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United States
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

General Government Division
B-222957
April 20, 1988

The Honorable Ted Stevens
Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee on Federal Services.

Post Office, and Civil Service
Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate

Dear Senator Stevens:

This report responds to your request that we examine why the Candidate Development
Program has not been a major source of appointments to the Senior Executive Service (sks).
It follows our earlier report to you entitled Senior Executive Service: Agencies’ Use of the
Candidate Development Program (GAO/GGD-86-93, July 14, 1986), which revealed that
certified candidates from the program received 13 percent of all initial SES career
appointments during fiscal years 1982 to 1984.

The report is based on work at six agencies and explains how the Candidate Development
Program’s design conflicted with the factors that influenced most SEs appointments

As arranged with the Subcommittee, we plan no further distribution of this report unti 30
days after its issuance unless you publicly announce its contents earlier. At that time. we will
send copies to the Director, Office of Personnel Management; the six agencies covered in this
report; and other interested parties upon request.

Sincerely yours,

Richard L. Fogel
Assistant Comptroller General



Executive Summary

Purpose

Background

Results in Brief

In creating the Senior Executive Service (Sgs), the Civil Service Reform
Act of 1978 required the Office of Personnel Management (0PM) to estab-
lish or require agencies to establish programs to develop future Ses
members. As a result, OPM established the Candidate Development Pro-
gram in 1979 and expected it to become a major source for Ses
appointments.

A 1986 GAO report, requested by the Chairman, Subcommittee on Civil
Service, Post Office, and General Services, Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs, showed that the Candidate Development Program had
provided 13 percent of SES career appointments from 1982 to 1984. The
Chairman asked GA0O to follow up to determine why the program had not
been a greater SES source. The follow-up review was conducted at six
agencies that varied in the size of their SES membership and rates at
which they appointed certified candidates to SES positions.

The Candidate Development Program was established to identify per-
sons with SES potential and to better prepare them for executive posi-
tions through managerial training and development. OPM's
responsibilities included (1) establishing criteria for the agencies’ pro-
grams, (2) assisting agencies in the implementation of their programs,
and (3) overseeing and enforcing adherence to its prescribed criteria.

Candidates who enter the program are competitively selected. After
completing the program, candidates whom OPM deems managerially
qualified are certified as eligible for sEs. Certified candidates can then be
noncompetitively appointed to SES—a procedure which can significantly
expedite the SES appointment process.

The Candidate Development Program has not been a major source for
SES appointments primarily because its candidates have not had the
technical skills that sEs appointing officials sought. Gao found that most
agencies have not made a commitment to using the Candidate Develop-
ment Program as an SES source and that oPM—the agency responsible for
administering the program—has done little to encourage such a
commitment.
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GAO’s Analysis

Executive Summary

Conflict Between
Candidate Selection and
Appointment Practices

Congress viewed SES as a cadre of general managers who could fill
vacancies across government. As a result, agency officials tended to
select candidates for the Candidate Development Program who had a
general management background. However, the officials who selected
candidates were generally not the same ones who chose individuals for
SES positions. Because the officials involved in the appointment process
emphasized technical proficiency and experience in the agency subunit
with the vacancy, they usually chose individuals for SES who had not
participated in the Candidate Development Program. (See pp. 13 to 14.)

In the six agencies GAO reviewed, certified candidates received 141, or 15
percent, of the 956 career SES appointments made during fiscal years
1982 to 1986. (See p. 15.)

The conflict between candidate selection and SES appointment practices
lowered the program’s credibility. Since most appointments were being
granted to individuals who had not participated in the Candidate Devel-
opment Program, those with the highest technical skills did not view
participation as necessary. Also, management did not encourage its top
technical people to enter the program. (See pp. 13 to 14.)

Some Agencies Are
Planning Greater Use of
the Program

oPM has given the agencies a great deal of latitude in operating the Can-
didate Development Program and has been reluctant to issue instruc-
tions to the agencies on how it should be operated. The emphasis placed
on the Candidate Development Program by the agencies Gao visited indi-
cated that this type of management approach has been successful only
in those situations where top management saw some value in the pro-
gram. (See p. 17.)

Of the six agencies GAO reviewed, three were planning to make greater
use of the program as an SES source. One of these agencies planned to
establish a managerially based SES that primarily would be filled by
appointing certified candidates. The other two agencies were planning to
place more candidates with technical skills into their programs. (See pp.
17 to 18.)
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Executive Summary

Recommendations

Agency Cornments

A greater commitment to the Candidate Development Program had not
emerged in the other three agencies as of July 1987. In fact. most gov-

ernment agencies have seldom used it. In surveying 52 agencies for its

July 1986 report, Gao found that 30 had not selected candidates for the
program since fiscal year 1982. (See p. 18.)

