programs, said the baseline data survey will be
used to assess the Standards and related technical assist-
ance. The director said that, in its evaluation of civil
service reform, his office plans to ask State and local gov-
ernments how the Merit System Standards have affected their
personnel management.

EVALUATING COOPERATIVE RECRUITING
AND EXAMINING

OPM has made only one overall evaluation of cooperative
recruiting and examining efforts. This evaluation included
the views of the former Bureau of Recruiting and Examining,
Intergovernmental Personnel Programs, and Policy and Stand-
ards. OPM published the evaluation results in its opera-
tions letter 150-65 dated February 23, 1978.

The evaluation concluded that the concept of inter-
governmental recruiting and examining, by its very nature,
needs a sustained effort to make it work and that, despite
such problems as unemployment and severe budget restraints
at all levels of government, intergovernmental recruiting
and examining has more potential than has been demonstrated.
It stated further that cooperative recruiting and examining
needs to be seen not just as a function offering one-step
job shopping benefits to the public but as a cost savings
activity which is potentially beneficial to all.

OPM's Federal Personnel Manual System Supplement In-
stallment No. 337-71 states a joint evaluation should be
made annually by participating jurisdictions. The evalua-
tion should include volume, nature, and quality of work
performed; quality of candidates available for appointment;
comparison of cost savings resulting from common services;
and other concerns relating to the specific activity. It
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should also assess the activity's impact on achieving broad
program goals and objectives in IPA-to (1) improve the qual-
ity of public service at all levels of government and

(2) help State and local governments strengthen their staffs.
It further states that a copy of the evaluation should be
forwarded to the Bureau of Recruiting and Examining within

60 days of completion.

The Assistant Director, Program Management Branch,
Staffing Service Group, told us that jurisdictions make
these evaluations but do not forward evaluation reports to
OPM headquarters. He said that OPM regional offices receive
copies of the reports and are to report only problems to
headquarters. We believe that these reports should be sent
to headquarters as required so that the program's impact and
cost savings can be assessed.

LIMITED EVALUATION TO DETERMINE THE ROLE
OF MOBILITY ASSIGNMENTS

Mobility assignments can result in significant bene-
fits. However, the overall extent to which these benefits
are being realized has not been determined.

The potential role and types
of mobility assignments

IPA's mobility provisions authorize the assignment of
personnel between Federal executive agencies and colleges
and universities, and State and local governments for work
of mutual concern and benefit. Employees are "assigned for
limited periods of up to 2 years without losing their rights
and benefits. These assignments may be on an intermittent,
part-time, or full-time basis and may be extended up to an
additional 2 years under appropriate circumstances, thus
providing a maximum tour of 4 years. The mobility program's
goal is to facilitate the movement of employees for short
periods to serve a sound public purpose. Mobility assign-
ments can be used to:

--Strengthen Federal, State, and local government man-
agement capabilities.

--Assist in transferring and using new technologies
and approaches to solve governmental problems.

--Serve as an effective means of involving State and

local officials in developing and implementing Fed-
eral policies and programs.
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As of September 30, 1978, OPM reported that 5,753 employ-
ees had been assigned since the mobility program began in
1971. Of these assignments, 42.7 percent came to the Federal
Government from colleges and universities; 18.2 percent came
to .the Federal Government from State, local, and Indian trib-
al governments; 30.6 percent went from the Federal Govern-
ment to State, local, and Indian tribal governments; and
8.6 percent went from the Federal Government to colleges and

universities.

Intergovernmental Mobility Assignments

Fiscal vears

1976

1971-73 1974 1975 1976 (note a) 1977 1978 Total Percent

From Federal agencies to:
State governments 231 228 175 116 40 114 92 996 17.3
Local governments 103 199 141 105 25 51 82 706 12.3
Educ‘:atlongl institutions 80 68 79 71 29 75 93 495 8.6
Indian tribes 0 _0 _18 10 2 15 10 55 1.0
Total a4 495 413 302 96 255 2717 2,252 39.1

To Federal agencies from:
State governments 92 71 100 89 27 106 117 602 10.5
Local governments 37 26 31 42 21 106 148 411 7.1
Edugatxon:_al institutions 171 198 287 3%4 249 586 571 2,456 42.7
Indian tribes 0 _0 _0 2 1 5 24 32 .6
Total 300 205 418 527 288 803 860 3,501  60.9
Total 114 790 831 829 _3_1_4; 1,058 1,137 5,753 100.0

a/Transitional fiscal year.

Some OPM officials believe that colleges and universities
have the highest percent of participants because they know
more about the program. Another explanation is that Federal
agencies find university employees best suited to meet their

short—-term needs.

An OPM survey in 1974 showed that of 108 jurisdictions,
104 had received information on the mobility program and
only 4 had not. However, 39 of 107 responses, or about
36 percent, indicated that information on possible partici-
pation in the program had not been circulated throughout
the organization. This survey was made of State and local

56



governments only, and we therefore have no basis for compar-
ing the results with colleges' and universities' knowledge
of the program.

OPM's limited evaluation of mobility
assignments for State and local employees

During the past few years the IPA mobility exchange pro-
gram has been reviewed by the House Committees on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service and Government Operations; the Presi-
dent's former reorganization project task force on Federal,
State, and local interaction in Personnel Management; and
our office. These reviews, however, covered only Federal
employees and identified specific, recurring problems such
as

--assignment of marginal employees and occasional dump-
ing of undesirable employees,

--employees arranging their own assignments,

--assignment of employees solely to meet reduced man-
power ceilings, and

--employees experiencing problems in reassignment to
jobs upon returning to their former agencies.

OPM generally concurred with these reports and has imple-
mented new regulations and guidelines.

The Acting Chief of Faculty Fellow and Personnel Mo-
bility Division, OPM, believes that some States have eval-
uated mobility assignments in their jurisdictions. However,
mobility exchange agreements are between individual State or
local agencies and Federal agencies and therefore are con-
sidered agency programs rather than State (or local) pro-
grams. The Acting Chief said he is not aware of any indi-
vidual State or local agencies' evaluations of the mobility
exchange program. He added that they have not provided nor
do they plan to provide gu1de11nes for evaluations at that
level.

OPM has completed a comprehensive survey of 1,900 as-
signments which, according to OPM, will provide a clear
picture of the current mobility program and identify program
problem areas. OPM further believes that this study, which
will include Federal, State, and local employees, will serve
as a basis for improved regqulations, monitoring procedures,
and thus a better managed IPA mobility program.
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Federal agencies' evaluation of
mobility assignments has been limited

The Department of Housing and Urban Development volun-
tarily evaluated its mobility program. This evaluation
prompted by our report (FPCD-76-32, dated Feb. 23, 1976)
revealed several administrative weaknesses in the Depart-
ment's program. It also noted that assigning employees to
institutions of higher education has had the least value
to the Department and recommended that such assignments
be limited to 1 year. We do not know whether this holds
true for other agencies. The Chief of Faculty Fellows and
Personnel Mobility Division said that there had been no over-
all evaluation of the program and that the Department of
Housing and Urban Development was the only Federal agency he
was aware of that had evaluated its program.

On July 29, 1977, OPM asked Federal agencies to estab-
lish a mobility coordinator position and evaluate their mo-
bility assignments. One year later, OPM asked these agen-
cies to submit a report summarizing and analyzing the data
collected and offer suggestions for modifying the program.
OPM. officials stated that the responses, however, have been
too diverse for meaningful evaluations and cited OPM's
limited guidelines as the cause. OPM has now made the re-
porting of such data an annual requirement but has no im-
mediate plan for issuing additional guidelines.

We believe that more uniform data would provide a more
meaningful analysis of benefits and problems concerning
mobility assignments. OPM agreed that it should provide
better guidelines to agencies on the type of information
needed.

LIMITED EVALUATION OF IPA'S
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ROLE

IPA technical assistance can help State and local gov-
ernments increase their personnel management skills to the
point where self-evaluation, interjurisdictional cooperation,
and State assistance to local governments can become the
primary avenue for improvement. However, evaluation of the
overall effectiveness and impact of this assistance has been
limited.

