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An Assessment % SES
Performance Appraisal Systems

The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 requires that federal
agencies establish performance appraisal systems for
membé#rs of the Senior Executive Service (SES) to provide a
tool for managing and improving individual and organiza-
tional performance.

GAO found that agencies have, for the most part, imple-
mented SES performance appraisal systems that provide
for setting individual objectives and assessing per-
formance against them. But SES performance plans often

--did not include the act’s appraisal criteria;

--contained general, rather than specific statements
of expected levels of achievement;

--were prepared several months after the beginning
of the appraisal cycle;

--were not updated or revised when executives’
responsibilities changed; and

--were not prepared for a majority of noncareerists.
OPM generally agrees with GAO’s findings and has taken
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON D C 20548

52204671 MAY 16, 1984

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

This report discusses Senior Executive Service performance
appraisal systems—--a critical part of Civil Service Reform
designed to stimulate improved individual and organizational
performance. We are making a number of recommendations to the
Director, Office of Personnel Management, for improving the
effectiveness of appraisal systems in meeting the Civil Service
Reform Act's goals.

We made our review because of the importance of the Senior
Executive Service to the success of Civil Service Reform and
because of congressional interest and concern that the improve-
ment goals of the act be attained. The act provides for General
Accounting Office oversight in order to assess the effectiveness
and soundness of federal personnel management.

We are sending copies cof this report to the Chairmen,
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs and House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service; the Director, Office of Personnel
Management; and other interested parties.

\

.

Acting Comptrolldr /General
of the United States






COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S AN ASSESSMENT OF SES
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SYSTEMS

One of the principal objectives of the Civil
Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978 was to stimu-
late improved executive performance. The driv-
ing mechanism for accomplishing this was to be
Senior Executive Service (SES) performance ap-
praisal systems. Through these systems, the
specific objectives of individual executives
would be set forth and provision made for gaug-
ing how well executives performed against these
objectives.

The act requires GAO to review SES performance
appraisal systems and determine the extent to
which they meet the act's requirements. GAO
found that agencies have, for the most part,
implemented SES performance appraisal systems
that provide for setting individual objectives
and assessing performance against them. The
systems, however, need refinements to fully
meet the act's objectives.

GAO reviewed 11 samples of performance plans
and appraisals--~1 representative sample at each
of 10 agencies and 1 representative sample in
which the findings could be projected govern-
mentwide. The agencies employed about 34 per-
cent of the government's SES incumbents. GAO
examined over 1,100 individual performance
plans and appraisals to see if they included
criteria contained in the act, whether they
permitted accurate evaluations of performance,
and if they were prepared on time for all exec-
utives. GAO's review covered three annual per-
formance appraisal periods from 1980 through
1982, (See pp. 3 through 5.) 1In addition, GAO
sent questionnaires to the senior executives in
its samples to solicit their views of agencies'
performance appraisal systems. (See app. II.)
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IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN EXECUTIVE
PERFORMANCE PLANNING AND APPRAISAL

Experts who are familiar with performance ap-
praisal systems in private industry report that
as many as 10 years of experience and testing
are sometimes necessary before the systems are
reliable and effective. Since agencies had
less than 1 year from the date CSRA was enacted
to implement their appraisal systems, they had
little time to test and refine the systems.
Consequently, they have had problems that are
not unusual in the development of appraisal
systems. (See p. 16.)

The act identifies certain appraisal criteria
that should be used in assessing executive per-
formance. Among these criteria, equal employ-
ment opportunity achievements was included in
71 percent of the 1982 SES performance plans in
GAO's governmentwide sample. Other criteria
from the act were addressed less frequently.
For example, cost efficiency and paperwork
reduction were addressed in 13 percent or less
of the plans.

Performance standards could more specifically
define expected levels of performance by indi-
cating how well the work has to be done (qual-
ity), how much work is to be done (quantity),
or how soon work is to be done (timeliness),
where feasible. Less than 30 percent of the
elements in the performance plans in GAO's
governmentwide sample contained standards with
qualitative measures and less than 60 percent
contained standards with quantitative (includ-
ing timeliness) standards. Such specificity
could permit a more accurate evaluation of
performance. (See pp. 7 through 10.)

The act also requires that performance require-
ments be established for each executive by the
beginning of a rating period. This has not
always been accomplished. For example, in the
1982 rating period, 52 percent of the execu-
tives' performance plans were completed 1 month
or more after the rating period began.
Twenty-one percent did not have their plans
completed until 3 months or more into the
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rating period. The Office of Personnel Manage-
ment (OPM) has also found this in its reviews
and will consider whether a legislative change
in the requirement is warranted. 1In addition,
73 percent of the noncareer appointees, com-
pared to 8 percent of the career appointees,
did not have written performance plans as re-
quired by the act for the 1981 appraisal
period. GAO also found that performance plans
had not been revised or updated as intended by
the act. Twenty percent of the executives
responding to GAO's questionnaire indicated
their responsibilities had changed during the
rating period but the performance plans had not
been revised or updated for 55 percent of these
executives. (See pp. 9 through 12.)

In response to GAO's questionnaire, senior
executives were more positive about their own
performance plans and appraisals than about
their agencies' SES performance appraisal
systems. Of the senior executives sampled, at
least 71 percent believed their plans and ap-
praisals met the act's objectives in that (1)
their performance plan accurately reflected
their responsibilities and the objectives of
their unit or program; (2) their performance
was judged according to the standards or cri-
teria set forth in their performance plan; and
(3) their performance appraisal accurately re-
flected the quality of their performance and
the performance of their unit or program. How-
ever, at least 57 percent of the executives be-
lieved their agency's SES performance appraisal
system (1) had minimal effect on performance,
(2) had no impact on or worsened communication
with superiors or subordinates, and (3) was not
worth its cost. (See pp. 13 through 15.)

AGENCIES AND OPM CAN DO MORE TO
ENSURE EFFECTIVE APPRAISAL SYSTEMS

According to experts in the performance ap-
praisal field, a rigorous evaluation process is
a key ingredient to a high quality performance
appraisal system. Ideally, monitoring and
evaluation should begin when performance ap-
praisal systems are being tested before their
implementation and should continue throughout
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the life of the systems. None of the 10 agen-
cies GAO visited has established formal systems
for regularly evaluating and monitoring the
quality and effectiveness of their processes.
OPM, which oversees agency implementation of
SES performance appraisal systems, has focused
its reviews mainly on processes and procedures
to comply with the act. It has not emphasized
reviewing the quality of the appraisal systems
and their effectiveness in meeting the act's
goals. (See pp. 17 and 18.) When commenting
on GAO's report, OPM said it will be emphasiz-
ing quality more in its future reviews. (See
pp. 20 and 21.)

In August 1981, GAO reported to the Director,
OPM, that agencies needed formal evaluation
systems to monitor and assess the effectiveness
of their SES performance appraisal processes.
GAO recommended that OPM require agencies to
establish and implement such systems. OPM has
proposed regulations that would require agen-
cies to establish evaluation systems but these
regulations have been temporarily set aside by
a district court decision. (See p. 20.)

RECOMMENDATIONS

GAO recommends that the Director, OPM, improve
agencies' SES performance appraisal systems by

--reviewing agency efforts to improve SES per-
formance appraisal system quality and effec-
tiveness:

--providing agencies with technical guidance
and assistance in developing performance
standards that more specifically define
expected results and that address the act's
performance appraisal criteria and improve-
ment goals when relevant to the position;

--ensuring that agencies establish performance
requirements for all senior executives, in-
cluding noncareerists;

-~-determining the problems agencies have in

complying with requirements for preparing
performance plans on or before the beginning
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of the rating period, and, if necessary,
propose changes to the legislation; and

--requiring that agencies update performance
requirements when executives' responsibili-
ties change.

GAO also reiterates recommendations from its
August 1981 report that OPM assist agencies in
establishing programs to evaluate their SES
performance appraisal systems. (See pp. 19 and

GAO received written comments on the draft of
this report from OPM and official oral comments
from the other nine agencies included in the
review. All the agencies generally agreed with
the report's conclusion that SES performance
appraisal systems need refinements to fully
meet CSRA's objectives. OPM discussed several
actions it has underway and other planned
actions that it believes respond to GAO's
recommendations. (See pp. 20 and 21,)
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ABBREVIATIONS

cscC Civil Service Commission

CSRA Civil Service Reform Act of 1978
GAO General Accounting Office

OPM Office of Personnel Management
PRA Performance Rating Act of 1950
PRB Performance Review Board

SES Senior Executive Service



GLOSSARY

Performance element The description in the performance
plan of what an executive is re-
sponsible for, including the major
duties of a position.

Performance standard An expressed measure of the level
of achievement or how well, how
soon, or to what extent an em—
ployee is expected to perform,

Performance plan A written statement of a senior
executive's performance elements
and performance standards.

Per formance appraisal The written assessment of an exec—
utive's performance based on the
performance standards established
for the rating period.

Performance measurement A generic term that includes work
measurement, productivity, and
cost systems that provide measures
of efficiency, effectiveness,
quality, and timeliness.






CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Before the Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978 (Public
Law 95-454), there was no governmentwide executive performance
management system that provided a system for setting performance
goals and objectives and gauging performance against them, and
taking steps to reinforce excellent performance and to stimulate
improvement in or eliminate mediocre performance. Without such
systems, federal agencies had difficulty in holding executives
accountable for results of agency operations and in rewarding or
removing individuals on the basis of performance.