In February 1987, opM established an advisory board comprised of
selected members of SES to examine ses-related policies and make recom-
mendations for oPM’s consideration. However, opM informed GAoO that the
board was not including the examination of any problems related to the
Candidate Development Program within the scope of its work. (See p.
18)

To better achieve OPM’s expectations for the Candidate Development
Program, GA0 recommends that OPM determine what actions could be
taken to enhance the use of the program. This could be done by 0pM in
conjunction with other federal agencies, or by the SEs advisory board as
part of its examination of sSes-related policies. (See p. 19.)

GAO obtained official oral comments from OPM. OPM expressed general
agreement with the report’s contents and with GAO's view that an exami-
nation of the Candidate Development Program was warranted. OpM sug-
gested that it, rather than the SES advisory board, should be charged
with conducting such an evaluation.

GAO has no preference as to whether OPM or the advisory board does the
study. GAO cautions, however, that regardless of who takes the lead,
care should be taken to avoid duplication between 0pM’s and the board’s
executive development activities. (See pp. 19 to 20.)
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The Structure of SES

The Senior Executive Service (SES) was created by title IV of the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-454, Oct. 13, 1978). Envi-
sioned as a cadre of general managers capable of serving in positions
across the government, Congress established SES ‘‘to ensure that the
executive management of the government . . . is responsive to the needs,
policies and goals of the Nation and otherwise is of the highest quality.”

The Reform Act required the Office of Personnel Management (0pM) to
establish programs or require agencies to establish programs for the sys-
tematic development of candidates for SES positions. If o0PM chose the
latter option, it was also required to (1) establish criteria for agencies’
programs, (2) assist agencies in their impiementation, and (3) oversee
and enforce adherence to its prescribed criteria. To meet the act’'s man-
date, oPM established the Candidate Development Program (cDP) in 1979
and required that agencies operate CDP under OPM’s criteria, guidance,
and oversight. The purposes of this program were to (1) identify highly
competent individuals most likely to be appointed to SES and (2) prepare
them through individualized training and development activities. oPM
said it expected CDP to become a major source for filling career Ses
vacancies.

In July 1986, we issued a report on CDP at the request of the Chairman,
Subcommittee on Civil Service, Post Office, and General Services, Senate
Commuittee on Governmental Affairs.! Because our report showed that
13 percent of the initial career SES appointments made during fiscal
years 1982 to 1984 were granted to individuals who had successfully
completed cpp, the Chairman asked us to examine why CDP had not been
a greater source of SES career appointments.

SES is the first tier of government management below the President, Vice
President, and the political appointees who require Senate confirmation.
SES covers executive branch employees who, before the formation of SES,
were classified as General Schedule 16, 17, and 18 and Executive Sched-
ule political appointees at levels IV and V who did not require Senate
confirmation. SES includes executives who fill managerially oriented
positions as well as executives in positions that require technical
expertise.

'Senuor Executive Service: Agencies’ Use of the Candidate Development Program 1 GA¢) (#4:D-86-93
July 14, 1986).
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Chapter 1
Introduction

CDP’s Purpose Is to
Prepare Future SES
Members

The Reform Act required the establishment of agency Executive
Resources Boards (ERBS), which are comprised of top-level agency ofti-
cials selected by the agency head. ERBs are responsible for the design
and implementation of procedures for the competitive appointment ot
applicants to career SES positions in each agency. Although these proce-
dures vary somewhat among agencies, this competitive appointment
process generally includes the following:

The agency establishes qualifications standards for the vacant position.
The agency determines whether to consider only federal emplovees or
all qualified applicants based on factors such as the position's complex-
ity and the anticipated difficulty of locating qualified applicants.

The agency issues a vacancy announcement which applicants use to sub-
mit applications based on the qualifications listed in the announcement.
Applications are screened. based on managerial and technical qualifica-
tions, at mulitiple stages and are grouped into broad categories (e.g..
unqualified, qualified, and best qualified).

The selecting official receives a list of qualified and best qualified appli-
cants along with written recommendations on each of the best qualitied
applicants.

The selecting official recommends an individual for appointment and
passes the written justification for the recommendation up the chain of
command for approval.

The name and qualifications of the selected individual are referred to an
oPM Qualifications Review Board (QrB)- for certification of managerial
qualifications.

If certified, the individual receives an SES appointment.

As explained in chapter 2, cpp provided an alternative to this process.

Pursuant to the general guidance issued by opM in 1984, agencies are
required to

operate CDP under their ERB’s direction and management;
competitively select participants using a process similar to that used tor
filling SES positions;

“Certification ts awarded by a QRB, which OPM convenes. The QRB may certify potentiai appen: foes
on the basis of any of three criteria: demonstrated executive experience: special or unique qiaities
that indicate a likelihood of executive success; or successful participation in executis e deveioprient
programs, such as CDP. The QRB only certifies individuals’ managerial qualifications Tex by il
ifications required for any SES position must be assessed by the appointing agency
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Chapter 1
Introduction

ensure that candidates selected to CDP have individual development
plans, attend an oPM-approved managerial training course, and have an
SES member as their senior advisor; and

certify, through their ERB, that a candidate’s participation was success-
ful before sending his/her name to opM for certification.