OPM provides four types of technical assistance for im-
proving State and local personnel management, each having
unique characteristics and objectives:

--Technical assistance to help State and local govern-
ments meet the Merit System Standards.
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--Technical assistance to Indian tribal governments
through agreements with the Administration for
Native Americans and the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

--Reimbursable technical assistance in such areas
as EEO, employee selection, and labor management
relations.

--Nonreimbursable technical assistance in the same
areas as for reimbursable assistance. (See app. VI.)

The only comprehensive evaluation of the overall im-
pact of the IPA technical assistance program was performed
in 1974. This was a Nation-wide study of the program by
15 regional evaluators outside of OPM. The summary report
dated August 1974 stated that OPM has participated in 125
reimbursable projects and a large number of additional
nonreimbursable ones. On the basis of onsite visits to
50 projects, the evaluators concluded that OPM had made an
enormously successful contribution to improving personnel
management in State and local governments throughout the
Nation. No other evaluation has been made of the overall
impact of IPA technical assistance, although each reimburs-
able project has a built-in evaluation component.

Also, OPM has produced a large volume of publications
to meet the needs of State and local governments but does
not have a complete picture of the impact these publications
have. OPM recognizes the need to determine the impact of
its publications and, on the basis of an internal audit
recommendation, agrees to take steps to more systematically
document the feedback it receives from regions and public
interest groups.

TOTAL COSTS OF THE 1PA
PROGRAM ARE NOT MAINTAINED

OPM maintains data on its costs in administering the
IPA program; however, certain other program costs have not
been determined. Thus, total IPA costs for fiscal years
1972-78 is not known. The OPM Office of Intergovernmental
Programs gave us the following data on the IPA program for
fiscal years 1972-78:
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Millions
IPA grants appropriations $106.5

Salaries and expenses for OPM's grant
administration, merit systems adminis-
tration, technical assistance, and mobility 27.1

Reimbursable technical assistance 9.3

Consolidated data on other program costs, such as mo-
bility assignments, intergovernmental training, and coopera-
tive recruiting and examining, was not available. For ex-
ample, the quarterly report covering IPA programs and activ-
ities for 1975 showed the following estimated salary costs
for mobility assignments:

FY 1975 FY 1974

(millions)

Federal share $l1l.6 $10.8
Non-Federal share 5.0 A 4.3
Total $16.6 $15.1

The Acting Chief of Faculty Fellow and Personnel Mobil-
ity Division, OPM, said individual agreements which show mo-
bility participants' salaries would have to be analyzed to
update this information. He said that the ongoing survey
of mobility assignments will provide cost data.

For intergovernmental training, Federal agencies may
waive, in whole or in part, payments from or on behalf of
State and local governments for the cost of training pro-
vided. According to OPM's Acting Associate Director, Manage-
ment Division of the Workforce Effectiveness and Development
Group, all OPM training for State and local government em-
pPloyees is reimbursable. However, OPM does not know the
extent to which other Federal agencies waive costs or are
reimbursed. Also, costs for intergovernmental recruiting
and examining activities could not be determined due to
incorrect coding of these costs before 1978.

CONCLUSIONS

The overall extent to which the IPA program has helped
to improve State and local personnel management is not known
due to limited evaluation of its effectiveness and impact.
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Whereas several evaluations have been made of IPA grants,
the evaluation of the other IPA components has been limited.

OPM's requirement that annual joint evaluations on in-
tergovernmental recruiting and examining be submitted to
OPM headquarters should be enforced, and OPM should provide
better guidelines to Federal agencies for evaluating their
mobility programs. Also, OPM's ongoing evaluation of mobil-
ity assignments and plans to improve its evaluation of Merit
System Standards should provide a more complete demonstration
of how the IPA program has helped to improve personnel man-
agement. We believe, however, that OPM should develop a
systematic plan for future program evaluations and establish
procedures for maintaining information on all program costs.

RECOMMENDATIONS

’

We recommend that the Director of OPM direct the Assist-
ant Director of the Office of Intergovernmental Personnel
Programs to:

~-~Provide more definitive guidelines to Federal agencies
on evaluating their mobility programs and reporting
the results to OPM.

--Develop a systematic and comprehensive plan for
evaluating the effectiveness and impact of the IPA
program. This plan should include tying together
OPM's current evaluations on IPA.

--Enforce the requirement that the annual joint eval-
uation of intergovernmental recruiting and examining
activities be submitted to OPM headquarters.

--Establish procedures for (1) tracking costs for Fed-
eral partlclpatlon in the cooperative recruiting and
examlnlng program and for training and (2) summariz-
ing this data and costs for Federal participation in
the mobility program.

AGENCY COMMENTS

OPM agreed that the requirement for its regional offices
to submit to OPM headquarters annual evaluations of intergov-
ernmental recruiting and examining activities should be en-
forced. It stated that careful monitoring of these activities
is important to their success, and the annual evaluation is
one way to monitor them.
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Also, OPM stated that it has not provided specific
guidelines to the agencies on how to conduct self-evaluations
for the mobility program and agreed that this would be an
improvement.

In addition, OPM agreed with the thrust of the recommen-
dation that calls for a tying together of the many "dispar-
ate" evaluations. It stated that it needs to rationalize
evaluation activities and to develop a strategy for supplying
management with evaluative information so programs can be
improved. It added that limited resources will preclude it
from developing a strategy that will determine with certainty
the overall impact of all its programs; therefore, it will
focus on the evaluative information that is most relevant to
improved program administration, while continuing to give
priority to its central mission of providing personnel as-
sistance to State and local governments.

OPM agreed that it would be desirable to have a method
for estimating the cost of Federal participation in the mo-
bility program, the cooperative recruiting and examining
program, and training and stated that it intends to track
its costs for participating in the cooperative recruiting
and examining program. OPM stated further that it collects
mobility assignments cost data but that gathering precise
information on Federal agency costs for providing training
opportunities to State and local officials would be a burden
for the agencies and would be difficult to check for relia-
bility. It said it is reluctant to impose an additional
requirement for paperwork without a specific use for the
information.

Until training and cooperative recruiting and examining
costs are tracked and mobility assignments cost data is
summarized, total costs of the IPA program can not be deter-
mined, and there is no way of knowing the cost of this pro-
gram to the Federal Government.
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CHAPTER 7

FEDERAL PLANS TO FURTHER ADVANCE

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL. MANAGEMENT

. IMPROVEMENT AND PRODUCTIVITY

In addition to direct financial and other assistance
through IPA, the Federal Government influences State and
local government personnel management through its personnel
requirements for these governments. The Federal Government
recognizes the negative impact of its numerous requirements
for State and local government personnel management and has
initiated measures to remove those that are not clearly jus-
tified. Also, it is taking other measures to increase its
activities in research, demonstration, technology transfer,
and productivity.

EFFORTS TO ELIMINATE THE NEGATIVE IMPACT
OF NUMEROUS FEDERAL PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

An important impact of the Federal Government on State
and local government personnel management is the Federal
grant programs. A number of these programs prescribe spe-
cific personnel requirements as conditions for receiving
Federal funds. The major group of requirements is in the
Standards for a Merit System of Personnel Administration,
and a number of specific requirements have been established
by law or regulation as conditions for many other programs.
The exact number and scope of these various requirements
are not known but are estimated to be in the hundreds.

Further, State and local governments must also comply
with a number of special requirements relating to EEO, such
as affirmation action planning, testing and selection
guidelines, and handling of discrimination complaints.
Several Federal agencies, including the Department of Jus-
tice, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the
Department of Labor, and OPM, had a role in establishing
these requirements.

As we discussed in our report, "Problems With Federal
Equal Employment Opportunity Guidelines on Employee Selec-
tion Procedures Need To Be Resolved," FPCD-77-54, dated
February 2, 1978, these agencies have not always been able
to agree on common standards. In that report we provided
an overview of the legal, administrative, technical, and
practical issues associated with developing and putting
into practice uniform Federal guidelines on employee testing
and selection and on complying with such guidelines.
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The former Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Per-
sonnel Policy, established by IPA, stated in a January 1973
report that it is believed that the various Federal person-
nel administration requirements, when taken individually,
had generally been fair and accomplished their purposes.
However, it believed that, collectively, as the number of
grant programs grew, the requirements complicated intergov-
ernmental relations and burdened State and local governments.
It stated that grantees subjected to a host of varying re-
quirements on Federal programs were justifiably dissatisfied
with the lack of a unified Federal Government policy markedly
where the differences in requirements hampered attempts
at joint funding or other efforts to coordinate related
programs.