Title IV of CSRA addressed these problems by establishing
the Senior Executive Service (SES) on October 13, 1978, and re-
quiring implementation of objective-based performance appraisal
systems by July 13, 1979. The legislative history of SES and
the provisions of CSRA indicate that SES performance appraisal
systems were viewed as management tools for holding executives
accountable for improvements in individual and organizational
performance and for making decisions about rewarding, promoting,
assigning, and retaining executives.

SES: A STRATEGY FOR CHANGE

Until 1978, most federal civilian employees, including man-
agers, were evaluated under provisions of the Performance Rating
Act (PRA) of 1950. PRA viewed performance appraisal as a tool
for meeting agency administrative needs and employee development
needs. Dissatisfaction with the law surfaced almost immediately
upon enactment. The Second Hoover Commission, the Subcommittee
on Federal Civil Service of the House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, the Civil Service Commission (CSC), and
federal agencies criticized various features of the legislation
as administratively impractical, or in some cases, counterpro-
ductive because of burdensome warning and appeal procedures and
the lack of performance feedback. Although federal agencies
tried to achieve PRA's purposes, their efforts were hampered by
inadequate appraisal methods and by not being able to link
performance to reward.

After CSC unsuccessfully proposed new legislation in 1960,
no new efforts were undertaken to change the federal govern-
ment's performance appraisal practices before enactment of the
CSRA in 1978.

Presidential and congressional concerns for improving ac-
countability and governmentwide performance are evident in the



legislative history of CSRA. On March 2, 1978, President Carter
introduced proposals to reform the civil service, stating that
they should "provide incentives and opportunities for managers
to improve efficiency and responsiveness of the Federal Govern-
ment. "

Other federal government leaders expressed similar senti-
ments during congressional hearings on President Carter's
proposals. For example, the CSC Chairman stressed the need for
holding executives accountable for program accomplishments and
for meeting goals. The Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on
Civil Service noted that "the bill requires that performance
evaluation be used as a basis for all decisions about rewarding,
promoting, and retaining federal employees."

Title IV of CSRA, which established SES, articulates the
congressional intent that SES members be held accountable for
their performance in managing government operations. It states,
in part, that

"The Senior Executive Service shall be administered so
as to:

--ensure that compensation, retention, and tenure are
contingent on executive success which is measured on
the basis of individual and organizational perform-
ance; ] . .

--assure that senior executives are accountable and
responsible for the effectiveness and productivity
of employees under them; . . . and

--recognize exceptional accomplishment."

To achieve these goals, CSRA required agencies to develop
executive performance appraisal systems that would annually es-
tablish performance requirements for each SES member, taking

into account organizational performance. The appraisal systens
were to be designed to

"(1) permit the accurate evaluation of performance in
any position on the basis of criteria which are re-
lated to the position and which specify the critical
elements of the position;

(2) provide for systematic appraisals of performance
of senior executives:

(3) encourage excellence in performance by senior
executives; and



(4) provide a basis for making eligibility determina-
tions for retention in the Senior Executive Service
and for Senior Executive Service performance awards.”

CSRA required agencies to develop and implement SES ap-
praisal systems in less than 1 year. To ensure that agencies
met their new performance appraisal responsibilities, the CSRA
assigned the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) the tasks of
(1) issuing regulations, (2) monitoring appraisal system devel-
opment and implementation, and (3) requiring agencies to take
corrective actions.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

We undertook this review as part of our responsibility
under CSRA to determine the extent to which SES performance ap-
praisal systems have met the requirements of CSRA. One objec-
tive was to assess whether agencies link senior executives'
performance elements and standards to desired improvements in
organizational efficiency, effectiveness, and productivity. But
early GAO survey efforts disclosed that agencies had not empha-
sized that individual and organizational performances were to be
explicitly linked as envisioned by the act.

Since individual and organizational performance was not
being explicitly linked, we focused our work on examining senior
executive performance plans to assess (1) the extent performance
elements and standards took into account the act's appraisal
criteria and permitted the accurate evaluation of performance
and (2) the progress agencies had made in complying with the
act's requirements that performance plans be prepared on time,
contain criteria related to the position, and be prepared for
all senior executives. Other review objectives included assess-
ing whether SES performance plans differed in the extent they
addressed the act's appraisal criteria from one rating cycle to
another.

To achieve our objectives, we reviewed 11 samples of SES
performance plans and appraisals--1 representative sample at
each of 10 agencies and 1 representative sample in which the
findings could be projected governmentwide. We analyzed the
elements, standards, and narrative ratings contained in 1,194
performance plans and appraisals--880 from the 10 agency samples
and 314 from the governmentwide sample.

The 880 plans and appraisals in our 10 agency samples were
prepared during the 1981 performance appraisal cycle. We in-
cluded randomly selected senior executives and all available
recipients of performance awards and rank awards (special



meritorious awards given by the President) for the 10 agencies,
using OPM's December 31, 1981, data base. We specifically in-
cluded the award recipients to determine if their plans differed
from those in our random sample. We detected no statistically
significant difference. The 10 agencies were the Departments of
Agriculture, Air Force, Commerce, Housing and Urban Development,
Interior, and Navy; the National Aeronautics and Space Admini-
stration; the National Labor Relations Board; the Office of
Personnel Management; and the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion. These agencies differ in size, mission, and organiza-
tional complexity and have senior executives in both field and
headquarters locations. Our analysis provided a statistically
valid projection for each agency.

The 314 SES performance plans and appraisals in our govern-
mentwide sample were prepared during 1980, 1981, and 1982. In
addition to examining the extent to which these performance
plans and appraisals met the requirements of CSRA, we also
assessed whether they differed in the extent they addressed the
act's appraisal criteria from one rating cycle to another. This
governmentwide sample included 113 randomly selected senior
executives from 29 agencies (see app. I for list of agencies)
and provided the basis for a statistically valid projection to
all federal agencies.

Our samples provided a 95-percent confidence level that the
selected performance plans and appraisals accurately represented
our universes within plus or minus 10 percent. To check for
reliability in our analyses of performance plans and appraisals,
10 percent of the performance plans were randomly selected and
independently analyzed by a second auditor/evaluator. The two
analyses agreed on 80 percent or more of the decisions on each
performance plan. This level of agreement is generally
considered acceptable for content analysis.

On July 12, 1982, we sent questionnaires to the senior
executives in our samples to obtain their views about their
performance plans and appraisals and about their agencies'
appraisal systems. The response rate for the 10 agencies ranged
from 72 to 96 percent. The response rate for the government-
wide sample was 88 percent.

1The agencies selected for our review employed about 34 percent
of the government's 6,629 SES incumbents as of December 31,
1981,



We performed computer-based statistical tests on both the
performance plan analyses and the questionnaire responses. The
tests related performance plan characteristics and questionnaire
responses to executives' attitudes toward their own appraisals
and their agencies' appraisal systems.

At each agency we interviewed selected Performance Review
Board members—--individuals responsible for overseeing the
appraisal process and making award recommendations—--at head-
quarters and field locations and officials in the agencies'
administration and personnel areas to obtain their views on the
effectiveness of their SES performance appraisal systems. We
also interviewed officials from OPM and the Office of Management
and Budget, reviewed the legislative history of SES and OPM
guidance, and, for comparison, visited four private sector
corporations selected because of their extensive experience with
performance appraisal for managers.

We performed our review in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards and conducted our field
work from March to December 1982,

We obtained written comments on our draft report from OPM
and official oral comments from the other nine agencies included
in our review.



CHAPTER 2

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN EXECUTIVE

PERFORMANCE PLANNING AND APPRAISAL

For the most part, agencies have met the mandate to imple-
ment SES performance appraisal systems. Executives responding

to our gquestionnaire generally gave positive responses about
their own performance plans and appraisals. However, limited

Lciledl Ll Vi iRl T -Qaae QKRaf SKLascllis 22V

performance planning and performance measurement data inhibit
the effectiveness of SES appraisal systems as tools for managing

and improving individual and organlzatlonal performance. Thls
condition was supported by the less positive resnonses execu-

tives gave on our questlonnalre about their agencies' SES
performance appraisal systems.

PERFORMANCE PLANNING COULD BE IMPROVED

CSRA requlres that agencies develop performance appralsal
systems that "permit the accurate evaluation of performance in

any position on the basis of criteria which are related to" each
executive's position. Performance planning is a critical part
of an effective appraisal system since it documents through a
plan what the executive is responsible for accomplishing and is
the initial step to an evaluation of accomplishments.

We found that the effectiveness of performance planning is
limited because performance plans

-~seldom address CSRA appraisal criteria,
--contain standards? that are stated in general terms,
--are not being prepared for all executives, and

--are not prepared on time or are not revised as execu-
tives' responsibilities change.

Performance plans should address
CSRA appraisal criteria

CSRA identifies certain appraisal criteria that should be
used in assessing executive performance. Section 4313 of title
5 states

2p performance standard is an expressed measure of the level of
achievement or how well, how soon, or to what extent an em-
ployee is expected to perform.



"Appraisals of performance in the Senior Executive
Service shall be based on both individual and organi-
zational performance, taking into account such factors

as:

1. improvements in efficiency, productivity, and
quality of work or service, including any signifi-
cant reduction in paperwork:;

2. cost efficiency:

3. timeliness of performance;

4, other indications of the effectiveness, productiv-
ity, and performance quality of the employees for
whom the senior executive is responsible; and

5. meeting affirmative action goals and achievement
of equal employment opportunity requirements."

These appraisal criteria were intended to help senior executives
focus attention on the CSRA's organizational performance

improvement goals.

