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Issue Area: Intergovernmental Policies and riscal Relationrs:
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Agencies (40S5).

Contuct: General Govermment Dirv,

Budget PMunction: General Goverament: Executive Dirocticn anAd
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Organization Concerred: Departaeat of Health, Bducatiun, and
Welfare; Departaent of Transportation; Department of
Agricevlture; Environmental Proteztion Agency.

Congreasional Relevance: Sen. #arran 6. Hlagauson; Sen. Henry N,
Jackson.

The impact of Pederal ageacy reorganizations ou the
State of Washington and othey States in Fedecal Region X wore
analyzed following expressioas of concern about the iapact of
these reoiganizationa o¢n irntergovernmental working
relationships, the delivery of progrem services, and on ederal
eaploysent levels. In a review of Federal ageacy reorganizaticns
vhich hive taken j;lace since January 1977, nc cucrunt Foderal
policy or plan sas found to favor either cerntraliation or
decentralization. The President's Reorganization Project
Directcr confirmed that no smuch overall pelicy or plan exists to
guide reorganigation efforts in either direction.
Intergovernsental experts agreed that no cle:ir trend had been
established and that reorganizations were heing undertaken
vithout apparent insight into how one agency's structural
changes affect anocher agancy's prograa delivery or
intergovernmental relations in general. The iapact of most of
the reorganizations is generally not clear, and State and local
officials were fregquently unable to suggest what tie service
delivery impaccs aight be. (BRS)
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The Honorable Warcten G. Magnhuson
The Bonorable Henry M. Jackson
United Statea Scnate '

Dear Senators Magnuson and Jackson:

In your letter of January 16, 1978, you requested that we
analyze the impact of Federal aguncy raccganizations on the
State of Washington and other States in Federal region X. You
stated that certain reorganizations pointed toward centraliza-
tion of Federal dacisionmaking authority in Washington, D.C.,
and you were concerned about the raclonale and interrelation-
skips with presidential pians for executive branch reorgani-
zation. You expr-ssed parcicular concern about the impact
these reorganizations vould have on intergovernmental working
relationships; the delivery of program services to private
citizens and public agencies at the State, regional, and local
levels; and on Federali employment levels. :

You asked us to review the reorganization plans and ac-
tions of the following Federal agencies: Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare in general, and the Office of Zducation
and the Health Care Fii.ancing Administration in particular;
Department of Labor; Department of Housing ard Urban Develcp-
ment; Environiental Protection Ageacy; Department of Transpor-
tation; Law Enfcrcement Assistance Administration of the
Department € Justice;, the Farmers Home Administration, Soil
Conservation Secvice, and the Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Serviue of the Department of Agriculture; an:
the Economic Development Administration of the Department of
Cowmerce.

In response to your request we reviewed reorganizations
accompl ished or planned since January 1977 in the agencies
you named. We devoted little attention to organizational
changes that affected more than one departuent, because these
resulted from legislative action or Presidential Reorganiza-
=ion Project proposals which reccive legislative scrutiny
befcre implementation.
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we focused our attention instead on chunges in regional
and subreglonal decisionmaking authority and Federal employ-
ment levels. 1In characterizing changes, we considered the
transfer of program decisionmaking authority to higher organi-
zation levels as representing a centralization action. As a
result, we considered reduction in the number of field offices
to indicate centralization, and increases in the number of
field offices to indicate decentralization.

We discussed the actual or anticipated impact of the re-
organjzations with numerous officials of Federal, State, ard
locai governments; school districts; citizen organizat :ns;
councils of government; financial institutions; private busi-
nesses; and medical institutions in the States of Washington,
Oregon, Idaho, and Alaska. We also discussed the changes
with Federal agency headquarters officials in Washington, D.C.
The enclosure lists the various Federal, State, and local
governments. in addition to other organizations and groups
whom we intenrviewed regardinc rederal agerncy reorganizations.
A~ agrecr with yeo'r staff, we devoted particular attention
to the iipact of the Department ol Housing and Urtan Develop-
mert's reorganization in region X and elsewhere in the Vest
and provided you a separate report on April 25, 1978.

DECENTRALT ZATION VS. CENTRALI-
GATION: NO CLEAR_TREND

In reviewing Federal agency reorganizations which have
taken place since January 1977, we found no curx-ent Federal
policy or plan favoring either centralization or decentrali-
zation. The President's Reorganization Project Director con-
firmed that no such overall policy or plan exists to ¢uide
reorganizaticn efforts in either direction. He said that
Federal agencies have been given authority to reorganize with-
out such guidance. Hhe hoped, however, that with the com-
pie-ion of a Presidentiai Reorganization Project study on the
Federal ragional structure, including Federal regional
councils, guidance would bte provided to agencies later this
year regarding the guestion of centralizing decisionmaking
authority.