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 will eliminate
most statutory Federal personnel requirements, and OPM is
considering means to follow up on this initiative by promot-
ing the elimination of regulatory Federal personnel require-
ments. Also, the reform act will make the Federal approach
to personnel requirements uniform by authorizing Federal
agencies to make Merit System Standards a requirement for
assistance programs not presently covered by them.

The reform act will eliminate statutory
Federal personnel requirements

The reform act will have a direct impact on Federal
grant-in-aid programs. It provides for the abolishment (ef-
fective October 13, 1979) of all statutory personnel require-
ments which are a condition of eligibility for Federal fin-
ancial assistance to State and local governments except
(1) those requirements for Merit System Standards, (2) re-
quirements that generally prohibit discrimination in employ-
ment or require EEO, (3) the Davis-Bacon Act, and (4) chapter
15 of title 5, United States Code, relating to political
activities of certain State and local employees. OPM has
requested Federal agencies to help identify specific statu-
tory requirements and is welcoming information from State
and local governments about Federal personnel requirements.

Efforts to eliminate Federal requlatory
personnel. requirements

OPM is considering appropriate ways to follow through
on the reform act by administrative action to reduce person-
nel requirements established by regulation as a condition
for receiving Federal grants, while assuring proper adminis-
tration of the projrams involved.
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As of September 10, 1979, an Executive order was
drafted, authorizing OPM to review the Federal regulatory
personnel requirements. Under this authority, OPM will
consult with Federal agencies to identify these require-
ments and determine those which should be replaced by the
Merit System Standards.

Federal plans for a uniform Federal
approach to personnel requirements

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 calls for a sim-
plification of personnel regulations and increased Federal
managerial flexibility and accountability. It authorizes all
Federal agencies to apply Merit System Standards to grant-
aided programs. CETA is the first program to which the re-
quirements have been extended. Similar action is pending in
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's vocational
rehabilitation grant program.

FEDERAL MERIT SYSTEM STANDARDS
HAVE BEEN REVISED

Merit Standards, published in 1939 to improve State and
local governments' administration of programs, had come to
be viewed by some grantees as obstacles to effective and
efficient State and local management. To provide State and
local governments greater flexibility to pursue innovative
and diverse approaches to strengthening their personnel man-
agement, OPM revised the Standards in February 1979 to fully
reflect the six merit principles declared in IPA. This was
the first revision to the Standards since 1971. The 1971
revision was actually made before IPA was enacted. Thus,
until recently, the Standards had never been revised to com-
ply with the six merit principles declared by the Congress.

The Standards contain requirements and guides for estab-
lishing and maintaining a system of personnel administration
on a merit basis. Their primary purpose is to help streng-
then State and local government personnel administration to
assure proper and efficient administration of grant programs
covered by them. They include criteria for establishing and
maintaining a systematic approach to employing, advancing,
and retaining employees; providing proper safeguards for fair
treatment of employees; assuring effective employee manage-
ment relations; and assuring compliance with Federal EEO
requirements.

Also, to assure a coordinated approach to Federal re-

quirements on employee selection, the Federal Uniform Selec-
tion Guidelines, issued jointly by OPM; the Departments of
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Justice, Labor, and the Treasury; and the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, are incorporated as a requirement

in the Standards. We discussed the need for such guidelines
in our report, "Problems With Federal Equal Employment Op-
portunity Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures Needs
To Be Resolved," FPCD-77-54, dated February 2, 1978. The
guidelines became effective September 25, 1978.

PLANS TO IMPROVE RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION,
AND TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

The National Academy of Public Administration, in its
1976 evaluation report on the IPA grant program, concluded
that there was a need to (1) use a portion of IPA funds for
explicit demonstration to promote State and local government
personnel management improvement and (2) identify significant
developments of wider application to bring them to the atten-
tion of other jurisdictions. Also, the former task force on
the President's reorganization project on personnel manage-
ment stated in its December 1977 final staff report that
State and local governments have inadequate arrangements for
exchanging experiences or research data in developing pro-
grams for improved personnel management. The former task
force stated that existing Federal programs supporting re-
search, technology transfer, and information exchange in
this area have been insufficient.

OPM recognizes the need for greater Federal assistance
in the areas of research, demonstration, and technology
transfer. It plans to work with States, public interest
groups, and others to identify research needs and to develop
a research agenda for IPA. This agenda is expected to be
completed early in fiscal year 1980.

In regard to technology transfer, OPM has publicized
some projects in EEO, training, and productivity but be-
lieves that this is a weak area and that more needs to be
done. It plans to develop a better information system. For
1978 projects, which are now being completed in 1979, OPM
will look at projects generically (fire, police, etc.) to
see if one jurisdiction has developed something that other
jurisdictions should know about.

CONGRESSIONAL PROPOSALS TO ENCOURAGE STATE
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PRODUCTIVITY

One of the assumptions in IPA is that the management
capacity of State and local governments can be improved )
through personnel management improvement. We agree with this

assumption. However, we also recognize that the scope and
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complexity of State and local governments' general manage-
ment ‘responsibilities have increased in recent years due
largely to the growth in Federal assistance programs.

State and local governments have used Federal programs
such as IPA, the Housing and Urban Development 701 program,
and some programs of the National Science Foundation to help
meet their general management needs in such areas as capa-
city building, financial management, and productivity. This
effort is limited, however, and there is no single coordi-
nated Federal effort to assist State and local governments to

improve general management capabilities beyond the personnel
area.

In our report entitled "State and Local Government Pro-
ductivity Improvement: What Is the Federal Role?"
(GGD-78-104, dated Dec. 6, 1978), we recommended that the
President establish a Federal focal point to oversee and
provide stronger leadership for Federal efforts assisting
State and local management improvement and productivity. We
~also stated that it is important that the President seek
adequate funding for the focal point commensurate with this
responsibility.

In our report entitled "The Federal Role In Improving
Productivity--Is the National Center for Productivity and
Quality of Working Life the Proper Mechanism?" (FGMSD-78-26,
dated May 23, 1978), we suggested that OPM would be the most
appropriate location for the State and local productivity
focal point. 1In January 1979 the Office of Management and
Budget designated OPM as the focal point on an interim basis
until the National Productivity Council completes its study
to determine the appropriate Federal role in supporting State
and local governments' productivity improvement.

OPM's Office of Intergovernmental Programs is working
in four major areas to address problems in State and local
government productivity:

--Networking with public interest groups, private sec-
tor organizations, Federal agencies, and State and
local governments to coordinate programs and increase
cooperative efforts in productivity.

--Setting up a productivity resource exchange to iden-
tify and distribute information on significant pro-
ductivity improvement projects in State and local
jurisdictions.

—-Developing plans for providing increased training and
technical assistance to the established network of
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Governor—-appointed IPA designees and State advisory
councils on developing productivity improvement ac-
tivities.

--Directly supporting productivity improvement projects
through IPA grants-in-aid.

In our December 6 and May 23, 1978, reports we recom-
mended that the IPA program be broadened to authorize fund-
ing for State and local general management improvement. As
of May 30, 1979, House and Senate bills were introduced to
amend IPA by adding a title which would encourage productiv-
ity improvement on the part of State and local governments.

CONCLUSIONS

The Federal Government's efforts to eliminate the nega-
tive impact of its numerous requirements on State and local
government personnel management and its plans to improve
its research, demonstration, and technology transfer, if
properly implemented, should further improve State and local
government personnel management. In view of the two GAO re-
ports on productivity, the National Productivity Council's
study, and the proposed legislation, we make no further
recommendation at this time.
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LIST OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS TO WHICH
MERIT SYSTEM STANDARDS APPLY

Appendix A to the Standards for a Merit System of Personnel
Administration

Part I: The following programs have a statutory requirement
for the establishment and maintenance of personnel standards
on a merit basis:

Program, Legislation, and Statutory Reference
1. Food Stamp. Food Stamp Act of 1964, as amended; 7 U.S.C.,
Section 2020(e)(6)(B).