Our analyses of 314 SES performance plans (presented in
table 1) shows that, although some improvement occurred from
1980 to 1982, CSRA criteria were not addressed in most plans.
We found, for example, that performance plans showed statistic-
ally significant improvement in the extent to which two CSRA
criteria were addressed: cost efficiency and employee perform-
ance/productivity. We also found that the performance plans of
the same executives from three performance cycles most fre-
quently addressed timeliness of performance and meeting affirma-
tive action goals. The other criteria were not addressed in
many of the plans.

Performance standards can be
improved to permit accurate appraisals

Performance standards provide the criteria for how well an
employee must perform specific tasks. These standards enable
supervisors and employees to determine how well employees are
doing their work by comparing their actual performance to
established criteria. Although performance appraisal is an
inherently subjective process, the CSRA requires agencies to
establish performance standards that, to the extent feasible,
use objective criteria to accurately evaluate performance.

Chapter 430, subchapter 2-3(b) of the Federal Personnel
Manual, promulgated by OPM, says that each standard should be



Table 1

Percent of Performance Plans that Address

CSRA Performance Appraisal Cr

iteria

Percent of plans

with at least one element
that addressed criteria

CSRA appraisal criteria 1980 1981 1982
Improvements in efficiency, produc-
tivity, quality of work or service 29 28 34
Reduction in paperwork 1 0 2
Cost efficiency 5 6 13
Timeliness of performance 8l 86 87
Employee performance/productivity 26 28 39
Equal employment opportunity/
affirmative action 82 78 71
Table 2
Elements With Standards Containing
Qualitative or Quantitative Measures
Rating period
1980 1981 1982
Total number of elements? 888 869 787
Elements with standards containing:b
Qualitative measures 159 189 207
18% 22% 26%
Quantitative measures 506 443 382
57% 51% 48%

AAn element is a description in the performance plan of what an
exXecutive is responsible for. Some elements have more than one
standard. If at least one standard contained a qualitative or
gquantitative measure, we categorized that element as having

standards containing appropriate measures.

bsome standards contained both qualitative and quantitative
measures. They are included in each category.



objective, realistic, reasonable, and clearly stated in writ-
ing. Each standard should be defined so that both the super-
visor and the employee know what is expected and whether the
standard has been met. Chapter 430 also states that when it is
feasible, performance standards should include measures of qual-
ity, quantity, and timeliness. They should indicate how well
the work has to be done (quality), how much work is to be done
(quantity), and how soon the work is to be done (timeliness).

Our analysis of SES performance plans disclosed standards
that were stated in general terms and contained neither quanti-
tative (including timeliness) nor qualitative indicators of
performance. One example of this was the following statement:
"Provide guidance and oversight and obtain variance approvals
from . . . Congress." As shown in table 2, less than 30 percent
of the elements in the 314 performance plans in our government-
wide sample contained standards with qualitative measures, and
less than 60 percent contained standards with quantitative
measures.

Although developing more specific standards that better
define expected levels of achievement is difficult and may not
be possible in all cases, the following example shows it is
feasible:

Element

"Cost Avoidance and Reduction

Cost avoidance and reduction will be a key element of
the [Officel's activities this coming year. The ob-
jective is to produce savings in the following three
areas: (1) regulations, (2) timely advancement of

. « « projects, and (3) cost effective and efficient
. . . mitigation measures."

Standard

"l. Regulations: To complete within 3 months all
regulatory revisions approved by the Office of the
Secretary as a result of the priority regulation
review.

2. Timely advancement of . . . projects: To com-
plete 80 percent of all [agency] reviews within 5
weeks and minimize . . . the amount of time required
in [Office of the Secretary] for prior concurrence.




3. Cost effective and efficient . . . mitigation
measures: All final [documents] will be reviewed to
assure that only appropriate and cost effective
mitigation measures are included. Prior [document]
approvals will be reviewed for potential savings.
Develop guidance material for [agency] personnel on
cost effective . . . mitigation measures and a system
for tabulating cost savings. Prepare and forward by

reduction achievements.,"

According to a handbook3 published by OPM's Interagency
Advisory Group,4 if performance standards do not contain
qualitative or quantitative measures, a supervisor can expect
difficulties in making accurate and objective appraisals.

Performance plans should be
prepared for all executives

The CSRA requires both career and noncareer senior execu-
tives to have performance plans. The importance of these plans
for all senior executives is not just a matter of legal compli-
ance. Noncareer senior executives often hold top management
positions and formulate agency policy and goals. Their perform-
ance plans, when communicated to subordinates, could form an
effective blueprint for linking various levels of management to
the accomplishment of organizational objectives.

The agencies we reviewed were able to provide us with per-
formance plans and appraisals for 27 percent of the noncareer
executives and 92 percent of the career executives in our sample
for the 1981 appraisal period. The more frequently cited
reasons offered for fewer noncareer performance plans were (1)
agency does not require plans because noncareer executives are
not eligible for performance awards: (2) noncareerists do not
perceive a need to develop plans because they are not eligible
for bonuses; and (3) executive was in the position less than 120
days.

3Di§gpostic Guide for Improving the Quality of Performance
Elements and Standards, IAG.

4The Interagency Advisory Group Committee on Performance

Appraisal is an OPM-sponsored group comprised of ggencies'
personnel directors, their representatives, and line managers

to provide a forum for sharing information about performance
appraisal systems and techniques.
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In July 1982, we notified OPM of our finding that many non-
career executives did not have performance plans. We asked what
steps OPM would take to ensure that the performance planning and
appraisal requirement of the CSRA was applied to noncareerists.
In March 1983, OPM's Associate Director for Administration re-
sponded that the agency agreed with our view of the importance
of appraising noncareer executives. He noted that the Director,
OPM, had issued a memorandum to the heads of all departments and
agencies asking that they take steps to ensure that noncareer
executives comply with the CSRA's performance planning and
appraisal provisions.

Performance plans should be prepared
on time and revised as necessary

CSRA specifies that performance plans be established on or

before the beginning of a rating period. Further, it requires
that appraisals be based on an executive's established perform-

ance elements and standards. Performance plans, therefore,
should be prepared and, when necessary, revised in time to

accurately reflect executives' responsibilities throughout the
rating period. This would ensure that the performance ap-

praisals, which are based on the plans, are reliable indicators
of performance.

Our analysis disclosed that, in 1982, 52 percent of the SES
performance plans were not prepared on or before the beginning
of the rating period. 1In fact, as shown in table 3, 21 percent
of the performance plans were prepared 3 months or more
afterwards.

Table 3

When Performance Plans Were Prepared®

On or before the 1 to 2 months 3 months or more

beginning of the after beginning after beginning
rating period of the rating period of the rating period
1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982
51% 48% 29% 31% 20% 21%

AThe 1981 data are taken from question number 5 of our question-
naire, and the 1982 data are taken from question number 17 of
our governmentwide survey (see app. II).

Our questionnaire responses also showed that 20 percent of
the executives' responsibilities changed during the rating
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but the performance plans ha een revised or updated

percent of these executives.
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Generally, the agency officials we talked with felt the
agencies could improve the timeliness in preparing performance
plans. However, some believe that the requirement to establish
performance plans on or before the beginning of a rating period
is unrealistic because appraisals for one cycle need to be com-
pleted first since they may be used to prepare plans for the
next cycle. Often, appraisals cannot be completed until after
the end of the rating period, which delays preparing new plans
until after the beginning of the next rating period.

SES APPRAISAL AND AWARD PROCESSES
DO NOT ALWAYS LINK INDIVIDUAL
AND ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

One purpose of the SES is to ensure that executive success
is measured on the basis of individual and organizational per-
formance in such areas as improvements in efficiency, produc-
tivity, and the quality of work or service.

Officials in 7 of the 10 agencies said they did not empha-
size the need for linking individual and organizational perform-
ance in the appraisal process. The primary reasons cited for
the lack of emphasis were the difficulty of identifying individ-
ual contributions to the accomplishment of organizational objec-
tives and the lack of organizational performance measurement
data. Performance Review Board (PRB) members, who are respon-
sible for overseeing the appraisal process and making award
recommendations, also indicated that performance measurement
data are not used in the appraisal and award processes. PRB
members stated that award decisions were based on such factors
as job difficulty, the importance of the position or the organi-
zational level of the position, or the PRB member's personal
knowledge of the executives' performance.

Most agency officials and PRB members we interviewed gener-
ally did not view the limited use of performance measurement
data in performance planning and appraisal as a problem. As one
executive noted, they already know who the good performers are.

SThese data were taken from guestions number 8 and 9 of our
governmentwide survey. (See app. II.)}
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The attitudes and support of senior executives are impor-
tant to the success of SES performance appraisal systems since
they are the systems' primary users and focus of attention. In
response to our questionnaire, senior executives generally gave
praisals. Of the senior executives sampled, at least 71 percent
believed their plans and appraisals met the act's objectives in
that (1) their performance plan accurately reflected their
responsibilities and the objectives of their unit or program;
(2) their performance was judged according to the same standards
or criteria set forth in their performance plan; and (3) their
performance appraisal accurately reflected the quality of their
performance and the performance of their unit or program,
However, executives' responses concerning their agencies' SES
performance appraisal systems in general were less positive. At
least 57 percent of the executives believed their agency's SES
performance appraisal system (1) had minimal effect on perform-
ance, (2) had no impact on or worsened communication with
superiors or subordinates, and (3) was not worth its cost.