The basic objective of CDP is to more fully develop prospective execu-
tives’ managerial skills. One of its key advantages is that agencies may
bypass the traditional competitive appointment process and directly
grant SES appointments to individuals who are certified by oPM as mana-
gerially qualified for SES based on their successful participation in the
program.

The first stage of CDP is competitive selection. Most agencies require
applicants to submit paperwork that describes their experience (e.g., SF-
171 Personal Qualifications Statement) and past and current perform-
ance (e.g., performance appraisals). Most also ask applicants to rate
themselves against agency-defined managerial competencies and to
describe any technical competencies they may possess, such as special-
ized knowledge and expertise in a technical subject. Agency officials
then rate individual applicants, determine the best qualified, and recom-
mend finalists to the selecting official.

After being selected to CDP, candidates participate in executive develop-
ment activities, including formal training and short-term developmental
assignments. These activities are scheduled over a 1- to 3-year period
and may vary for individual candidates. Agencies may provide their
own formal training programs, use training and development programs
of other agencies, or use an OPM central training program.

After candidates finish their training and development, their managerial
qualifications for SEs are examined by an opM-convened QRB. The QRrB
considers whether candidates are competent in the following six mana-
gerial areas:

integration of internal and external program-policy issues (e.g.. ensuring
that key national and agencywide goals, priorities, values, and other
issues are taken into account in carrying out the responsibilities of the
immediate work unit);

organizational representation and liaison (e.g., establishing and main-
taining relationships with key individuals and groups outside the imme-
diate work unit and serving as a spokesperson for the unit and the
organization);
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Chapter 2

Agencies Were Not Committed to Using CDP as
a Major Source of SES Career Appointments

Certified Candidates
Often Did Not Have
Technical Skills
Appointing Officials
Wanted

Our July 1986 report showed that cpp had not served as a principal
source for filling the government's SES vacancies. We reported that 87
percent (or 1.753) of the initial career SEs appointments during fiscal
years 1982 to 1984 were granted to individuals who had not participated
in the program.

We found that cDP has not been more of a factor in the SES appointment
process because agencies generally have made little commitment to
using CDP as a source for future SES members. CDP participants otten
were not the type of individuals that appointing officials were seeking
to fill their SES vacancies. Individuals enrolled in cppP tended to lack a
high degree of technical skill and experience in the subunit that had the
vacancy—two attributes that appointing officials preferred when filling
available SES vacancies.

Although three of the six agencies that we visited have plans to more
fully use CDP, the remaining three agencies had not chosen to make such
a commitment. Unless these agencies—and others like them—begin to
place greater reliance on the program, it is unlikely that cbp will achieve
0PM’s stated goal of being a major source for appointments to the ~ks.

Congress envisioned SES as a cadre of general managers who could fill
vacancies in and across federal agencies. Accordingly, agency officials
who selected cDP candidates emphasized the selection of individuals
with general management backgrounds. However, the officials who
selected cDP candidates were usually not the same ones who chose indi-
viduals for sgs. Officials involved in the SES appointment process
believed that appointing a person with the highest technical skiils from
the subunit with the vacancy provided greater assurance that the
appointee could handle complex issues when dealing with Congress. the
public, and academia. As a result, the type of individual who was
appointed to SES usually had not participated in cDp.

The conflict between CDP’s design and SES appointment practices
affected the credibility of cpp. Individuals who entered cpp found 1t dif-
ficult to receive SES appointments because they did not possess the nec-
essary technical skills and their general management skills were not in
great demand. And, since appointments were being granted to persons
who had not participated in CDP, individuals with high technical skills
did not consider it necessary to enter the program. In fact, agency otti-
cials in five of the six agencies we reviewed said top management did
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Chapter 2

Agencies Were Not Committed to Using CDP
as a Major Source of SES

Career Appointments

Agencies Made Little
Commitment to Using
CDP

not encourage their top technical people to enter CDP because they did
not want them to leave their regular duties to participate.

CDP’s credibility was further hampered by the manner in which it was
operated. For example

Officials in five agencies informed us that agencies did not regularly
screen out candidates whose performance indicated a limited potential
for entering ses. This contributed to agencies having some certified can-
didates who were not as skilled as other applicants for available Ses
positions.

Officials in four agencies informed us that initial programs frustrated
candidates and their supervisors by requiring certain managerial train-
ing for all candidates, even if they previously had received such train-
ing. This disrupted duties that candidates performed during cpop and
limited opportunities to focus on individual needs.