Our review of various reorganizations--planned cr actual=--
4id not show a clear .attern of centrealization or decentrali-
zation. Intergovernmental experts interviewed said that no
clear trend had been established and “.at reocganizations were
teing undertaken without apparent insight into how one agency's
structural changes aftect another agency's vregram delivery or
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- iatergovernmenta). reiatiors in general. One said that no
Clear concept vas yet been developad on how the Federal
Sovernment should relzte to ius own field operations or to
State and local governments. Another said that, because no
Clear f#+nse of direction towsrd decentralization has devel-
oped, Federal capacity for field-level program coordination
is disappearing as agenciss reorganize independently of
impacts on other agencies and programs.

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
while finding no clear shift to centralization, has noted
“clear signs of receatralization,” such a= the recalling of
authority from Federal agency field offices. Of the organi-
zational changes discussed in this report, however, some tend
to centrelize authority at higher organizational levels,
-.others tend to decentralize autho.. ty, and still others do

B not appear to move decisionmaking auvthority.

Some reorgsnizations tend to centralize
decisionmaking authority

In the cases discussed below, agency reorganizations
point toward centralization of decisionmaking authoritv.
Federal employment cnanges in Washington State occurred where
noted.

~~Effective October 1, 1977, the Attorney
General abolished all Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration regional of-
fices, transferring their functions to
Admiristration headquartecs in Washingtoun,
D.C., and to four regional audit offices.
These functions included plan review,
program monitoring, and technical assis-
cance. Federal employment in Yashington
State was reduced by 23 positicus.

=-0On July 19, 1977, the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare abolished the Office
of Education regional office structure and
replaced it with separate regional office
structures for Eijucational Programs and
Student Tinancizl Assistance Programs. The
Student Financial Assistance function was
left w.rtually uachanged. The Educational
Programs ifunction, however, lost all sveci-
fic program responsibilities to the central
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also

office in Washington, D.C., and its specialist
positions were transferred to the central
office or coavertad to generalist positions
responsible for technizal assistance and infor-
mation dissemination. Federul employment in
washington State was reduced >y 14 pcsitions.

-=The Secretary of the Departmen® of Houslng and
Urban Development is consolidating multifamily
program functions into fewer offices nationally.
Several other program operatiuns and technical
agsistance functions are being removed from
regional offices to area offices and washirgton,
D.C., thus strengthening central office control
over field operations. In region X, the multi-
family function is being removed from the
Spokane, Washington, and Boise, Idaho, offices.
Depar tment employment in the Stz-e of Washington
will decrease by 11 positions.

--The Environmental Protection Agency region X
administrator sald that regional authority to
turn a case over to the Deparcment of Justice
has been withdrawn and transrerred to the
ceniral office in Washington, D.C. Previously,
the regional office referred czses to the local
U.S. attorney. According to agency officirls,
the change was made to permit the Cepartmen* of
Justice to monitor the work of local U.S.
attorneys on environmental enforcement act.ons.

Two proposals, still under discussion and review, would
have a centralizing effect:

--Various health agencies of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare's Public
Health Service, have developed plans for
delegating authority to regional offices,
with some possibility that regional health
administrators would lose their present line
authority over regional program adminis-
trators to their counterparts in Department
teadguarters. This change, if made, would
involve withdrawing some decisionmaking
authoritvy from the regions.
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-=A Department of Transportation study, re-
ferred to by the Tepartment as an "option
paper ," proposed a reduction from 10 to 6
regional office locations by consolidating
regions. Region X was one of the offices
digscussed for consolidation. The study
noted that substantial additional analysis
was needed.

Some reorganizations tend to decen-
trallze declslonmaking authority

In contrast, other Federal agencies’ reorganizations
appear to point toward decentralization.

-=The Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion of the Department of Transportation
has given regional offices approval
authority for grants up to §5 million to
populaticn centers of less than 1 million
people. Employment jn the State of
washington is to be increased by two
positions.

-=The Farmers Home Administration of the
Department of Agriculture is increasing
the number and/or staff'ng of district
offices to segregate certain functions
and improve efficilency &nd gquality of
program service delivery. The reorgani=
zation plan for the State of Washington
proposes to move some loan approval
authority from the State office to the
discvrict offices within the State and
to increase¢ the number of district
offices from four to nine over the next
4 years.