2. Drug Abuse Prevention, Drug Abuse Office and Treatment
Act of 1972, Section 409, on March 21, 1972; 21 U.S.C.
Section 1176(e)(8).

3. National Health Planning and Resources Development.
Public Health Service Act (Title XV), as amended by the
National Health Planning and Resources Development Act
of 1974, Section 1522, on January 4, 1975, 42 U.S.C.
Section 300m-1(b)(4)(B).

4. Medical Facilities Assistance (Construction and Moder-
nization), Public Health Service Act (Title XVI) as
amended by the National Health Planning and Resources
Development Act of 1974, Section 1603, on January 4,
1975; 42 U.S.C. Section 3000-2(b).

5. 0ld-Age, Assistance, Social Security Act (Title I),
as amended by the Social Security Act Amendments of 1939,
Section 101, on August 10, 1939; 42 U.S.C. Section 302(a)
(5)(A).

6. Employment Security (Unemployment Insurance and Employ-
ment Service), Social Security Act (Title III), as
amended by the Social Security Act Amendments of 1939,
Section 301, on August 10, 1939, and the Wagner-Peyser
Act, as amended by Public Law 81-775, Section 2, on
September 8, 1950; 42 U.S.C. Section 503(a)(l) and 29
U.S.C. Section 49d4(b).

7. Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Social
Security Act (Title IV-A), as amended by the Social
Security Act Amendments of 1939, Section 401, on
August 10, 1939; 42 U.S.C. Section 602(a)(5).
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8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

le6.

Maternal and Child Health Services/Crippled Children
Services, Social Security Act (Title V), as amended by
the Social Security Act Amendments of 1939, Section 503,
on August 10, 1939; 42 U.S.C. Section 705(a)(3)(A).

Aid to the Blind, Social Security Act (Title X), as
amended by the Social Security Act Amendments of 1939,
Section 701, on August 10, 1939; 42 U.S.C. Section
1202(a)(5)(Aa).

Aid to the Permanently and Tctally Disabled, Social
Security Act (Title XIV) as amended by the Social
Security Act Amendments of 1950, Section 1402, on
August 28, 1950, 42 U.S.C. Section 1352(a)(5)(A).

Aid to the Aged, Blind or Disabled, Social Security
Act (Title XVI), as amended by the Public Welfare
Amendments of 1962, Section 1602, on July 25, 1962; 42
U.S.C. Section 1382 note.

Medical Assistance (Medicaid), Social Security Act
(Title XIX), as amended by the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1965, Section 1902, on July 30, 1965; 42
U.S.C. Section 1396a(a)(4)(A).

Grants to States for Social Services, Social Security
Act (Title XX), as amended by the Social Services
Amendments of 1974, Section 2003, on January 4, 1975;
42 U.S.C. Section 1397b(d)(1)(D).

Comprehensive Mental Health Services (Services and
Facilities), Community Mental Health Centers Act
(Title 1II), as amended by the Community Mental Health
Centers Amendments of 1975, Section 303, on July 29,
1975; 42 U.S.C. Section 2689 t(a)(l)(D).

State and Community Programs on Aging (Older Americans),
Older Americans Act of 1965 (Title III), as amended by -
the Comprehensive Older Americans Act Amendments of
1978, Section 307 on October 18, 1978; 42 U.S.C.
Section 3027(a)(4).

Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention,
Treatment, and Rehabilitation, Comprehensive Alcohol
Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, and
Rehabilitation Act of 1970 (Title III), Section 303
on December 31, 1970; 42 U.S.C. Section 4573(a)(5).
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Civil Defense Personnel and Administrative Expenses,
Civil Defense Act of 1950 (Title II), as amended by
Public Law 85-606, section 4, on August 8, 1958;

50 U.S.C. App. 2286(a)(4).

Part II: The following programs have a regulatory
requirement for the establishment and maintenance of
personnel standards on a merit basis.

¢

Program, Legislation, and Regulatory Reference

Occupational Safety and Health Standards, Williams-
Steiger Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970;
29 CFR Section 1902.3(h).

Occupational Safety and Health Statistics Williams-
Steiger Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970;
BLS Grant Application Kit, May 1, 1973, Supple-
mental Assurance No. 15A.

Child Welfare Services, Social Security Act (Title
IV-B), especially as amended by the Social Security
Amendments of 1967, on January 2, 1968; 45 CFR Section
220.49(c).

Developmental Disabilities Services and Facilities
Construction, Developmental Disabilities Services

and Facilities Construction Act, as amended by Public
Law 95-602, on November 6, 1978, 45 CFR Section
1386.21.

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, Comprehen-
sive Employment and Training Act of 1973; 29 CFR
Section 98.14(a).

Part III: The following programs have a personnel re-
quirement which may be met by a merit system which con~-
forms to the Standards for a Merit System of Personnel
Administration:

Program, Legislation, and Reference

Vocational Rehabilitation Services, Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 (Title I), as amended; 45 CFR Section 1361.15(b).

Disability Determination Services, Social Security Act

(Titles II and XVI) as amended; SSA Disability Insurance
State Manual, Part IV, Section 425.1.
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25.

Health Insurance for the Aged (Medicare), Social Security
Act (Title XVIII), especdially as amended by the Health
Insurance for the Aged Act, on July 30, 1965; SSA

State Operations Manual Part IV, Section 4501(a).
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FEDERAL PROGRAMS INCLUDED UNDER "GRANTS FOR
PAYMENTS TO INDIVIDUALS"™ (See p. 6)

Food stamps - administration
Special milk program

Child nutrition program

Special supplemental program
Food donations

Supplementary security income
Public assistance - maintenance
Refugee assistance

Subsidized housing programs
Operation of housing projects

Department of Labor: Unemployment trust fund:
Administration of payments

Community Services Administration
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OPM'S BASIS FOR SELECTING THE 10 STATES i
FOR EVALUATION OF THE IPA GRANT PROGRAM IN 1978

According to OPM, since the level of effort required
for State-wide review was not included in the fiscal
year 1978 budget, the selection of the States was guided by
practical cost considerations as well as the need for com-
prehensive review of program activities. OPM identifies
the States chosen as those with good file records; those
with the best continuity of staff in the State offices re-
sponsible for the program (for institutional memory when
records were incomplete); those where some onsite work could
be done at minimum cost; and those which are reasonably
representative of the 50 States in terms of size, State
and local relationships, sophistication of government oper-
ation, continuity of elected leadership, and IPA program
emphasis.

74



APPENDIX III

APPENDIX III

TTATD *S°n 9y3 Aq -paystrond “LL6T-ZL6T Ad ‘weaboid juean ayy JO UOTIBNTRAD UY

esweabold TeljusunLIsAchIazul JO neaang UOTSSTUMD) 20TAS

$q0adsoa3ax ur ¥4I $$90anos

*530133STP Tetoads pue Tooyos BuTpnTouT 3I0N/€

*(LL6T ‘susua) jo neaang) juswloTdud oT1Tand uwousOm\m.