The conflict between CDP’s goals and SES appointment practices might
not have existed if agencies had placed greater emphasis on using cpp
when selecting SES appointees. However, that did not occur. In fact, the
only opM guidance related to appointing certified candidates was that
they should not be guaranteed SES appointments.

Our interviews with ERB members and appointed candidates in USDa, DO,
08D, and VA showed that agencies did not envision CDP as a major source
for SES (see app. II). They said that CDP served many other purposes,

including

developing managerial competencies,

improving performance in candidates’ regular duties,

broadening candidates’ understanding of the operations of their agen-
cies and of the federal government,

building networks to facilitate communication and work across the

agency, and
providing opportunities for career development and/or personal growth.

Table 2.1 shows the number of certified candidates appointed to sEs and
total SES career appointments during fiscal years 1980 through 1986 for
the six agencies in our review. The data generally illustrates the lack of
agency commitment to using CDP as a source for SES career
appointments.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Objective, Scope, and
Methodology

direction and guidance of programs, projects, or policy development
(e.g., establishing goals and the structure and processes necessary to
carry them out);

acquisition and administration of financial and material resources (e.g.,
obtaining and allocating the resources necessary to support program or
policy implementation);

utilization of human resources (e.g., ensuring that people are appropri-
ately employed and dealt with fairly and equitably); and

review of program implementation and results (e.g., ensuring that plans
are being implemented and/or adjusted as necessary and that the appro-
priate results are being achieved).

Candidates certified as managerially competent by the QRrB enter the
pool of certified SES candidates where they remain until they are either
appointed to SES positions or their certification expires. OPM initially
stipulated that candidate certification would expire after 5 years. How-
ever, concern about the growing number of certified candidates who had
not been appointed to SES prompted OPM to reduce this period to 3 years
for candidates selected after July 1984. opPM believed that a shorter
period would make agencies more careful in selecting candidates and
more assertive in appointing them to SES positions. At the 3- or 5-year
expiration, candidates must be recertified by oPM’s QrRB before they are
eligible to receive an SES appointment.

As agreed with the Subcommittee, our objective was to examine why
more SES appointments were not awarded to certified CDP candidates. As
part of this effort, we examined the objectives, costs, and benefits of cpp
and the relationship between cDP selection and SES appointment prac-
tices at each of the agencies we visited.

We did our review at the Washington, D.C., headquarters of opM and six
agencies. After first pretesting our methodology at the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPa) and the Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices (HHS), we expanded our review to include the Departments of Agri-
culture (Usba) and the Interior (Do), the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (0sD), and the Veterans Administration (va). The agencies were
selected judgmentally to include agencies that varied in the size of their
SES membership and the rates at which they appointed certified candi-
dates to SES positions. We also wanted to include a mix of agencies with
civilian and military functions. Appendix [ shows the number of estab-
lished SEs positions at the end of fiscal years 1980, 1983, and 1986 and
CDP candidates, as of March 31, 1985, in these six agencies.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

We met with officials in opM’s Office of Training and Development to
discuss OPM’s actions and future plans concerning SEs and CDP. We also
reviewed OPM'’s guidance to agencies on CDP and data on SES appoint-
ments and candidates’ status. At our request, each agency in our review
updated and verified the data that opM provided on candidates’ status.

We interviewed the officials responsible for executive development at
the six agencies to obtain their views on the role of CDP and determine
the policies, procedures, and practices used to develop SES candidates.
We reviewed applicable laws, agency regulations on SES appointments
and CDP, executive development plans, cost data, and SES/CDP selection
criteria.

At USDA, DOI, 0SD, and VA,” we interviewed 36 of the 69 CcDP candidates
who had been appointed to SES positions in those agencies by October
1986 and 26 of their 36 ERB members in order to obtain the interviewees’
perceptions of their agency’s use of cDp. We weighted these interviews
s0 that the results could be considered representative of the views of all
the ERB members and appointed candidates in each agency. The method-
ology used to select these interviewees and weight their responses is dis-
cussed in appendix L.

Our work, which was done between April 1986 and July 1987, was done
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.

3Similar interviews were held at EPA and HHS during the pretest of our interview instrument How-
ever, because the pretest included slightly different questions, we did not include the EPA and HHS
responses in our analysis of SES appointees’ and ERB members’ perceptions of CDP
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Chapter 2
Agencies Were Not Committed to Using CDP

as a Major Source of SES
Career Appointments
Table 2.1: Number of CDP Candidates
Appointed to SES Compared to All Fiscal year Candidates appointed SES appointments®
Career SES Appointments in Six 1980 7 T4
Agencies, Fiscal Years 1980 to 1986* e
1981 5 105
1982 25 158
1983 20 2
1984 30 L
1985 23 423
1986 31 s
Total 141 o 956

2Excludes OSD before 1984 because its total number of SES appointments from 1980 to 1984 was
unavasdable Before 1984 OSD appointed 11 COP candidates to SES

PExcludes an agency's SES appointments before the year of its first COP (e g, EPA's CDP began in
1983)

Appendix III provides more information on the number of candidates
selected for cDP, certified by oPM’s QRB, and appointed to SES for each of
these agencies.