—-The Department of Commerce's Economic
Development Administration plans to
create two additional regional offices
(New York and Beston) by October 1, 1978,
and two more (Kansas City and San
Francisco) probably before the end of
fiscal vear 1979, thus expanding its
regional offices from 6 to 10. The new
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office in San Francisco will reduce the
geographic respensibilities of the
Seattle office and transfer about 50
percent of the Seattle wirkload to San
Francisco. The reorganization would
ghift about 15 tc 20 professional staff
positions from Seattle to San Francis.o.

Many reorganizations neither centralize
nor decentcallize authority; or they show
mixed signals

Many Fedecal agency reorganizations reviewed appear to
neither centralize nor decentralize authority, or they tend
to give mix>4 signals for the direction of the change. Of-
fices in various Departments--Heal:h, Education, and Welfare;
Yransportation, Agriculture--asd in the Environmental Pro-
tection Ac:ncy have regrouped or plan to regroup internally
through shifts of program responsibilities among agencies
without apparent effect on regional staffing or authority.

Some Departments (Labor; Health, Education, and Welfare;
and Housing and Urban Development) eliminated regional direc-
tor positions which had or appeared to have had some lLine
authority and replaced them with positions with recuced or
no line authority. Although we cannot cubstantizte that this
would centralize decisionmaking authority, some intergovern-
mental exper*s have theorized that these changes hamper
decentralization.

IMPACTS GF_REQRGANIZATIONS ON
THE DELIVEZRY OF SERVICES WERE
GENERALLY UNCLTAR

The impact of most of the reorganizations noted is gen-
erally not clear. Some changes are either in proposed stages,
awaiting implementation, in process, or only recently
implemented. Accordingly, State and local officials were
freguently unable to suggest what the ge:vice delivery impacts
might be. The p:incipal concerns exprecsed, other than those
associated with the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment reorganization, are discussed below.

--A few State officials fear loss of pregram
information and technical assistance as a
result of the Office of Education regional
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:gorgahization. However, most State and
school district officials interviewed did
not foresee adverse inmpacts from the change.

--Some local officials indicated the Urban
Mass Transportation Administration's partial
decentralization of grant approval authority
would result in greater sensitivity to local
needs and problems, especially in smaller
areas, and quicker approval of grant appli-
cations.

--Some State agency officials were concerned

 with the Law Ctnforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration's elimination of regional offices
because (1) they now experiance difficulty
in getting information, technical assistance,
and decisions from Administration headguarters
and (2) travel and telephone calls to
washington, D.C. are much more expensive,
Although some local government officials were
concerned with loss of technical assistance,
most did not feresee any negative impact.

CONCLUSIONS

We found no clear trend emerging from agency reorganiza-
tions to either centralize or decentralize Fedaral decision-
making authority, nor has an executive branch plan veen
developed to coordinate agency reorganizations. Decisions on
Federal regicnal presence, including Federal regional councils,
await completion of ongoing studies. Cverall policy guidance
on centralizing or decentralizing has not been providea to
agencies as reorganizations are being planned or implemented
individually. -

At your reguest, we did not take the additional time

needed to obtain written agency comments on the matters dis-
cussed in this report. Cop.es of the report will be provided

to interested parties.
Sinceraly yours,
4 ;}527

\ ;
v} o L
Ldey D et
Victor L. Lowe
Director

Enclosure
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AGENCIES AND_ ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

vepartment of Housing and Urban Development (Washington, D.C.:
Seattle, VA; Denver, CO; Helena, MT; Albuguerqgue, NM; Sioux
Fal.s, SD; Anchorage, AK; and Spokane, WA)

Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (Seattle, WA)

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Washington, T.Ces
Seattle, WA)

Office of Education (Washington, D.C.)

Office of Educational Programs (Seattle, WA)

Office of Student Financial Assistance (Seattle, WA)

Health Care Financing Administration (Washington,
D.C.: Seattle, WA)

Social Security Administration (Baltimore, MD;
Seattle, WA; Anchorage, AK)

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Health
Programs (Washingten, D.C.)