More than half of the senior executives believe performance
appraisals are used in making bonus and pay adjustment decisions
as intended by the act. However, as shown in table 4, most
senior executives doubt that performance appraisals are used in
making other personnel decisionsg.

Although executives expressed negative views about both the
use and effect of their agencies' SES appraisal systems, we did
identify some statistically significant relationships in posi-
tive attitudes. Specifically, our analyses showed that senior
executives who believed their agencies' SES appraisal systems
had positive effects on performance, also believed that their
agencies' systems for setting and measuring program objectives
were more than adequate. We also found that executives who

6These data were taken from guestions number 6, 7, 13, 14, and
15 of our governmentwide survey. (See app. II.)

TThese data were taken from questions number 32, 36, and 38 of
our governmentwide survey. (See app. II.)
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believed that their performance appraisals were used to a great
extent in making personnel decisions held positive attitudes
toward SES appraisal systems.

Table 4

Extent to which Executives Believe Performance
Appraisals are Used in Making Personnel Decisions®

Percent of Percent of
executives who executives who
believe appraisal believe appraisal
is used to some is used to little
Type of decision extent or greater or no extent
Training and development 48.4 51.5
Reassignments 42.7 57.3
Downgrades 45,7 54,3
Pay adjustments 53.7 46.3
Bonuses 75.0 25.0
Separation/termination 35.4 64.5

8Data in this table were taken from question number 33 of our
governmentwide survey. (See app. II.)

In commenting on our draft report, OPM stated that “Other
factors can appropriately be used in conjunction with perform-
ance to determine further differences among the best per-
formers." OPM noted that while many awards go to individuals
with the top performance ratings, the restrictions on the number
of awards that can be given preclude some individuals who re-
ceive a top rating from receiving an award. OPM pointed out
that its proposed regulations on SES performance appraisal pro-
vide that "final performance ratings shall provide a basis for
decisions to remove senior executives from the SES" and “"may
provide a basis for decisions to reassign or transfer senior
executives within the SES, grant performance awards to career
senior executives, and grant performance-related ES [Executive
Servicel pay rate adjustments."

8These data were based on an analysis of questions number 14,
15, 32, 33, 38, 42, and 44 of our governmentwide survey. (See
app. II.)
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OPM also commented that it believed executive dissatisfac-
tion with congressional restrictions on the number of bonuses
agencies could award to executives from July 1980 to September
1983 may have unduly influenced responses to our questions. OPM
stated that while it is not possible to indicate numerically the
extent to which this occurs, some mention should be made of the
possibility, particularly on questions dealing with whether
appraisal systems have been effective in encouraging excellence
in performance since bonus systems were supposed to encourage
and reward such excellence. We agree that the restrictions on
bonus awards could have influenced responses to our questions.
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CHAPTER 3

AGENCIES AND OPM CAN DO MORE TO

ENSURE EFFECTIVE APPRAISAL SYSTEMS

Problems exist in SES appraisal systems because the hasty
implementation required by CSRA adversely affected agencies and
OPM in fulfilling their responsibilities for ensuring effective
systems and because agencies and OPM have not adequately evalu-
ated the systems since their implementation in order to improve
their quality and effectiveness.

IMPLEMENTATION GOAL MET, BUT MOST
DESIRABLE PROCEDURES NOT FOLLOWED

CSRA was enacted in October 1978 and established the effec-
tive date for title IV as 9 months later. In February 1979, OPM
issued a special bulletin setting out several milestones for SES
appraisal implementation. The bulletin required agencies to
establish, by October 1979, organizational and personal goals,
performance standards, and critical elements for each SES posi-
tion and to formally communicate this information to senior
executives.

In an earlier review,? we found that because of the lack
of time, most agencies did not follow procedures that would have
helped them establish effective appraisal systems. For example,
most of the agencies we reviewed did not test their appraisal
systems before implementing them, did not thoroughly train users
in the skills needed to effectively carry out the appraisal
process, and did not establish specific plans for evaluating
their appraisal systems.

Agencies' rapid implementation of their SES performance
appraisal systems contrasts sharply with the approach taken by
personnel experts outside the federal government. Private
industry experience with objective-based performance appraisal
systems indicates that time and practice are needed for effec-
tive implementation. Personnel experts have estimated that it
takes from 3 to 10 years to design, test, and establish effec-
tive appraisal systems. They also recommend that monitoring and
evaluation plans be developed early to assess the effectiveness
of performance appraisal processes before personnel decisions
are made.

9Evaluations Called For To Monitor and Assess Executive
Appraisal Systems (FPCD-81-55, Aug. 3, 1981).
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--requiring corrective action when an agency's system does
not meet the requirements of the law or OPM regulations.

Because of the emphasis on meeting deadlines, OPM adopted a
nonprescriptive approach during SES appraisal system design and
implementation. 1Its oversight activities during this time con-
sisted of issuing general guidance that emphasized the develop-
ment and use of appraisal procedures, policies, and provisions
that addressed CSRA requirements. OPM's review and subsequent
approval of SES appraisal system plans was based on a comparison
of agencies' performance appraisal system structures with the
legal requirements of CSRA to ensure the system plans included
all provisions called for in CSRA, No attempt was made to
review the quality or merits of the system plans.

After implementation in 1979, OPM's on-site progress
reviews were primarily used to ensure that agencies were in
technical compliance with CSRA. 1In addition, OPM undertook
special studies, including

--case studies over a 5-year period at four government
agencies to examine the overall effect of several CSRA
provisions, including SES; and

-—a special study in April 1980 on SES performance ap-
praisals, covering 54 agencies (containing more than 90
percent of all SES positions), which highlighted agen-
cies’® progress and strategies in designing and developing
their appraisal systems.
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Interviews with OPM officials during our current review
indicate that the agency's oversight of SES appraisal systems
continues to focus on how well agencies have developed and im-
plemented the "mechanics" of SES performance appraisal systems.
For example, performance elements and standards are reviewed to
determine the existence of critical elements, but not the qual-
ity of the elements and standards. Although agencies continue
to have problems developing performance elements and standards,
OPM has not evaluated their quality.

According to OPM and experts in the performance appraisal
field, a rigorous evaluation process is a key ingredient to a
high quality performance appraisal system. Ideally, monitoring
and evaluation should begin in the pretesting phase and should
continue throughout the life of a performance appraisal system.
None of the 10 agencies we visited has established formal sys-
tems for regularly evaluating and monitoring the quality and
effectiveness of their processes. We found that even occasional
evaluation and monitoring of quality and effectiveness can
identify needed improvements. For example, the Department of
Commerce examined both the quality of its SES appraisal system
and the linkage between individual and organizational perform-
ances. The evaluation recommended several improvements, includ-
ing a change in the way organizational objectives were defined
in SES performance plans.

In our August 1981 report, we stated that SES performance
appraisal systems could be improved if OPM required agencies to
evaluate their own appraisal systems. We recommended that OPM
require agencies to establish and implement, according to OPM
guidelines, comprehensive evaluation and monitoring systems for
their SES performance appraisal processes. We also recommended
that OPM issue minimum standards and requirements that should be
included in all evaluation systems implemented by agencies. As
part of their oversight, we recommended followup with agencies
to ensure that evaluation systems are properly and effectively
implemented. At the time of our review, OPM officials told us
their policy was to give agencies the option to develop evalua-
tion programs for their appraisal systems, but not to require
it. 1In commenting on our report, OPM stated it has proposed
regulations to require agencies to establish evaluation programs
but that the regulations were temporarily set aside by a
district court decision. OPM also stated it plans to provide
guidance and standards for SES performance appraisal evaluation
systems and that it will use its on-site evaluations to ensure
agencies properly implement these systems.
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CONCLUSIONS

The way agencies implemented and now operate their SES per-
formance appraisal systems limits their effectiveness as tools
for improving individual and organizational performance--a major
goal of the CSRA. This situation was caused, in part, by the
limited time that was available for their development and imple-
mentation and the difficulty of getting such systems operating
smoothly.

Agencies can improve the quality of performance plans by
better defining performance standards and making efforts to en-
sure the timely preparation of performance plans. In addition,
agencies can make greater efforts to ensure that plans are pre-
pared for all executives. Improvements in these areas could
enhance appraisal system credibility among senior executives and
contribute to the attainment of CSRA's goals. OPM and the
agencies can achieve these changes by collaborating on the best
ways to monitor and evaluate appraisal system quality and
effectiveness.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Director, OPM, focus his office's
guidance and oversight activities on improving agencies' SES
performance appraisal systems by

--reviewing agency efforts to improve SES performance
appraisal system quality and effectiveness in meeting the
act's objectives for permitting accurate evaluations of
performance, providing systematic appraisals of perform-
ance, encouraging excellence in performance, and provid-
ing a basis for making eligibility determinations for

retention and performance awards;

--providing agencies with technical guidance and assistance
in developing per formance standards that more specific-
ally define expected results and that address the CSRA's
performance appraisal criteria and improvement goals when
they are relevant to the position;

--ensuring that agencies establish performance requirements
for all senior executives, including noncareerists:

--determining the problems agencies have in complying with
CSRA's requirements for preparing performance plans on or
before the beginning of the rating period, and, if neces-
sary, propose legislative changes; and

19



--requiring that agencies update performance requirements
when executives' responsibilities change.

We also reiterate the recommendations from our earlier
report to the Director, OPM:

—--Require agencies to establish and implement procedures
for the comprehensive evaluation and monitoring of their

SES performance appraisal systems.

--Provide guidelines to agencies on how to establish and
implement effective evaluation procedures.