Agencies Have Not Taken
Advantage of the
Expedited Appointment
Process for Certified CDP
Candidates

Certified cDP candidates may be appointed to Ses without further compe-
tition. This process takes significantly less time than the traditional
competitive appointment process which is described in chapter 1. At po,
for example, competitively filling an SES vacancy required 4 to 6 months,
whereas appointing a certified candidate to an SES position averaged 1 to
3 weeks. At VA, officials said that appointing a certified cDp participant
generally took a few days, but that competitive appointments took at
least 2 months. They also said that in a few cases, the competitive pro-
cess lasted well over a year.

Placing greater reliance on CDP as a source of SES appointments would
have reduced the time that SES positions were left vacant. At each of the
six agencies we visited, using cDP would have also saved agencies from
processing many applications to competitively fill each SES vacancy. For
example

During fiscal years 1985 and 1986, EPA processed 88l applications in fill-
ing 26 SES positions.

From 1984 through April 1986, vA processed 479 applications in filling
24 sES positions.

From 1984 through March 1987, osD processed 1,217 applications in fill-
ing 64 SES positions.
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Chapter 2

Agencies Were Not Committed to Using CDP
as a Major Source of SES

Career Appointments

Regardless of the potential savings, agencies preferred the traditional
process. Our interviewees said that agencies did not rely on cpp to expe-
dite the appointment process because of a perceived lack of control and
flexibility. They explained that although agencies competitively selected
candidates for cDp, they did not want to be locked into a competition
that had occurred 1 to 2 years before the SES position became vacant.

It should be recognized, however, that because agencies did not rely on
CDP, little incentive existed for them to determine the types of skills that
would be needed to fill future vacancies and to ensure that CDP candi-
dates possessed them. Thus, agencies may have continued to use the
traditional approach not because it ensured the best competition, but
rather, because it was the only way to appoint persons to SES positions
who had the technical skills they desired.

Agencies Have Done Little
to Help Unappointed
Candidates

In our July 1986 report, we pointed out that as of March 1985, 400 of
the 739 individuals who had successfully completed cDP and been certi-
fied for SES had not been appointed to SES positions. Of these 400, 88
percent had been unappointed for 1 year or longer and 52 percent had
been in that status for 2 years or longer. Table 2.2 shows the average
number of months that certified candidates who were still at the six
agencies as of March 1987 had remained unappointed.

Table 2.2: Average Months Certified
Candidates Remained Unappointed as of
March 1987, by Agency

Agency Number Average months
Agriculture 38 434
Environmentai Protection Agency 7 236
Health and Human Services 28 219
Interior 17 o 450
Office of the Secretary of Defense 13 286
Veterans Administration 14 ‘ 270

Although about 85 percent of our 62 interviewees at USDA, DOIL. 0sD. and
VA believed, to a moderate extent or greater, that these unappointed can-
didates were qualified to become future SES members, the agencies took
few actions to enhance their SES appointment opportunities. (See app. |
for discussion of sampling methodology.) None of our interviewees iden-
tified actions that would have greatly increased these opportunities,
such as giving preference to certified candidates when filling s&s vacan-
cies or requiring appointing officials to interview qualified unappointed
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Chapter 2

Agencies Were Not Committed to Using CDP
as a Major Source of SES

Career Appointments

candidates before starting the appointment process. Table 2.3 shows the
interviewees’ perceptions of the actions.

Table 2.3: interviewees’ Perceptions of
Agency Actions to Enhance Candidates’
SES Entry?

Percent citing actions®

. Appointed

Actions candidates’ ERB members
Inform appeinting officials of candidates’ -

qualifications/availability 46 23
Assign candidates to key jobs 29 8
Review candidates’ qualifications before T

starting the appointment process 25 46
Invite candidates to key events 21 8
Circulate a list of vacancies among certified o

candidates 13 0
Target candidates for specific positions 4 0
List candidates in a directory 0 31

IPercentages represent the views of 24 appointed candidates and I3 ERB members who saia therr
agency tred to enhance entry.

PThe respondents were asked to list the actions that show how their agencies enhanced appoirted
candidates SES entry and we then categorized them for presentation in the report

Although Some
Agencies Have Made
Plans to Make Greater
Use of CDP as an SES
Source, Others Have
Not

OPM has given the agencies a great deal of latitude in operating cDp and
has been reluctant to issue instructions to the agencies on how it should
be operated. The emphasis placed on cDP by the agencies we visited indi-
cates that this type of management approach has been successful only
in those situations where top management saw some value in the
program.