*(LL6T ‘snsus) jo neaing) Sa3els JO uorjeTndod JUSPTSIY SY3F JO SIIBWTIST 90105 /T

z ZL €T STY ¥ov‘zZc  ST6‘L9T  69S‘¥S
z vT ST 9 . 6S¢ p€6/88T  T60‘€TT  £¥87S9
€ 1 8 S 6TT 66L'T9Z  LOS'ZLT T6C'68
T 8 69 S z9s TV0‘0%T  6Tv‘06  TZ9‘6V
z Ve 99 8 6% €TS'8LZ  609'T6T %0698
T z ST € [A! GTS‘9¢ €26'ST 765701
z 12 0 0z 12 ELV'6VE  0TZ'PLT  €92'SL
z 9T 1 €67 €Tv'6y  LpT'TE  992'LT
T ST 8 6 90%‘T  Q0L'€PT  68T‘20T  TTS'TH
z TOL‘TYT  €96'66  8EL'TY
ZL6T a1 +#M0G  M0S #3405 305 Te30L  1ed0l  93¢3s
90Uy $9TIUNOD) SUMOTL ¥ SOTITD /€ /7" 80301301 JUSULIDA0
Lsa07 *on /€ sausuuzenog Jo IsqunN

000°T59*¥
000/859’€
000/SET*S
000°TT8’2
000525*S
000“€€9

000*62€ L
000°580°T
000°6£8'Z
0006792

/T tot3etndog

.mmumum p9103T8s JO SOT3STAS3ORARY) [Bo131[0d pue otydearowsd

UTSUOOSTM
uoabutysem
BIUTBATA
BUOYETHO
rUTTOIR) °*ON
epeas]]
Aosasap map]
SUTRR

eM0T

opeIoTo)

a3e3s

75



APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV

DISTRIBUTION OF IPA GRANT FUNDS

IPA allows for 20 percent of the total amount appro-
priated for IPA grants each fiscal year to be distributed at
OPM's discretion. Although OPM determines the priorities for
using these discretionary funds, it has no formal process for
doing so. Priorities are determined, for example, through
OPM's contact with private interest groups and community
organizations.

The other 80 percent of the total amount appropriated
for grants each fiscal year is allocated among the 50 States
and the District of Columbia on the basis of an objective
formula which includes population and number of State and
local government employees. IPA provides for further allo-
cation of these formula funds within each State between State
and local government needs. This allocation is based on
State and local government expenditures and the number of
State and local employees. At least 50 percent of each
State's original allocation must be used to meet local gov-
ernment needs.

Formula funds are awarded to address priority needs
identified by the State and local governments themselves.
OPM's regional grant managers participate in meetings with
State people to discuss the use of these funds, but final
decisions rest with the States and local governments. Dur-
ing these meetings OPM's regional staff offers information
or suggestions on the basis of such things as its daily con-
tacts with State and local governments, evaluations of merit
systems, and technical assistance visits.

Of the 20-percent discretionary funds, half is dis-
bursed by OPM regional offices and half by OPM headquarters
for national projects. OPM headquarters sets priorities for
using discretionary funds it awards. According to the Act-
ing Deputy Director of Grants Administration of OPM's Office
of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs, some of the regional
offices tend to follow priorities set by OPM headquarters,
some respond to needs of individual States, and others use
the funds for interstate projects.

OPM announces the availability of discretionary funds
in the Federal register by identifying the priorities and
criteria for eligibility. OPM headquarters provided us with
information which showed its priorities for national grant
projects for 3 fiscal years:
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FY

1977

1978

1978

1980

APPENDIX IV

Priorities

Programs which address significant
training needs of State and local
governments Nation-wide and particu-
larly the needs of their elected and
key appointed officials.

Projects which would use innovative
training activities and techniques
Nation-wide to assist in solving high-
priority State and local government
management problems.

Projects which, through research, dem-
onstration, or training, would contrib-
ute to resolving priority State and
local personnel management issues, such
as affirmative action, personnel system
development, selection improvement,
productivity improvement, and labor
management relations.

Projects to provide management assist-
ance to elected or appointed officials,
improve State and local government pro-
ductivity, modernize State and local
government productivity and personnel
management, and to strengthen State

and local government employee proce-
dures according to the Federal Uni-
form Guidelines on Employee Selection
Procedures and to develop the capacity
for evaluating State and local govern-
ment personnel management systems.

Because of previous years' commitments to multiyear projects
and applications that were pending, only extremely limited
amount of funds were available for national projects for

fiscal year 1979.

The following table shows grant funds awarded by the
type of jurisdictions served from fiscal years 1973-78.
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GRANT FUNDS AWARDED BY TYPE OF JURISDICTION
SERVED (FISCAL YEARS 1973-78) '

No. of
Jurisdiction projects Amount
(note a)
State government 832 $ 20,890,000
State government and one or
more local governments (including
all local governments in some
cases) 920 31,843,000
Single local governments with over
50,000 people 560 9,850,000
Single local governments with less
than 50,000 people 248 2,071,000
Combination of local governments 1,014 24,085,000
Combination of State and local
governments 146 2,978,000
Combination of States and Nation-
wide programs 155 9,115,000
Total 3,875 $100,832,000

3/ Amounts have been rounded to the nearest thousand.
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LIST OF JURISDICTIONS WITH COOPERATIVE RECRUITING
AND EXAMINING ACTIVITIES--FIRST QUARTER FY 1979

Intergovernmental job Examining
information centers agreements

Atlanta Region

Mobile, Alabama (note a) None
Mobile County and City Personnel Board
Mobile area office

Pensacola, Florida (note a) None
City of Pensacola
County of Escambia
State of Florida
Mobile area office

Jacksonville, Florida (note a) None
City of Jacksonville
State of Florida
Orlando area office

Tampa, Florida (note a) None
City of Tampa
State of Florida
Orlando area office

Orlando, Florida (note a) None
City of Orlando
State of Florida
Orlando area office

Miami, Florida (note a) None
City of Miami
State of Florida
Orlando area office

Boston Region

" None None

Chicago Region

Detroit, Michigan (note b) None
City of Detroit
County of Wayne
State of Michigan
Detroit area office
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Madison, Wisconsin (note b)
City of Milwaukee
County of Milwaukee
State of Wisconsin
Milwaukee area office

Akron, Ohio (note b)
City of Akron
Lucas County
State of Ohio
Cleveland area office

None

APPENDIX V

None

None

Dallas Region

None

Denver Region

Denver, Colorado (note a)
City of Denver
State of Colorado

City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of

of
of
of

Arvoda

Aurora

Boulder
Colorado Springs
Commerce
Englewood
Lakewood
Littleton

Longmont
Loveland
Wheatridge

Denver area office

None

‘Harrisburg,
State of Pennsylvania
. Philadelphia area office

Wilmingto

n,

Salt Lake City, Utah (note a)

State of Utah
City of Salt Lake
City of Murray
City of Ogden
County of Weber
County of Utah
County of Salt Lake
University of Utah
Weber State College
Salt Lake City area
office
None
None
None~
None

New York Region

None

Philadelphia Region

Pennyslvania (note a)

Delaware (note a)

City of Wilmington
State of Delaware
County of New Castle
Wilmington area office
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Charleston, West Virginia (note a) None
State of West Virginia
Charleston area office

San Francisco Region

Reno, Nevada (note b) ‘ None
State of Nevada
Reno area office

Seattle Region

Seattle, Washington (note b) None
City of Seattle
Seattle area office

St. Louis Region

None None

Washington Area Office

None Prince Georges County
Maryland (note a)
Prince Georges County
Washington area office

Total
Centers 15 Examining Agreements 3
State” and Local Jurisdictions 37 State and Local Juris-
(including colleges and dictions (including 13
universities) colleges and uni-

versities)

a/Operational, with formal agreement.
b/Operational, no formal agreement.
c/Inoperative, with formal agreement.

Note: Participating Federal Job Information Center scheduled
to be closed by October 1, 1979, in line with OPM's
resource reduction measures in recruiting and examin-
ing.
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TYPES OF TIPA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

ASSISTANCE TO MEET FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

Assistance to meet Federal requirements includes tech-
nical assistance mandated by section 208(c)(l) of IPA to
help State and local governments implement Merit System
Standards. This assistance is aimed at correcting devia-
tions from merit requirements and not at meeting needs that
State and local governments may perceive. Also included is
the type of assistance OPM gave to the Department of Labor
in helping prime sponsors of the comprehensive employment
and training program administer their programs in compliance
with IPA merit system principles.

ASSISTANCE TO INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

Through interagency agreements with the Administration
for Native Americans and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, OPM
provides personnel assistance to Indian tribal governments.
This aid helps fulfill OPM's responsibilities under the
Indian Education and Self-Determination Act.