--Igsue minimum standards and requirements for all evalua-
tion systems implemented by agencies.

--Follow up with agencies to ensure proper and effective
implementation of evaluation systems.

AGENCY COMMENTS

In its written comments on our draft report, OPM agreed
that SES performance appraisal systems need refinements to fully
meet the objectives of CSRA. OPM stated that it has proposed
regulations that "are the cornerstone of OPM's efforts to create
a solid and consistent basis for SES performance appraisal
systems." The regulations will (1) require agencies to review
their entire performance management programs and submit compre-
hensive and integrated Performance Management Plans to OPM for
review and approval; (2) provide the stimulus for agency re-
assessment and refinements of their SES performance appraisal
systems; (3) require agencies to establish revised written pol-
icies for SES performance appraisal; and (4) provide a basis for
OPM review and evaluation of agency SES performance appraisal
systems. These regulations have been temporarily set aside by a
district court decision.

OPM agreed that both OPM and agency SES performance ap-
praisal monitoring and evaluation efforts need to be improved.
OPM stated that while its monitoring and evaluation efforts
concentrated on compliance with legal requirements when the
systems were first implemented, it is working on efforts to
monitor and evaluate the quality and effectiveness of agencies'
SES performance appraisal systems. OPM stated that

"In recent on-site reviews, appraisal elements and
standards were reviewed for consistency with organiza-
tional objectives. In future on-site evaluations,
more emphasis will be placed on the review of elements
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and standards: their specificity, completeness, and
utility for accurately measuring performance."

OPM stated it will notify agencies of their noncompliance with
SES appraisal requirements noted during on-site evaluations
through oral close-cut meetings and letters.

OPM agreed that more effort is needed by OPM and agencies
to improve elements and standards. OPM stated that it is work-
ing on additional guidance for improving performance elements
and standards, including a revision to Federal Personnel Manual
Guidance and a series of technical guides.

Concerning the need for agencies to establish performance
requirements for all senior executives, including noncareerists,
OPM stated that in addition to the March 15, 1983, memorandum to
the heads of departments and agencies reminding them of this
requirement, its proposed regulations and the performance ap-
praisal chapter in a draft Federal Personnel Manual Supplement
make it clear that all executives are covered by the performance
appraisal requirements. OPM stated it is also reviewing agency
reports on performance appraisal ratings to determine whether
noncareer executives are being rated and, if not, will followup
with the agencies.

OPM stated that during on-site evaluations it has also
found that agencies are not complying with the CSRA requirement
for preparing performance plans on or before the beginning of
the rating period. OPM said it will continue to check on this
situation during on-site reviews, discuss with agencies what
problems they have in complying with the requirement, and make a
determination about whether to recommend a legislative change.

OPM agreed that individual performance plans should be kept
current and revised as necessary. OPM said it will (1) be pro-
viding guidance in the Federal Personnel Manual encouraging
agencles to revise elements and standards when performance
expectations, priorities, and deadlines change; and (2) continue
monitoring whether performance plans are job related and up-to-
date during on-site evaluations.

We also received official oral comments on our draft report
from the Departments of Agriculture, Air Force, Commerce, Hous-
ing and Urban Development, Interior, and Navy; the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration; the National Labor Rela-
tions Board; and the Securities and Exchange Commission. All
agencies stated that the report fairly represented the opera-
tions of the SES performance appraisal process and that the
recommendations were reasonable.
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APPENDIX I

APPENDIX I

AGENCIES /DEPARTMENTS IN THE GOVERNMENTWIDE SAMPLE

Agriculture
Commerce
Defense

Office of the Secretary of
Defense

Air Force

Army

Navy
Education
Energy

Environmental Protection
Agency

Executive Office of the
President

Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service

Federal Trade Commission

General Services
Administration
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Health and Human Services
Interior

Interstate Commerce Commission
Justice

Labor

National Aeronautics and Space
Administration

National Capitol Planning
Commission

National Labor Relations Board
National Science Foundation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Personnel Management
Small Business Administration
State

Transgportation

Treasury

Veterans Administration



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Survey of Senior Executive Service
Performance Appraisal Systems

We sent questionnaires to the 113 senior executives in our governmentwide
sample and the 616 senior executives in our 10 agency samples. The question—
naire results for the governmentwide sample is used in our report because the
findings can be projected governmentwide. The 10 agencies questionnaire results
were provided to agency officials during the exit conferences.

This appendix contains a copy of our questionnaire which includes the
response rates of the senior executives in our governmentwide sample. Response
rates are percentages of senior executives who responded to the questiom-i.e.,
rates are adjusted for missing responses. The nunber of executives is usually
indicated in each question by "n=" followed by the number of executives. For
example, r=99, or n-76. Percentages for responses were rounded and, therefore,
do not always equal 100.0. It was not appropriate for all executives to answer
same questions because of answers to other questions. The questionnaire format
in this appendix is altered slightly from the one mailed to the executives in
order to provide space for the display of responses.

INTRODUCTION TO QUESTIONNAIRE

The purpose of this questiomnaire is to obtain the views of Federal execu-
tives concerning performance appraisal in the Senior Executive Service (SES).
The questionnaire can be campleted in less than 30 minutes. Most of the ques—
tions can be answered by simply checking a box.

Your candid and objective responses to this survey are essential in order
for us to provide the Congress with an informative report on this subject. All
information you provide will be kept confidential. The nunber on this question-
naire will be used in our followup efforts with individuals who do not return
the questionnaire. The number will be separated from your responses before we
begin our data analyses to protect the confidentiality of the information you
provide.

Many questions in this questionnaire refer to your 1981 SES performance
agreement/plan and your 1981 performance appraisal. For the purposes of this
questionnaire, this means the agreement/plan and the performance appraisal that
were used for the last performance appraisal cycle ending in calendar year 1981.
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PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS PRIOR TO SES

1.

Prior to the formation of SES, were you employed by your current agency in
an SES equivalent position (GS-16, 17, or 18, or Executive Level IV or V)?

Percent responding n=99
1. 89 Yes
2. 11 No (If no, skip to 4.)

In your SES equivalent position, did you receive written periodic ap—
praisals of your performance other than a form containing one word
appraisal of overall performance?

Percent responding n=88
1. 49 Yes
2. 51 No (If no, skip to 4.)

In general, how accurately or inaccurately did the performance appraisals
you received in your SES equivalent position reflect the quality of your
performance, in your opinion?

Percent responding n=43
1. 21 Very accurately

2. 67 Accurately

3. 12 Neither accurately nor inaccurately

4, 0 Inaccurately

5. 0 Very inaccurately

1981 PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT/PLAN--The agreement/plan used during the last per-

formance cycle ending 1in calendar year 1981,

4.

Did you have a 1981 SES performance agreement/plan?

Percent responding n=99
1. 97 Yes
2. 3 No (If no, skip to 12.)
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6.

When, in relation to the beginning of the appraisal period, did you and

vour superior{s) comlete the SES verformance agreemen /rﬂ an on which von
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the date agreement was originally reached.)

Percent responding n=94

1. 51 on or before the beginning of the appraisal period

2. 29 1 to 2 months after the beginning of the appraisal period

3. 7 3 to 4 months after the beginning of the appraisal period

4. 4 5 to 6 months after the beginning of the appraisal period

5. 2 7 to 8 months after the beginning of the appraisal period

6. 6 9 to 12 months after the beginning of the appraisal period
7. 0 Other (Please describe.)

In your opinion, when your 1981 SES performance agreement/plan was ini-
tiallvy comleted, how accuratelv or inaccuratelv did it reflect
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sibilities of the position you held at that time?

Percent responding n=95
1. 40 Very accurately
2. 48 Accurately
3. 12 Neither accurately nor inaccurately
0 Inaccuratelvy
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5. 0 Very inaccurately

In your opinion, when your 1981 SES performance agreement/plan was ini-
tially completed, how accurately or inaccurately did it reflect the objec—
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8.

10.

Between the time of the initial completion of your 1981 SES performance
agreement/plan and the end of the performance appraisal cycle, did your re-
sponsibilities change significantly as a result of reassignment, detail, or
other such action?

Percent responding n=94
1. 20 Yes
2. 80 No (If no, skip to 10.)

Was your 1981 SES performance agreement/plan changed at all to reflect the
changes in your responsibilities?

Percent responding n=20
1. 45 Yes
2. 55 No

About what proportion of the performance elements contained in your 1981
SES performance agreement/plan were to have their level of performance de-
termined on the basis of objective indicators rather than on the basis of
subjective indicators? (Consider only the final version of the agreement/
plan if any changes were made during the cycle.)

Percent responding n=94
1. 14 All or almost all

2. 35 Most

3. 20 About half

4, 16 Some

5. 15 Few, if any
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1.

n=
93
90
90

92
94

94

Please indicate below whether or not your 1981 SES performance agreement/
plan contained any requirements addressing each of the following perform-
ance areas?

Percent responding

Did contain Did not contain
requirement(s) requirement(s)

1. Improvements in efficiency, productiv-

ity, or the quality of work or service 80 20
2. Significant reductions in paperwork 12 88
3. Cost efficiency 54 46
4., Timeliness of performance 95 5
5. Meeting affirmative action goals and

achievement of equal employment op-

portunity requirements 95 5
6. Other performance indicators of the

effectiveness, productivity, and per-

formance quality of the employees

for whom you are responsible 85 15

1981 PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL~The written appraisal you received for the last

performance cycle ending in calendar year 1981.

12,

13.

Did you receive a written 1981 performance appraisal?