Of the six agencies we reviewed, three—UsDA, DOI, and EPA—are plan-
ning to make greater use of CDP as a source for SES career appointments.
EPA, for example, has moved toward a managerially based SES and plans
to make CDP its source for identifying and preparing such executives To
fill SES vacancies, EPA said it would seek appointees who have broader
perspectives, better managerial skills, and more mobility and would use
CDP to enhance these attributes. To accomplish this, EPA began centrally
selecting and overseeing the development of its candidates to better
ensure their managerial potential and development. Also, EPA said 1t will
require appointing officials to extensively justify the appointment of
individuals who have not participated in CDP. Because EPA selected 1ts
first class of candidates under this new approach during the fall of
1986, it is too early to tell whether its efforts will be successful. How-
ever, at a January 1988 meeting to discuss the results of our review. an
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Conclusions

EPA official informed us that as of December 1987, cDP participants
received 11, or 39 percent, of EPA’s 28 SES appointments.

UsDA and DOI are also making greater commitments to using cDP. CDP has
been growing as an SES source in each agency and agency officials esti-
mated that cDP soon will provide over half of their SES appointees.
Rather than changing their SEs philosophy, these agencies are changing
the CDP selection process so that CDP will include more of the technically-
oriented individuals who have historically been appointed to SEs. Unlike
EPA, these agencies are decentralizing CDP selection because of a belief
that subunits best know their needs and are more likely to appoint per-
sons whose CDP selection they endorsed. In both agencies, officials said
that subunits are now requesting more candidates for CDP because they
saw how CDP (1) expedited SES appointments, (2) prepared individuals
for ses, and/or (3) allowed more certainty in appointment decisions by
testing SES potential.

They viewed these factors as particularly important in view of the fact
that about half of the SES members in each agency were eligible for
retirement.

A greater commitment to CDP had not emerged in the other three agen-
cies we visited and, in fact, our previous report showed that most gov-
ernment agencies have seldom used cDP. In surveying 51 agencies on
their use of cpp for our July 1986 report, we found 27 agencies had
selected one class of candidates for cppP and 30 agencies had not selected
a class since fiscal year 1982. Also, we found that in some cases, reliance
on CDP within an agency depended on how top management viewed the
program. We noted cases when the concept of using CDP as a major SES
source was supported by one agency head, but when this agency head
was replaced, the level of support decreased.

In February 1987, oPM established an advisory board comprised of
selected members of SES to examine SEs-related policies and develop rec-
ommendations for oPM’s consideration. In March 1988, opM informed us
that the Ses advisory board was not including an examination of any
problems related to CDP within the scope of its work.

Although we found some agencies changing their attitudes, there gener-
ally has not been a strong commitment to using CDP. As a result, candi-
dates who participated in the program have not had the same skills
appointing officials were seeking to fill their SEs positions.
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Recommendation

Agency Comments and
Our Evaluation

The lack of commitment to CDP has affected its credibility and meant
that agencies were not emphasizing the appointment to SEs of individu-
als who possessed the managerial skills that CDP is designed to develop
and enhance.

To better achieve OPM’s expectations for CDP, we recommend that the
Director of 0PM determine what actions oPM could take to enhance the
use of cpp. This could be done by OPM in conjunction with other federat
agencies or by the SES advisory board as a part of its examination of Sgs-
related policies.

The low utilization of CDP is one issue that might be addressed. Among
other things, suggestions could be made on how participation in the pro-
gram could be increased and on the role that 0PM could play in helping to
generate an interest in CDP. Also, in view of the differing approaches
taken by the agencies that are beginning to use cppP, the question of
whether additional policy guidance is needed on how to best structure a
CDP program could also be addressed.

In a draft of this report, we proposed that the Director of oPM direct the
SES advisory board to include in the scope of its study the work neces-
sary to make recommendations on actions 0PM could take to enhance the
use of CDP.

In January 1988, we met with oPM officials to obtain their official oral
comments on a draft of this report. OPM expressed general agreement
with the report’s contents and with our view that an examination of cpp
was warranted. The officials expressed concern, however, about the SEs
advisory board being the organization charged with conducting cpp’s
evaluation. They suggested that this task might best be carried out by
OPM in conjunction with other government agencies.