REIMBURSABLE ASSISTANCE

Reimbursable assistance is authorized by section 205 of
IPA which authorizes OPM to provide technical advice and
assistance, on request, to State and local governments seek-
ing to improve their systems of personnel management. This
assistance usually involves developing a personnel system or
subsystem designed to build the capability of States and
localities to manage and operate their own systems of per-
sonnel administration. Also, emphasis is given to building
State and local staff's capability to maintain the personnel
system after implementation. OPM provided about $2.5 mil-
lion in reimbursable technical assistance in 1977 and ex-
pects that level to remain constant. OPM would like to pro-
vide more reimbursable technical assistance, but the Office
of Management and Budget has not provided the needed relief
from personnel ceilings.

When situations permit, the OPM staff attempts to de-
velop model or demonstration systems that can benefit other
jurisdictions. If the development of a model involves extra
costs, OPM may waive these costs.

NONREIMBURSABLE ASSISTANCE

Section 205 of IPA also states that costs for assistance

provided under that section may be waived, in whole or in
part. OPM uses this nonreimbursable assistance to
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—-develop and distribute technical publications to
State and local governments,

~--respond to the many requests for advice,

-—attend meetings and conferences to serve as a source
of technical information in personnel management, and

--provide technical advice through a limited number of
onsite visits.

Through publications, routine contacts, and carefully di-
rected onsite visits, OPM attempts to share its expertise
with State and local governments economically and effec-
tively. The assistance, according to OPM, does not begin
to meet the technical needs of jurisdictions in the person-
nel management area, but it can contribute to significant
State and local personnel improvements.

COORDINATION OF IPA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
WITH OTHER FEDERAL EFFORTS

Section 206 of IPA requires OPM, after consulting with
other Federal agencies concerned, to coordinate technical
assistance provided under IPA's authority with any such
support given under other Federal programs and to make ar-
rangements (including collecting, maintaining, and dis-
seminating data on grants to States) for furnishing techni-
cal assistance to local governments to avoid duplication and
insure consistent administration of related Federal activi-
ties.

The Chief, Personnel Operations Section of the Bureau
of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs in OPM, told us that
his office surveyed other Federal technical assistance ef-
forts when IPA was first enacted and found them to be spotty
and sporadic. He said very little of it is being done out-
side of IPA, and he believed, therefore, that there is very
little chance of overlap.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

September 24, 1979

Mr. Allen R. Voss

Director, General Government
Division

U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Voss:

This is in response to your August 20, 1979 request for
comments on the draft GAO report, "The Intergovernmental
Personnel Act of 1970: Its Impact, Potential and Problems."

The draft report is both informative and comprehensive. We
agree that a Federal role in improving State and local
personnel management is still appropriate. Furthermore, we
believe that the Federal role will be more effective through
better targeting of IPA and other Federal dollars, improved
administration and more evaluation of overall effectiveness
and impact of IPA.

Federal actions to support State and local government
productivity improvement are now under study by the National
Productivity Council. The recommendations in their draft
report are in consonance with those included in your report.
Currently, the Council is considering all the comments made
on their draft report, and the final report should be
published in the near future.

The results of the activities initiated by the Office of
Personnel Management discussed in your report, further con-
sideration of your final recommendations and those of the
National Productivity Council should be significant in our
mutual efforts to determine a set of activities to improve
State and local government personnel management and
productivity. Such activities may or may not include
recommendations for additional resources depending upon the
problems and objectives defined.

We thank you for the opportunity you have afforded us to
comment on the draft report.

Sincerely,

Ehord Ve G

Edward F. Preston
Assistant Director, for
Federal Personnel Policy
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United States of America

Office of

Personnel Management  washington, D.C. 20415

October 4, 1979

In Rept Reter To: Your Reterence:

Mr. H. L. Krieger

Director, Federal Personnel and
Compensation Division

United States General Accounting
Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Krieger:

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to comment on the report,

"The Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970: 1Its Impact, Potential,
and Problems." We found the report fair, objective, and thoughtful.
We are prepared to accept many of the recommendations and have
already begun to implement them.

Before commenting on the specific recommendations, we would like to
note the major findings of the report: that the Federal Government
has an interest in improving State and local personnel systems and
that the IPA has played an effective role in stimulating those
improvements. As all levels of government are challenged to provide
quality public services at a reasonable cost, the importance of the
IPA program is manifest. We agree with the fundamental conclusion
of the report that the record of achievement that the IPA program
has established must be sustained and improved upon for this
challenge to be met.

Comments on Specific Recommendations

Here are our comments on the specific recommendations in the order
that they appear in the summary of the report.

Recommendation One: Improve the planning process for
identifying State and local govermment personnel manage-
ment problems.

We concur with this recommendation and have already taken steps to
bring about improvements in the problem-identification and planning
process. As the report indicates, OPM's regional offices currently
develop State Plans which represent their strategy for addressing
the priority personnel management problems in each State. Before
developing those State Plans, the regions are instructed to consult
with State and local officials and to eonsider a wide range of data
to identify the problems in the States in their regionms. Further

CON 114:24-3
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improvements to insure proper needs-identification and to bolster the
State Plan process are contemplated. As the report notes, we are now
printing the results of a base-line survey of State and local personnel
systems which will be useful in articulating personnel assistance needs.

Recommendation Two: Devise and implement a plan to period-
tcally assess the success in and barriers to State and local
government personnel management improvement so that Federal
responsibility to provide additional financial and other
assistance and to eliminate barriers can be identified and
appropriate action taken. This should include, but not
necessarily be limited to, considering the success and
failure of IPA grant projects and should include juris-
dictions that have not used IPA grants.

We agree that it is desirable to have more knowledge on why some.State

and local governments operate successful personnel systems and others

do not. We are already attempting to implement Section 602 of the Civil
Service Reform Act by encouraging Federal agencies to eliminate conflicting
personnel regulations. We agree that more needs to be done in that area to
encourage uniformity in the personnel requirements imposed upon State and
local governments. In addition, we have analyzed the reasons for the
success and fajlure of IPA grant projects. In a survey of 384 grant
projects, we found that 6 percent failed to meet their objectives. The
evaluators found that one or more of these problems characterized the
failures:

- Needs were not properly identified.

- Key officials were not fully committed to the improvement.

-~ Solutions were poorly drawn and did not respond to
jurisdictions' needs.

For. the 94 percent of the projects that were- successful, the key
attributes were strong management commitment to the project and sound
project design. Currently, we are funding a doctoral study which will
provide more in-depth research on the reasons why certain projects are
successful. We believe that our efforts give us a good sense for the
reasons that projects succeed and enable us to manage the program so
that success can be achieved.

In a recent evaluation of the IPA grant program in the State of Nevada,
we compared the characteristics of personnel systems that had partici-
pated in the IPA with those that had not. That comparison suggested
that the rate of improvement was significantly faster in jurisdictions
receiving IPA support. More comprehensive information on jurisdictions
that do not receive IPA funds would be costly to gather. We rely on

the bdse-line surveys and oh the continuing demand for IPA funds as
evidence that there are significant unmet personnel management needs in
State and local governments. Because we already have substantial infor-
mation on the problems or barriers facing State and local personnel
management and because of the high costs of gathering further documenta-
tion, we have some reservations about fully implementing this recommen-
dation. We agree, that with additional resources, this information would
be worth coellecting.
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Recommendation Three: Require grantees to report cost savings
resulting from IPA-supported projects.

We agree with this recommendation and we will modify our form for completed
grant projects to collect this information. The achievement of cost savings
is one indication of the success of a grant project.

Recommendation Four: Pertodically analyze the reasons grant
projects are funded and not funded to determine if the
process is consistent with the needs of individual State and
local governments.

One of the primary objectives of IPA grant program administration is to
insure that the projects funded are consistent with State and local govern-
ment needs. For the formula funds which constitute 80 percent of the total
appropriation, basic decisions on funding are made by the Governor and the
IPA Designee. To insure that these decisions are consistent with State

and local needs, we stress participation by all eligible groups in the
decisionmaking process. In most States, the Designee has formed an
advisory committee to consider needs and to determine relative priorities.
OPM staff provide pre-grant consultation that is designed to focus
attention upon needs. The available evidence from evaluations of IPA
grants and from the support that State and local officials have given to
IPA programs suggests that funding decisions are consistent with State and
local needs.