Percent responding n=98
1. 94 Yes
2. 6 No (If no, skip to 16.)

In your 1981 SES performance appraisal, to what extent, if at all, was your
performance judged according to the same standards or criteria set forth in
your 1981 SES performance agreement/plan, in your opinion?

Percent responding n=92

1. 40 Very great extent

2. 37 Great extent

3. 10 Moderate extent

4, 7 Some extent

5. 5 Little or no extent

6. 1 Not applicable—did not have a 1981 SES performance agreement/
plan
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14.

15.

In general, how accurately or inaccurately did your 1981 SES performance
appraisal reflect the quality of your performance, in your opinion?

Percent responding n=92

29 Very accurately

50 Accurately

Neither accurately nor inaccurately
Inaccurately

Very inaccurately

%

1

—

1
2.
3.
4
5

B

In your opinion, how accurately or inaccurately did your 1981 performance
appraisal reflect the performance of your unit or program?

Percent responding n=91

1. 30 Very accurately

2. 41 Accurately

3. 17 Neither accurately nor inaccurately

4, 8 Inaccurately

5. 1 Very inaccurately

6. 4 Not applicable—appraisal did not refer to unit or program per-
formance

CURRENT SES PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT/PLAN

16.

17.

Do you have an SES performance agreement/plan in effect at the present
time?

Percent responding n=97
1. 93 Yes
2. 7 No (If no, skip to 24.)

When, in relation to the beginning of the appraisal period, did you and
your superior complete your current SES performance agreement/plan?
(Please answer concerning the original agreement/plan, i.e. disregard any
changes that were made after the date agreement was originally reached.)

Percent responding =91

4
kX

[o2)

or before the beginning of the appraisal period
to 2 months after the beginning of the appraisal period
to 4 months after the beginning of the appraisal period
to 6 months after the beginning of the appraisal period
to 8 months after the beginning of the appraisal period
to 12 months after the beginning of the appraisal period
Other (Please describe.)
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18.

19.

20.

21.

In your opinion, when your current SES performance agreement/plan was ini-
tially completed how accurately or inaccurately did it reflect the respon-
sibilities of the position you held at that time?

Percent responding n=92
1. 34 Very accurately

2. 57 Accurately

3. 10 Neither accurately nor inaccurately

4, 0 Inaccurately

5. 0 Very inaccurately

In your opinion, when your current SES performance agreement/plan was ini-
tially completed how accurately or inaccurately did it reflect the objec-
tives of your unit or program at that time?

Percent responding n=91

1. 29 Very accurately

2, 56 Accurately

3. 13 Neither accurately nor inaccurately

4, 0 Inaccurately

5. 0 Very inaccurately

6. 2 Not applicable—agreement/plan did not refer to unit or program

performance

Since the initial completion of your current performance agreement/plan,
did your responsibilities change significantly as a result of reassignment,
detail, or other such actions?

Percent responding n=91

1. 24 Yes
2. 76 No (If no, skip to 22.)

Was your current performance agreement/plan modified at all to reflect the
changes in your responsibilities?

Percent responding n=23
1. 48 Yes
2. 52 No
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22. About what proportion of the performance elements contained in your current
SES performance agreement/plan are to have their level of performance de-
terylned on the basis of objective indicators rather than on the basis of
subjective indicators? (Consider only the present version of the agree—
ment/plan if changes have been made to it during the cycle.)

Percent responding n=91
1. 15 All or almost all

2, 32 Most

3. 22 About half

4. 21 Some

5. 10 Few, if any

23, Does the present version of your performance agreement/plan contain any re-
quirements that your unit or program's efficiency, productivity, or quality
of work improve?

Percent responding n=92
1. 66 Yes
2, 34 No
TIME SPENT ON YOUR PLANS/APPRAISALS
24. As you know, a part of the SES performance appraisal process is the prepar-

ation of a performance agreement/plan which establishes the job elements
and standards on which the performance appraisal is to be based. Prior to
the inception of SES, as an SES equivalent, did you meet with your super-
visor(s) at the beginning of the appraisal period to prepare a written plan
for the performance that you were to carry out during the appraisal

pericd?

Percent responding =96
1. 25 Yes
2. 75 No (If no, skip to 26.)
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25.

26.

Prior to the inception of SES, as an SES equivalent about how much time did
you spend in a typical appraisal cycle in preparing for and participating
in such meetings? In estimating the amount of time spent in preparing for
the meetings, please include any time you spent in necessary discussions
with your subordinates.

Percent responding n=26

8
0 More than 5 days

Prior to the inception of SES, about how much time, if any, did you spend
in a typical appraisal cycle in (1) preparing necessary documentation of
your performance and (2) formally discussing your appraisal with your
superior(s)? In estimating the amount of time spent in documentation of
performance, please include any time you spent in necessary discussions of
performance or documentation with your subordinates.

n=98
Part 1 Part 2
Time in documenting Time of formal discussion
your performance with your superior
Percent responding Percent responding
42 0 days 22 0 days
49 1 day or less 76 1 day or less
5 1 to 2 days 1 1 to 2 days
3 2 to 5 days 12 to 5 days
1 More than 5 days 0 More than 5 days
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27.

About how much time did you spend in (1) preparing the SES agreement/plan
on which your 1981 performance appraisal was based, (2) preparing any
necessary documentation on your performance, and (3) formally discussing
your agreement/plan and appraisal with your superior(s)? 1In estimating the
amount of time spent in preparing the agreement/plan and documentation of
performance, please include any time you spent in necessary discussions of
the plan or documentation with your subordinates. If you did not have a

anna .

1981 agreement/plan or appraisal enter 0 in the appropriate space.

n=94 n=91 n=91
Part 1. Part 2. Part 3.
Preparing your 1981 Documenting your Bolding formal discussion
agreement plan performance with your superiors
Percent responding Percent responding Percent responding
4 0 days 9 0 days 13 0 days
68 1 day or less 67 1 day or less 87 1 day or less
16 1 to 2 days 12 1 to 2 days 0 1 to 2 days
11 2 to 5 days 9 2 to 5 days 0 2 to 5 days
1 More than 5 days 3 More than 5 days 0 More than 5 days

SES APPRAISAL: RESPONSIBILITIES

28.

In your current position do you formally appraise the performance of any
other SES executives?

Percent responding n=99
1. 29 Yes
2. 71 No (If no, skip to 30.)
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29. About how much time do you typically spend in: (1) preparing and/or re-
viewing the performance agreement/plan of each SES executive whose perform-
ance you appraise, (2) preparing the appraisal, and (3) formally discussing
the plan and appraisal with the SES executive?

=29
bPart 1. Part 2. Part 3.
Preparing/reviewing plan Preparing appraisal Formally discussing appraisal
Percent responding Percent responding Percent responding
3 0 days 7 0 days 7 0 days
83 1 day or less 90 1 day or less 93 1 day or less
10 1 to 2 days 3 1 to 2 days 0 1 to 2 days
3 2 to 5 days 0 2 to 5 days ~ 0 2 to 5 days
0 More than 5 days 0 More than 5 days 0 More than 5 days

30. Prior to the inception of SES, did you formally appraise the performance of
any SES equivalent personnel?

Percent responding n=97
1. 27 Yes
2. 73 No (If no, skip to 32.)

31. Prior to the inception of SES, about how much time, if any, 4id you
typically spend in: (1) preparing and/or reviewing a written plan for the
expected performance of each SES equivalent executive whose performance you
were to appraise, (2) preparing the executive's appraisal, and (3) formally
discussing the plan and performance with the SES executive?

n=27
Part 3.
Part 1. Part 2. Formal discussion
Plan preparation/review Appraisal preparation with executive
Percent responding Percent responding Percent responding
41 0 days 30 0 days 26 0 days
56 1 day or less 70 1 day or less 74 1 day or less
0 1 to 2 days 0 1 to 2 days 0 1 to 2 days
4 2 to 5 days 0 2 to 5 days 0 2 to 5 days
0 More than 5 days 0 More than 5 days 0 More than 5 days
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AGENCY PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL SYSTEM

32. How much of a positive or negative effect, if any, do you believe that your
agency's SES performance appraisal system has on your job performance, your
subordinates' job performance, and the overall performance of your unit or
program?

Percent responding

Substantial Some Little Some Substantial
positive positive or no negative negative

g IR

42

90

96

n=
97

96
94

95
36
96

93
89

effect effect effect effect effect
1. My job performance 8 23 52 16 1
2. The job perform—
ance of my SES
subordinates 12 31 43 14 0
3. The job perform-
ance of my non-
SES subordinates 4 31 52 8 4
4, The overall per-
formance of my
unit or program 8 28 52 10 1
33. 1In your opinion, to what extent, if at all, are the results of SES perform-
ance appraisals used in making decisions concerning each of the personnel
matters listed below in your agency?
Percent responding
Very Little
great CGreat Moderate Some or no
extent extent extent extent extent
1. Training and development
activities 2 8 10 28 52
2. Reassignments 1 8 18 16 57
3. Downgrades in respon~
sibilities 1 11 7 27 54
4., Pay adjustments 13 11 13 18 46
5. Bonuses 28 18 10 19 25
6. Support for professional
travel and meetings 1 7 4 9 78
7. Separations/terminations 5 9 4 17 65
8. Sabbaticals 0 6 3 10 81
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34. To date, how effective or ineffective, if at all, has the SES performance
appraisal system in your agency been in achieving each of the objectives
listed below?