We initially proposed that the SES advisory board conduct the evaluation
because the board was established to develop sEs-related recommenda-
tions for opM’s consideration and because OPM informed us that the
board was planning to address the issue of executive development. We
have no preference, however, regarding who takes the lead in examining
cpP and have modified our proposed recommendation accordingly.
Regardless of who takes the lead, care should be taken to avoid duplica-
tion between 0PM's and the advisory board'’s activities.
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opPM officials said that one of the questions that needed to be addressed
is whether there is a need for CDP as it is presently structured. We have
no objection to this question being included in an evaluation.
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Appendix I

Interview Methodology

We pretested our interview methodology at EPA and HHS. We interviewed
a judgmental sample of ERB members and appointed and unappointed
certified candidates. In these two agencies, we conducted 64 interviews
among these three groups. We used these interviews both to collect data
and to test our data collection instrument.

We conducted additional interviews at USDA, DOI, 0SD, and va. After deter
mining an appropriate representative sample size for the universe of
appointed candidates and ERB members in the Washington, D.C., area
(see table I.1), the interviewees were randomly selected. We interviewed
ERB members and candidates appointed as of October 1986 to learn their
perceptions of CDP and how it should be used in filling career SES posi-
tions. We did not conduct interviews with unappointed certified candi-
dates in these four agencies in order to expedite and better focus our
work.

All interviews in the four agencies were conducted in the Washington,
D.C., area between November 1986 and January 1987. We analyzed
responses received from interviewees for completeness, logic, and inter-
nal consistency and then weighted them to represent the universe of ERB
members and appointed candidates in the four agencies. Because we
changed our data collection instrument based on our interviews in EPA
and HHS, we did not include the responses from these two agencies in our
analysis of interviewee perceptions of CDP. However, it should be noted
that the perceptions of the interviewees at these two agencies were
essentially similar to the perceptions expressed, as shown in appendix
I1, in the other four agencies we visited.

Table 1.1 illustrates our weighting methodology. uspa had 23 appointed
candidates from which we took a sample of 17. We calculated the weight-
ing factor by dividing the stratum universe size by the sample size (23/
17=1.36). Therefore, any response from appointed candidates in USDA
could be projected to 1.356 members in the universe.
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Interview Methodology
Table I.1: Sampled and Interviewed ERB
Members and Appointed CDP Agency Universe Sample Interviews®
Candidates ERB members
Agniculture 9 9 9
Interior 4 4 3
Office of the Secretary of Defense 6 6 5
Veterans Administration 17 12 9
Total 36 31 26
Appointed COP candidates
Agnculture 23 17 12
Interior 23 15 12
Office of the Secretary of Defense 13 11 7
Veterans Administration 10 7 5
Total 69 50 36
*We did not interview all members of the sampies because of interviewees' unavailability or unwiiling-
ness to be interviewed when we conducted the interviews.
S amplin g Meth odology Statistical sampling enables us to draw conclusions about the universe

on the basis of information from a sample of that universe. The results
from a statistical sample are always subject to some uncertainty or sam-
pling error because only a portion of the universe has been selected for
analysis. We adopted a simple approach for calculating the upper and
lower limits of the interval encompassing the range. First, we assumed
that the observed cases in the sample possessing the attribute were all
of the instances in the universe; this yields the lower limit. Then we
assumed that all of the cases that were not selected in the sample pos-
sessed the attribute in question. This gives the upper limit for the range
of possible values.

To illustrate the procedure, consider the row labeled “‘technical ability”
in table II.1 under the category “‘appointed candidates.” The weighted
estimate of the candidates answering that technical ability is “‘impor-
tant” or “very important” was 88 percent. Thirty-two candidates out of
49 appointed SES candidates actually fell into one of these two catego-
ries. Not fewer than 32 out of 49, or 65 percent, could fall into this clas-
sification. This is the lower limit of possible values for the percent of
candidates who could possibly have responded in this manner. On the
other hand, 13 of the 49 candidates were not sampled. No more than 32
plus 13, or 45 candidates, out of 49 candidates could have fallen into
this classification. This gives an upper limit of 92 percent. The range of
65 percent to 92 percent must contain the actual percentage of candi-
dates who would be classified as selecting either “important” or “'very
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important.” All the intervals in the tables in appendix Il were calculated
in this manner.

Tables 1.2 and 1.3 provide perspective on the agencies that we included
in our review. Table [.2 shows the number of established SEs positions in
the six agencies and overall in the executive branch at the end of fiscal
years 1980, 1983, and 1986. Table 1.3 shows the numbers of ¢pp candi-
dates selected in the six agencies and the executive branch as of March
1985, the most recent data available.