Public Health Service (Washington, D.C.; Seattle, WA)

Office of Human Development Services (Washington,
D.C.; Seattle, WA)

Department of Agriculture (Washington, D.C.)

f0il Conservation Service ("ortland, OR; Ephrava aud
Yakima, WA; Boise, ID; Anchorage, AK)

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
(Yakima and Wenatchee, WA; Portland, OR; Boise, ID:
Anchorage, AK)

Farmers Home Administration (Washington, D.C.:; Ephrata,
Wenatchee, and Auburn, WA; Boise, ID; Bozeman, MT;
Anchorage, AK) )

Economic Development Administration, Department of Commerce
(Washington, D.C.; Seattle, WA; Anchorage, 2X)

Environmental Protection Agency (Washington, D.C.; Seattle, WA;
anchorage, AK)

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Department of
Justice (washington, D.C.; Anchorage, AK; Seattle, WA-~-
former regional officials)
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Department of Trans,ortation (washington, D.C.; Seattle, WA)

Urban Mass Transportation Xdministration
(washington, D.C.; Seattle, WA)

Federal Rajlroad Administration (Portland, OR)

Coast Guard (Junnau, AK)

 Federal Fighway Administration (Juneau, AK;

Portland, OR)

Federal Aviation Administration (Washington,
D.C.; Seattle, WA; Anchorage, AK) .

Degg:tmcnt of Labor (Washington, D.C,; Seattle, WA; Anchorage,

K)

" Mine Safety and Health Administration (Washington,
D.C.; Seattle, WA) ,

STATE_GOVERNMENTS

Washington

Department of Social and Health Services

Commission for the Blind

Commission for Vocational Education

Board for Community College Education

Superintendent of Public Instruction

Office of Comnunity Development/Law and Justice Planning
Division

Department of Emergency Service

Economic Development Representativas

State A-95 Coordinator

Conservation Commission

Oregon

Department ¢f Humanr Resources

Office of thy Superintendent of Public Instruction
Emergency Services Division

Law Enforcement Council

State Planning Agency

Office of the Governor

Idaho
Idaho State Blind Commission

Administration on Aging
welfare Administration
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Rehabilitation Service

Department of Education _

Cepartment of Health and Welfare

Idaho Housing Agency

Legal Aid Services

Adjutant General

fconomic Development Reprecentative

Law Enforcement Pianning Commission

Division of Budget, Policy, Planning, and Coordination

Alaska

Office of Internal Review =
Department of Health and Social Services -
Tacational Rehabilitation

sevartment of Education

Scate Housing Authority

Division of Economic Enterprise

Criminal Justice Planning Agency

Division of Public Safety

State Experimental Farm

Division of Agricultuce

Division of Lands

Division of Community snd Regilonal Affairs
Transportation Commisgsion

NDivision of Personnel and Labor Relations '
Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Division of Emergency Services

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Washington

La Conner School District
Auburn School Diastrict

North Kitsap School District
Edmonds School District
Bellevue School PDistrict
Seattle School District

Edmonds Community College
Arlington School District
Cenc.al Kitsap School District
olympia Inter-City Transit Authority
Bellingham City Transit Company
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‘Seattle Tranait, Metro

Snohomish County -
Snohomish County Public Transi. Zeneflt Area
Thurston County

Seattle Fire Department

City of Seattle

King County

Seattle City Council

City of Everett _

Northwest Regional Council (Bellingham)
Conservation Districts

City of Tacormn

~ puyallup Tribe

Oregon
Multnomah Intermediate Education Districe

Portland School District

Salem Public School District

Columbia Region Association of Governments
Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments
Portland City Commissioner's Office
Multnomah County

Portland Justice Programs Department
wWashingtor County :

Idaho

Boise School District

Boise State University

Ada County

Ada County Planning Association

Law Enforcement Planning Commission, Region II

rarmers Home Administration County Directors
Alaska

super intendent of Schools (Juneau/Douglas)
City of Jureau

City of Anchorage

Alaska Municipal League

ENCLOSURE
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OTHER_ORGAMIZATIONS & GROUPS
Washington

washington State Headstart Association/Neighborhood House
Child Health Services

Providence Hospital

University of Washington

wWashington Physicians Secvice

Aetna Insurance

Slue Cross-Blue Shield

Securities Intermountain, Inc. (mortgage bank)

Washington Mortgage Corporation

Barbieri, Goodale & Barbieri (real estate management)

Sherrick, Commerce Mortgage Company o

Pacific ’rea of the National Association of Conservation
District

Oregon

University of Oregon

Oregon State University

Heylman, Cummings and Associates (architect)
Farmer-Merchants Bank

Idaho

Idaho State University

Sherwood & Roberts (developer)

Utah Mortgage Loan Corporation

Home Builders Association

Idaho First National Bank

Saint Luke's Hospital

Bunker Hill Company (mining company)
Sunshine Mining Company

Heckla Mining Company

Alaska

Federation of Natives
Alaska Bank of Commerce
Hcme Builders Association
Teamsters Union = Local 959