Percent responding

Neither
effective

n=

99

99

99

99

98

39

Permitting an
accurate ap-
praisal of my
performance
Ensuring that
appraisal is
based on cri-
teria related
to my position
Specifying the
critical ele-
ments of my
position
Providing for
a systematic
appraisal of
my performance
Encouraging ex~
cellence in my
performance
Providing an
accurate basis
for determining
my eligibility
for performance
awards

Very

nor

effective Effective ineffective Ineffective

Very

13

16

22

17

12

13

39

43

48

41

22

25

35

28

26

15

26

35

30

11

|oo

18

17

12

14

ineffective



=
H

96

96

94

96

96

35.

Now caompare your agency's SES performance appraisal system with its previ-
ous system. Would you say that the SES performance appraisal system in
your agency is more effective than, less effective than, or about as effec-
tive as the previous performance appraisal system used for SES equivalent
personnel in your agency in achieving each of the objectives listed below?

e Y —~

Percent responding
O . 1 _ 8 Vo P . I
newiidu oanewiiau
Much more more About as less Much less
P ~F SRy I S PR - S W PR - R T P PR~ Sy U P . S T Py
L1LEeCU LV ELLeC Tl EL1IeCULlV erirecCeive eillecCulive

Permitting an accur—-

ate appraisal of my

performance 19 24 44 8 5
Ensuring that ap-

praisal is based on

criteria related to

my position 23 22 42 10 3
Specifying the

major/significant

responsibilities

of my position 22 34 33 7 3

Providing for a sys-~

tematic appraisal

of my performance 19 34 36 7 3
Encouraging excel-

lence in my per-

formance 10 19 47 17 7
Providing an accurate

basis for determining

my eligibility for

monetary awards 17 23 38 13 10
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36. Overall, has the SES performance appraisal system in your agency improved,
worsened, or had no impact on the communication you have with your super-
iors and your subordinates, in your opinion?

Percent responding

Neither
improved
Communication Greatly Somewhat nor Somewhat Greatly
with: improved  improved worsened worsened worsened
1. Superiors 2 32 57 9 0
2. SES sub-
ordinates 10 29 60 0 0
3. Non—SES
subordinates 1 24 68 7 0

37. Would you say that the SES performance appraisal system in your agency has
been more, less, or equally cost-effective as the previous system for ap-
praising the performance of SES equivalent personnel?

Percent responding n=95

1. SES is much more cost-effective

2. 16 SES is more cost-effective

3. 23 Both are about equally cost—effective
4. 34 SES is less cost-effective

5. 23 SES is much less cost—effective

.

o))

s

-

38. Overall, do you believe that the SES performance appraisal system in your
agency is worth its cost?

Percent responding n=97
1. 11 Definitely yes

2. 21 Probably yes

3. 9 Undecided

4, 32 Probably no

5. 27 Definitely no

39. Overall, do you believe that your agency's previous performance appraisal
system for SES equivalents was worth its cost?

Percent responding n=94
1. 7 Definitely yes

2. 46 Probably yes

3. 27 Undecided

4, 15 Probably no

5. 5 Definitely no

|
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BACKGROUND

40.

41.

10.

Which, if any, of the functional areas listed below best describes that of
the SES position that you held at the time of performance appraisals for
the last appraisal cycle ending in calendar year 19812

Percent responding n=94

4 Accounting/budget/finance
Administration

.
—
L=

Auditing

Congressional/public relations
Grants management

Law

Personnel

Procurement

Nontechnical program management
1. Technical program management
12. Research/engineering

13. 10 Other (please specify)

.
lu"l Ol DIW‘ Ol N' -‘l N‘

WO~ U s W=
.

W
~)

_‘l
N

How many times, if ever, has your performance as a member of SES in your
current agency been appraised?

Percent responding n=97
1. 0 None

2. 12 Once

3. 51 Twice

4, 30 Three times

5. 7 More than three times

OTHER ISSUES AND COMMENTS

42.

To date how effective or ineffective, if at all, has the SES bonus system
in your agency been in assuring that the best performers receive the
greatest rewards?

Percent responding n=93
1. 4 Very effective

2. 37 Effective

3. 11 Neither effective nor ineffective

4. 28 Ineffective

5. 26 Very ineffective
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96

95

18

n=
93
93

43.

44,

In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with each of the aspects
of the SES performance appraisal system listed below.

Percent responding

Neither No
satisfied Gener- basis
very Generally nor dis- ally dis- Very dis- to

satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied judge

The amount of

training and

information I

have received

about it 18 58 13 5 4 2
The guidance/

assistance pro-

vided to my

agency by OPM

concerning it 6 39 24 8 6 17
My agency's

policies and

procedures for

it 10 43 17 20 9 1
The legislative

requirements

concerning it 3 23 19 23 21 1
Other (please

specify) 0 0 11 6 78 6

Overall, how would you rate the adequacy of the system(s) or procedures
used by your agency to set program objectives and to measure the accomp-
lishment of program objectives?

Percent responding

Much Somewhat Somewhat Much
more more less less
than than than than

adequate adequate Adequate adequate adequate

Setting of program ob-

jectives 15 27 33 19 5
Measuring the accomp-

lishment of program

objectives 16 26 26 26 7
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45.

46.

Please enter below any additional comments you may have on your SES per-
formance appraisals, your agency's SES performance appraisal system, and
any changes you would like to see to the SES performance appraisal system.
Attach additional sheets if needed.

Percent n=99

54 Responded
47 No response

We are also interested in any comments you may have regarding the overall
SES program. Please enter in the space below any comments you may have on
effects that SES has had. Cite specific examples, if possible. Attach
additional sheets if needed.

Percent n=99

60 Responded
40 No response
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= United States
S, _ ~ Office of
T Personnel Management  washington, D.C 20415

In Repty Reler To Your Reference

bt
HoReN
i e

i

Honorable Charles W. Bowsher

Comptroller General of the United States
United States General Accounting Office
Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher: -

We have reviewed the draft GAO report "An Assessment of SES Performance
Appraisal Systems" (GAO/GGD-84-16). We agree with the conclusion of the
report that, for the most part, agencies have met the mandate to
implement SES performance appraisal systems. We also agree with the
report's conclusion that SES performance appraisal systems need
refinements to fully meet the objectives of the Civil Service Reform
Act. We have been and will continue to work on the needed refine-
ments. This GAO report will assist our efforts to identify and correct
problems in the continuing implementation of SES performance appraisal
systems. As noted by the report, establishment of effective performance
appraisal systems takes time, with private industry reporting that
several years of experience are sometimes necessary before systems are
fully refined.

OPM has been working with other agencies, employee representatives, and
Congress for over one year to develop a comprehensive set of performance
appraisal regulations for the SES. These regulations (5 CFR 431) were
published on October 25, 1983, but were temporarily set aside by a
district court decision on December 30, 1983. The regulations are the
cornerstone of OPM's efforts to create a solid and consistent basis for
SES performance appraisal systems. When finally effective, the regula-
tions will require agencies to review their entire performance
management programs and submit comprehensive and integrated Performance
Management Plans to OPM for review and approval. These regulations will
provide the stimulus for agency reassessment and refinements of their
SES performance appraisal systems, will require agencies to establish
revised written policies for SES performance appraisal, and will provide
a basis for OPM review and evaluation of agency SES performance
appraisal systems.

GAO Note: Page references have been changed to correspond with
the final report.
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The GAO report (Digest and page 20) recommends that OPM require agencies
to establish and implement formal evaluation systems to monitor and
assess the effectiveness of agency SES performance appraisal

processes. One of the regulations which OPM has proposed (5 CFR
431.,205) provides that agencies "must establish methods and procedures
to evaluate periodically the effectiveness of their appraisal system(s)
and to improve the systems(s)". Thus, a recommendation previously
expressed by GAO concerning the evaluation of SES performance appraisal
systems (FPCD-81-55, August 3, 1981) has been addressed in a very
positive manner by OFM.

GAO's previous report and this draft report (page 20) also call upon OPM
to follow up with agencies to ensure proper and effective implementation
of evaluation systems. While OPM has not required agency evaluations of
SES appraisal systems to date, OPM has proposed a regulation which would
do so and OPM has encouraged the development and improvement of agency
evaluation programs. One of the ways that OPM has done this is through
OPM on-site evaluations of SES appraisal systems. Since 1979, OPM has
conducted over 100 on-site SES evaluations in agencies. The evaluations
included SES performance appraisal. Agency SES appraisal systems have
been evaluated for:

- compliance with legal requirements for appraisal of SES
employees, including CSRA criteria for SES performance
appraisals.

- the effectiveness of agency evaluation programs of SES
performance: appraisal.

- training conducted by agencies in support of SES performance
appraisal.

- assessment of agency testing and validation of their SES
performance appraisal systems.

- consistency of SES appraisal system goals and procedures with
appraisal systems for merit pay and other non-SES employees.

- problems in implementing SES performance appraisal systems.

In recent on-site reviews, appraisal elements and standards were
reviewed for consistency with organizational objectives. In future on-
site evaluations, more emphasis will be placed on the review of elements
and standards: their specificity, completeness, and utility for
accurately measuring performance. Agencies have been notified by letter
when on-site evaluations revealed that agencies were not complying with
SES appraisal requirements. In addition, extensive close-out oral
reports have been provided to agency personnel directors and high-level
managers, often including agency heads. These oral close-out meetings
have often resulted in specific commitments by agency officials to make
improvements and changes to correct identified problems and deficien-
cies. Thus, in our opinion, the statement on page 17 of the report that
OPM evaluation "efforts have included little critiquing of appraisal
system quality and few recommendations to agencies for improving their
appraisal systems" should be reconsidered.
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In another OPM evaluation effort, case studies on CSRA implementation

were conducted at four government agencies over a 5-year period. The

case studies and on-site evaluations have identified problems in
implementation of SES performance appraisal requirements and clearly
show the need for the proposed OPM regulations and implementation
guidance on SES performance appraisal. Copies of the draft case study
reports have been provided to the four agencies.