Recommendation Five: Re-examine its requirement for written
agreements for.cooperative recruiting and examining and en—
force the requirement that the annual joint-evaluation reports
on intergovermmental recruiting and examining activities be
submitted to OPM headquarters.

We concur with both aspects of this recommendation. As the report notes,
cooperative recruiting and examining programs are an excellent vehicle
for improving service to the public and expanding the pool of applicants
available for jobs at all levels of government. The report also notes
that there are significant institutional barriers to bringing about

this cooperation. In some cases, the requirement of a formal written
agreement could constitute such a barrier. Although written agreements
are preferable, we plan to revise our guidance to allow for less formal
arrangements when a wiNitten agreement is not feasible.

We also agree with the recommendation that’ the requirement for annual
evaluations of intergovernmental agreements be enforced. Careful
monitoring of these agreements is important to their success and the
annual evaluation is one mechanism for carrying out this monitoring.
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Recommendation Six: Determine the extent to which repre-
sentatives of employee organizations are aware of and
participate in IPA-supported training in labor-management
relations.

We concur with this recommendation that OPM monitor the extent of employee
organization awareness and participation in IPA-supported training in labor-
management relations. We have recently canvassed the extent of employee
organization participation in IPA training and will continue to monitor

this activity. In addition, we are considering policy changes to insure

in the future greater awareness and participation by employee organizations
in IPA-supported labor-management relations training.

Recommendation Seven: Provide definitive guidance to Federal
agencies for evaluating their mobility programs and reporting
the results to OPM.

We agree with this recommendation. Currently, we are completing a compre-
hensive evaluation of the mobility program that involves a survey of 1,900
assignees. That evaluation should provide us with information about the
impact and problems-with the authority and offer guidance on how to improve
our administration. In addition to this major evaluation effort, we have
instructed Federal agencies to undertake a self-evaluation of their use of
the authority. To date, we have not provided specific guidance to the
agencies on how to conduct these self-evaluations and we agree that this
improvement would be appropriate.

Recommendation Eight: Develop a systematic and comprehensive
plan for evaluating the effectiveness and impact of the IPA

program.

As the report documents, several major evaluations of the IPA grant program
have been conducted. These evaluations have shown the grant program to be
an effective tool for improving State and local personnel systems.

Most of the other aspects of IPA have been éubjected to an evaluation of
their impact. We are currently completing a comprehensive evaluation of
the mobility program. In thk past, we have also evaluated the technical
assistance and merit system standards programs.

In addition to these evaluations of program impact, we conduct regular .
assessments of program administration. Every quarter, regions report on
their progress in meeting management objectives. The central office
reviews these regional reports and responds to problems and achievements.
Every two years, a thorough onsite evaluation of regional operations is
conducted. :
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We agree with the thrust of this recommendation that calls for a tying
together of these many disparate activities. We need to rationalize
evaluation activities and to develop a strategy for supplying management
with evaluative information so that programs can be improved. We plan to
identify these information needs and to formulate a strategy that responds
to them. This plan will not allow OPM to determine with certainty the
overall impact of all its programs. Resource limitations preclude such a
strategy. Instead we will focus on the evaluative information that is
most relevant to improved program administration, while continuing to give
priority to our central mission of providing personnel assistance to State
and local governments.

Recommendation Nine: Establish procédures for tracking costs
for Federal participation in the mobility program, the coop-
erative recruiting and examining program and for training.

We agree that it would be desirable to have a method for estimating the
costs of Federal participation in these programs and we inténd to track
OPM's costs for participating in the cooperative recruiting and examining
program. In addition, we collect information from the Federal agencies on
the costs of mobility assignments including salaries, benefits, and reloca-
tion expenses: Gathering precise information on Federal agency costs for
providing training opportunities to State and local officials would mean a
reporting burden for the agencies and would be difficult to check for
reliability. We would be reluctant to impose an additional paperwork
requirement unless we had a specific use for the information.

In closing, I would like to express our appreciation for the thorough

audit job that wds done by Mrs. Jane Trahan and Mr. Melvin Horne. Their
findings will assist us in our administration of the IPA programs in the

coming years.

Director

GAO note: Recommendation four was deleted because recommen-
dation one, if properly implemented, will obtain
the same objective.
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National Governors’ Assoclation ' Otis R Bowen, M.D.

Governor of Indiana
Chairman

Stephen B. Farber
Executive Director

September 11, 1979.

Mr. H.L. Krieger
Director, Federal Personnel & Compensation Division
U.S. General Accounting
Office
Room 4001
441 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Krieger:

Thank you for sending me the General Accounting Office draft eval-
uation of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970. The draft raises
some important issues. The National Governors' Association considers
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act a major force for strengthening
innovative approaches to personnel management in state and local govern-
ments and is in agreement with your maﬁor conclusion that federal
assistance for state and local personnel management improvement remains
useful, My specific comments follow.

Funding Level

The report notes a number of activities in which the IPA should
play a larger role; what it does not recognize, however, is the fact
that IPA's Fiscal Year 1980 budget does not enable IPA to undertake the
expansions proposed in the report. The funding level for IPA grants
remained at $20 million, which during a time of serious inflation amounts
in reality to a budget cut. The budget for IPA administrative expenses
sustalned. an actual cut of $800,000 for FY 1980.

JPA Grants

The report accurately notes that many jurisdictions have never
received IPA grant funds and that many applications have been rejected
because of limited funding. To address this problem, your recommendation
on pages 45-46 should include a suggestion that OPM foster wider dis-
semination of successful IPA-supported project methodologies and results,
perhaps on a state or regional basis, to maximize the impact of indivi-
dual projects.

Monitoring Compliance with Merit System Standards

“State monitoring of -local compliance with merit system standards is
another area in which your report draws conclusions without adequate
reference to causative factors. It is unreasonable to expect a thorough
monitoring job to be accomplished through contact between state personnel

HALL OF THE STATES - 444 North Capitol Street - Washington, D.C. 20001 + (202) 624-5300

90



APPENDIX IX APPENDIX IX

Mr. H. L. Krieger
September 20, 1979.
Page 2

program's future and inhibit the funding increase warranted, therefore, we
commit ourselves to assisting OPM in improved data-gathering efforts.

Our one main caution is that the numerous recommendations made in the report,
while meritorious by themselves, are not all equally important. Thus, it's
imperative that they be dealt with in a way that will not impede the forward
thrust of this successful program.

We appreciate the work GAO has done on the IPA program and its basic support

for continuation and improvement. We hope that message continues to come

through Toud and clear in the final draft of the report to Congress. Meanwhile,
feel free to contact me or Irv Marsters (293-7858) of my staff if there's anything
further we can do to assist you.

Sincerely, :
Alan Beals
Executive Director

91



APPENDIX X APPENDIX X

Nationat 1620 Eye Street, NW. OFFICERS:
League Washington, D. C. presite

of 20006 s St o
Cities (202) 293-7310 scen

Cable: NLCITIES

fryna

September 21, 1979

Mr. H. L. Krieger, Director

Federal Personnel and Compensation Division
U. S. General Accounting Office

441 G St., N.W., Room 4001

Washington, D. C. 20548 -

Dear Mr. Krieger:

Thank-you for the opportunity to review and comment on your draft report to
Congress entitled, "The Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970: It's Impact,
Potential, and Problems."

The IPA program has been most helpful to our cities and state municipal leagues
throughout the country since its enactment. NLC and its member cities have
been vigorous supporters of the program and its administration by the U. S.
0ffice of Personnel Management.

We're pleased that this general evaluation is being done. While we're disap-
pointed that there isn't a reservoir of information and data to demonstrate
the many successes the program has achieved with such Timited funding, we also
know that a more comprehensive and better data-gathering effort on needs and
results will benefit the program's future as a continuing and better-funded
effort of the federal government.

There is no question but what the kinds of state and local needs that brought
about the IPA program still exist. For those of us that remember what state
and local personnel management was like in 1970, and who recognize the increas-
ingly significant impacts on personnel management that have taken place during
the 70's, also know full well that the near-decade of IPA programming has been
"a good beginning.” We're hard pressed to find another federal grant program
funded at about $20 million annually that has produced the same results; -
that has had the same impact with significant ripple effects far beyond the
original jurisdiction(s) in which efforts were initiated. We agree that it's
time to better document these and the unmet needs.