Thus, it can be seen that while OPM concentrated on compliance with
legal requirements when the systems were first implemented, we are
already working on efforts to monitor and evaluate the quality and
effectiveness of agencies' SES performance appraisal systems. We agree
that an expanded evaluation and compliance effort is needed and intend
to improve the OPM evaluation program for all performance appraisal
systems. We plan to spend more time looking at the quality and
effectiveness of the systems, and will be revising our on-site

evaluation agenda accordingly.

The GAO report also repeats a 1981 recommendation that OPM issue minimum
standards and requirements for all evaluation systems implemented by
agencies and provide guidelines to agencies on how to establish and
implement effective evaluation procedures. We agree that this needs to
be done and plan to provide appropriate guidance and standards for SES
performance appraisal evaluations. Our on-site evaluations are the
appropriate means to follow up with agencies in order to ensure proper
implementation of evaluation systems.

A specific recommendation of the GAQO report states that OPM should
provide agencies with technical guidance and assistance in developing
performance standards that more specifically define expected results and
that address the CSRA's performance appraisal ceriteria. Besides on-site
evaluation help, OPM issued a "Performance Standards Handbook" in 1981
that contained general advice on developing performance elements and
standards as well as examples of agency-developed elements and
standards. OPM is working on additional guidance on improving
performance elements and standards, including a revision of FPM guidance
issued on August 2, 1982 on "Achleving Organizational Management Through
'Performance Appraisal™ which included a sample performance standard for
management.

OPM is also developing a series of technical guides on performance
management which will include guidance on developing and evaluating
elements and standards, guidance on core or generic elements and
standards, and a revision and update of a useful "Diagnostic Guide for
Improving the Quality of Performance Elements and Standards." The
Diagnostic Guide was initially developed by the Interagency Group
Committee on Performance Appraisal. OPM has also conducted numerous
interagency training courses for supervisors and managers on how to
prepare good performance elements and standards. We agree that more
effort by OPM and agencies is needed to improve elements and
standards.
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Another recommendation states that OPM should require that agencies
establish performance requirements for all senior executives, including
non-careerists. This, of course, is required by law. As specifically
stated in the report (page 11), the Director of OPM, on March 15, 1983,
issued a memorandum to the heads of departments and agencies reminding
them of the need to establish performance elements and standards for
non-career SES employees. In addition, the proposed regulations in

5 CFR 431 (Section 431.202(a)) and the performance appraisal chapter in
draft FPM Supplement 920-1 make it clear that all executives are covered
by the performance appraisal requirements. OPM 1s also reviewing agency
reports on performance appraisal ratings to determine whether non-career
executives are being rated and if not, conducting a follow-up with
agencies.

A third recommendation states that OPM should determine the problems
agencies have in complying with the CSRA requirement for preparing
performance plans on or before the beginning of the rating period, and,
if necessary, propose legislative changes. When we have found
noncompliance with this requirement during our on-site evaluations, we
have discussed the problem with agency officials and, when necessary,
have followed up with letters to the agencies. OPM will continue to
check during on-site reviews as to when individual performance plans are
being prepared and will be discussing with agencies what problems they
may be having in complying with the current requirement in law. OPM
will then make a determination about whether to recommend a legislative
change.

Finally, it is recommended that OPM regquire agencies to update
performance requireménts when executives' responsibilities change. We
agree that individual performance plans should be kept current and must
be revised as necessary at the beginning of new appraisal periods. We
will be providing guidance in FPM Supplement 920-1 strongly encouraging
agencies to revise elements and standards, after consultation with
senior executives involved, when performance expectations, priorities,
and deadlines change. We will also continue to monitor whether
individual performance plans are job-related and up-to-date during our
on-site evaluations.

Additional comments on specific statements or passages of the GAO report
include:

Page 6 contains the phrase "Section 4313 of the act" which should be
changed to Section 4313 of title 5.

Page 6 states that "Performance Plans should address CSRA appraisal
criteria," such as cost efficiency, and notes that most of the CSRA
critieria were not addressed by most plans. We suggest that the
recommendations be revised to state that the plans should address the
criteria where they are relevant to the position, so that the individual
is not appraised on an element that is not significant for his or her
Job. It should also be recognized that some of the criteria may be
subsumed in the performance plan under other criteria (e.g., "reduction
in paperwork" under "improvements in efficiency") and thus may not be
specifically stated, although they are in fact covered.
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On page 12 the first paragraph states that individual performance plans
had not been revised or updated for 55 percent of executives whose
responsibilities had changed during the rating period. This could be
misleading without also noting that only 20 percent of executives stated
that their responsibilities had changed. Therefore, almost 90 percent
of performance plans were either appropriately written or, indeed, did
incorporate changes in responsibilities.

On page 12, the report states that PRB members claimed that performance
management data were not used in the appraisal and award processes, and
that "award decisions were based on such factors as job difficulty, the
importance of the position, the organizational level of the positions,
or the PRB member's personal knowledge of the performance." We believe
the report should be revised to state that performance data "were not
used exclusively in the appraisal and award process." Other factors can
appropriately be used in conjunction with performance to determine
further differences among the best performers. Many awards go to
individuals with the top performance ratings in the agency, but because
of previous Congressional restrictions on the number of awards that can
be given, it has not always been possible to give everyone with a top
rating an award.

Similarly, on page 13, the report states that most executives doubt that
performance appraisals are used in making decisions on training and
development, reassignments, downgrades and separations/terminations.
Although performance appraisals are one basis for making these deter-
minations, in some instances it may be proper to make these deter-
minations on other bases. For example, reassignments may be based on
changing agency priorities or needs. It also should be noted that the
proposed OPM regulations on SES performance appraisal provide that
"final performance ratings shall provide a basis for decisions to remove
senior executives from the SES"™ and "may provide a basis for decisions
to reassign or transfer senior executives within the SES, grant
performance awards to career senior executives, and grant performance-
related ES pay rate adjustments."

On page 13, the first paragraph states that at least 57 percent of the
executives believed the agency's performance appraisal system "had not
improved communication with superiors or subordinates." Question 36,
however, which is the source of this finding, shows that 34 percent
thought the system improved communications with superiors while only 9
percent thought it worsened communications (57 percent thought it
neither improved nor worsened communications). Similarly, 39 percent
thought it improved communications with SES subordinates, while none
thought it worsened communications (60 percent thought it neither
improved or worsened communications). We find these results positive,
rather than negative, in view of the much greater number who thought
communication improved rather than worsened. It also may well be that
communication was already good in some of the agencies in which
executives thought that it neither improved nor worsened.
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On page 16, the first paragraph states "Problems exist in SES appraisal
systems because of their hasty implementation and because agencies and
OPM have not fulfilled their responsibilities for ensuring effective SES
appraisal systems." However, faced with a tight implementation
deadline, we necessarily focused our attention on compliance with legal
and regulatory requirements and were less able to emphasize system
quality. But now that the systems are fully in place, we are
emphasizing system quality, as evidenced by our proposed regulations and
guidance materials. These regulations in particular require agencies to
submit to OPM for review and approval Performance Management Plans which
outline an agency's SES appraisal system and its integration with other
appraisal and management systems. OPM will be evaluating these plans
for all agencies throughout government. Therefore, we believe the
sentence quoted from the report should be revised to take into account
the fact that the "hasty implementation™ was required by law and that
the current problems are largely the result of the inherent difficulties
in establishing new performance appraisal systems, as discussed on

page 170f the report.

In general, in viewing the questionnaire results, we believe that
executive dissatisfaction with Congressional restrictions on bonus
awards from July 1980 to September 1983 may have unduly influenced
responses. Our surveys and case studies have noted this problem.
Although it is not possible to indicate numerically the extent to which
this occurred, we believe some mention should be made of the possibility
(particularly on questions such as whether the appraisal system has been
effective in encouraging excellence in performance, since a major
purpose of the bonus system was to encourage and reward such
excellence).

In summary, we believe this report should give more recognition to the
achievements of performance appraisal systems and the difficulties they
have faced. Page one of the report notes that prior to the CSRA "there
was no government-wide executive performance management system which
provided a system of setting performance goals and objectives, gauging
performance against them, and taking positive steps to reinforce
excellent performance through rewards and to stimulate improvement in or
eliminate mediocre performance." Systems are now in place that strive
to achieve these goals. OPM case studies and other surveys have shown
that many executives believe the new appraisal systems have improved
communication with their supervisors about work expectations and
responsibilities. The appraisal systems have also given executives
guidelines for day-to-day performance of their work. Progress can be
seen by examination of the executives' responses to the questionnaire in
Appendix II of the report. For example, 97 percent of the executives
responding stated that they had individual performance plans for 1981.
Over 85 percent stated that the plans accurately reflected the
responsibilities of their position and objectives of the unit or program
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at the time they were completed. Over 70 percent also stated that the

resulting appraisals accurately reflected the quality of their
performance and the performance of the executive's unit or program.

In closing, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft
report. We believe that this GAO evaluation and report will be useful
and can help OPM and agencies to improve SES performance appraisal
systems.

Sincerelyt‘

e AT

Donald J. Devine
Director

(966026)
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