The IPA program has been so successful because state and local jurisdictions
have had the major voice in deciding how the allocations are to be used to’
meet their priority needs. Generally, the very small amount of grant money a
single jurisdiction receives has meant that those precious dollars have gone
into direct personnel program improvement activities rather than detailed
assessments of results and or unmet needs. We realize this can threaten the

PAST PRESIDENTS: Tom Bradiey, Mayor Los Angeies. Cautornia - Henry W. Misler, Mayor Miwaukee Wisconsin - DIRECTORS: A. Michael Amyx. £xecut .e Drector Kentudn Mu™wpa League «
Council Presigent Albuquerque New Mexico - Kenneth F. Bowdn, Mayor Latayette Louisiana - Michend Brown, Executve Director Texas Mun-c pat League - Kenneth G. Dueche, g
League - Maureen Bye, Councd Members Dulutr Minnesota « Nicholee R. Carions, Oeputy Mavor Manicrd Connecticut + Richard E. Carver, Mayor Peana nines - Henry G. Cisneros, Cour ©
Texas + Atringten Dixon, Counci Chawman, Wastington. D - Putrick A. Dunne, Executve Director Mississipps Mumcioal Assoc.ation « Margeret T. Hence, Mayor Proena A zora+ Erma Henderson,
Detrort. Micrigan » Chartes F. Horn, Mayor Ketterng. Onio « Msynard Jackson, Mayor Atianta, Georgia « Cant 1. Langord, Maycr Orlandte Fior s « Patience Latting, Ma, o Owiaroma €5 Dwrano™ia « Jim McConn,
Mayor Housion Texas « John M. Petriarche, Drector M:chigan Munic:pal Leaque - Cathy Reynolds. Counci' Member Denver Coloracio - Jossph P. Riley, Jr.. Ma,or Chares'or Souir Caror =a-+ Kennedy Shew. © - . .¢
Drecior, Massachusetts League of Cities and Towns - Kent . Shwisher, Executive Director Association of Wastington Cites + Victor F. Swyden, Counce Member Kansas Gty Missour Dorothy Van Horn. .o o Me e
Jotterson iowa « Ouwid 4. Venn, Mayor, Brmingham. Alabama - Jost Wache, Councit Membeér Los Angeles Catitorria « #ens Wlnred, Mayor Hayward Caiftornia - Ted Witon, vayor Sa” cane Ctu faf

92



APPENDIX X . APPENDIX X

Mr. H. L. Krieger
Page two
September 11, 1979

directors and local personnel directors. The base~line survey that IPA
began in 1977 indicated that close to half of all local jurisdictions
have only a part-time personnel director, if in fact they have a
personnel function at all. The goal, adherence to the standards, is a
necessary and commendable one, but it is questionable whether states can
be expected to do a thorough monitoring job without increased administra-
tive support from IPA and from the various federal agencies.

Federal Training

The conclusion that "federal training may not be meeting state and
local governments' needs" and the reasons stated for low state and local
participation in federal training are accurate. My staff has been work-
ing with IPA and other OPM staffs to expand the percentage of state
personnel utilizing federal training, particularly at the management and
executive levels. I suggest that your report specifically recommend that
IPA have increased contact with major state and local public interest
groups for this purpose. Particularly now, when productivity improvement
is becoming a growing national concern, it is imperative that the best
training that the federal government develops be accessible to all levels
of government. '

Challenges of the Seventies

On a broader issue, the report does not adequately recognize the
many changes in state and local personnel systems which have been accom-
plished since the IPA was passed in 1970. During the past decade, state
and local personnel directors have been faced with increasingly complex
and interrelated issues such as EEQO and affirmative action, collective
bargaining and employee unionism, and recruitment and selection practices.
In numerous instances, IPA assistance was crucial in helping state and
local governments to meet the challenges of the seventies; however, be-
cause many. jurisdictions have never received IPA aid and because public
sector personnel management continues to evolve, a consistent and larger
commitment to IPA program goals would be advisable.

I will look forward to receiving the final version of the report.
Sincerely,
Stephen B. Farber
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UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

1620 EYE STREET, NORTHWEST
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006
TELEPHONE: (202) 293-7330

September 14, 1979

Mr. H. L. Krieger

Director

General Accounting Office
441 G Street, N.W. Room 4001
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Krieger:

We have had the opportunity to examine your draft
report entitled "The Intergovernmental Personnel Act
1979: 1Its Impact, Potential and Problems". As is
customary for GAO reports, it is a thorough and de-
tailed analysis which is balanced for the strengths
and weaknesses of the IPA program.

On the general level, we agree wholeheartedly
that the needs identified by Congress prior to enact-
ment of the IPA are no less urgent today. In fact,
given the money, tax, revenue and expenditure ceil-
ings adopted by state and local governments, we would
argue that personnel management improvements are more
critical today than the recent past. .Toward this end,
we also agree that federal government's stake in im-
proving state and local government personnel management
is crucial and that the IPA program should be continued.

We would ask, however, that you review the figures
you cite on page ii of the Digest and on pages 7 - 9 of
the draft itself concerning federal grant-in-aid outlays
to state and local governments. Those figures, includ-
ing the projected outlay figure of $82.9 billion for
FY 80, are misleading in that they virtually double the
stated outlays that actually reach state and local gov-
ernments. One difficulty in this matter is that it is
impossible for those of us outside of the Federal gov-
ernment to generate accurate data on what the real
outlays are to state and local governments. The best,
short analysis of this issue is found in an article by

Floyd H. Hyde, the former Mayor of Fresno, in The

National Journal, March 3, 1979. We have enclosed a
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copy of that article for your information. While one can ques~
tion Mr. Hyde's figures as easily as the Federal figures, the
essential point should be considered.

While we have not performed a systematic evaluation of IPA
programs, our experience is that is has been very worthwhile for
state and local government.

Roger Dahl, Director of the Labor Management Relations Ser-
vice of the United States Conference of Mayors, recently testified
before the Subcommittee on Human Resources of the House Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service that, "All in all, our experience
with IPA and the Office of Personnel Management has been quite
favorable. We believe these efforts we have undertaken have made
at least a small contribution to more effective and constructive
labor relations in government."

As the Committee on Economic Development recently pointed out
in its study "Improving Management of the Public Work Force", the
key to increased effectiveness and efficiency of local government
is dependent upon strengthening the ability of local officials to
manage, particularly including the area of personnel management.

The IPA program has and continues to provide federal support
toward meeting this goal. With respect to your specific recom-
mendations for improving the administration and delivery of the IPA
programs, we concur with most of the recommendations. Specifically,
we agree that the activities planned by OPM and listed on page IX
and X of the Digest, should further advance local personnel manage-
ment improvement. We would offer one caution to these actions;
that is, the area of cost savings which result from IPA supported
projects. It is our experience that many of the programs provide
significant management improvement for the management team which
are not directly translated into specific programmatic cost savings.
They do provide an improved management environment which affects
many programs, but which are not measurable in an easy manner.

Your detailed review of each of the major aspects of the IPA
programs adequately points out the strengths and weaknesses of the
various elements. Again, we generally agree with your conclusions
and recommendations. Specifically, we would like to reinforce your
observations regarding the need for implementation of the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978 to consolidate, reduce and simplify the
various federal personnel requirements for state and local govern-
ment. We believe OPM has made significant and substantial progress
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in this area and we stand ready to continue our assistance
for these matters.

Also, we strongly agree with your recommendation to desig-
nate OPM as the lead agency for productivity management in state
and local government. As you stated in your earlier report, it
is critical that adequate funding for this endeavor by provided
if OPM 1s to meet this new responsibility. Specifically, at
least an additional $20 million would be necessary to begin such
an effort.

Finally, we would like to formally acknowledge the excellent
relationships with state and local government officials which
the personnel of OPM have established. They have been and con-
tinue to be particularly sensitive to state and local government
needs and problems.

Should you require any additional comments, please contact
Mr. Stephen Chapple of our staff.

Sincerely

Jpohn J. Gunther
xecutive Director

Enclosure

(961084)
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