Table 1.2: Total Established SES
Positions at the End of Fiscal Years 1980,
1983, and 1986 in Six Agencies and the
Executive Branch

Total established SES
positions? at the end of

fiscal years

1980 1983 1986
Executive branch 8210 7800 7643
Agriculture 384 37 35C
Environmental Protection Agency 282 258 248
Health and Human Services 613 630 58¢
Interior 297 291 282
Office of the Secretary of Defense 385 423 445
Veterans Administration 279 152° 152
Total 2240 2125 2057
Percent 273% 272% 269

aagencies estabhsh SES positions after OPM allocates a quota to each agency

®Does not include Medical Center Directors who were members of SES until fiscal year 1981 when they
left to serve In VA's Health Services Executive System

Table 1.3: Number of Candidates
Selected for CDP in Six Agencies and
the Executive Branch as of March 31,
1985

Number

selected

through
March 1985
Executive Branch 1,119
Agriculture 93
Environmental Protection Agency - 12
Health and Human Service S 70
Interior ' 63
Office of the Secretary of Defense ' 7' 26
Veterans Administration - 7
Total a3
Percent 30¢
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Interviewees’ Perceptions of CDP

In general, the appointed candidates and ERB mermbers at the Depart-
ments of Agriculture and the Interior, and at the Office of the Secretary
of Defense and Veterans Administration! perceived that

« Many of the key factors, such as having technical competence and being
from the subunit with the vacancy, that influence SES career appoint-
ments conflicted with cDP’s centralized, general manager design. (See
table II.1.)

+ Although most SES members seemed to be more technically competent
than managerially competent, SES members need managerial competen-
cies more to succeed in SES. Even when seeking technical experts. agen-
cies generally want SES members to possess some managerial ability and
a broader perspective than a technical one. (See table I11.2.)

« The most frequent reason why CDP has not become a principal SES source
was that certified candidates have not been the most technically compe-
tent of the potential appointees. As a result certified candidates have, at
best, a moderate priority when SES vacancies are filled. (See tables 11.3
and [1.4.)

. Agencies’ CDP objectives have been diverse and not focused on the needs
of SES. (See table I1.5.)

« CDP's benefits to SES have been limited. While a more developed, moti-
vated, and broader candidate can benefit SES, CDP does not provide most
SES career appointees. (See table 11.6.)

+ The costs of CDP were moderate and mainly included the costs of train-
ing classes and rotating candidates to other jobs for purposes of devel-
opment. (See table I11.7.)

« Qverall, the benefits of cDP have outweighed its costs and cpp should be
continued. (See tables I1.8 and I1.9.)

Tables 11.1 to I1.9 summarize interviewees’ perceptions of CDP.

I Responses by HHS and EPA interviewees are not included in these tables. Because we were pretest-
ing our interview instrument with them, we asked them slightly different questions
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Table il.1: Interviewees’ Perceptions of
Factors Influencing SES Career
Appointments®

Percent responding ‘‘important”’ or ‘‘very important’™®

__Appointed candidates ERB members
Factors® Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Techmcal ability 88 65 92 97 83 97
Reputation/visibility 88 65 92 75 63 77
Management ability 87 63 90 3 80 93
Subunit experience 81 59 86 85 73 87
Education 67 49 86 82 70 83
Agency experience 38 29 55 39 33 47
CDP 28 20 47 8 7 20
Time-in-grade 25 18 45 29 23 37
Qutside agency expernence 12 8 35 46 40 53

3Percentages represent the views of 49 appointed candidates and 30 ERB members

PInterviewees rated the nine possible factors along a scale of very important, important. neither impor-
tant nor unimportant, unimportant, and very unimportant. The actual percent of candidates and mem-
bers responding 'important’ and ‘very important’ fell within the ranges shown For example the
percentage for 'technical abiity' among all appointed candidates was estimated to be 88 percent and
fell between 65 percent and 92 percent.

CAfter rating the importance of each factor, interviewees identified the main factor Among 42 appointed
candidates identifying a main factor, 29 percent cited reputation/visibility, 20 percent cited manage-
ment ability, 20 percent cited technical ability, 20 percent cited subunit experience, and the rest cited
other factors. Among 24 ERB members, 52 percent cited management ability, 22 percent cited technical
ability, 17 percent cited reputation/visibility, and the rest cited subunit expenence

Table I1.2: Interviewees’ Perceptions of
SES Managerial and Technical
Competencies®

]
Percent responding ‘‘great” or ‘‘very great’ extent®

__Appointed candidates ERB members
Views Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Extent career SES members
are managerially competent 57 43 69 62 53 67
Extent career SES members
are technically competent 85 63 90 92 80 93

Extent technical

competencies are necessary

in SES to successfully perform

the job 50 37 63 62 53 67

Extent managerial

competencie are necessary in

SES to successfully perform

the job 95 69 96 83 70 83

3percentages represent the views of 49 appointed candidates and 30 ERB members

Pinterviewees responded along a 5-point scale ranging from a very great extent to ittle or no extent The
actual percent of all candidates and members responding “great” and ‘'very great’ fell within *he
ranges shown. For example, the percentage for “extent career SES members are manageraily compe-
tent” among appointed candidates was estimated to be 57 percent and fell between 43 percent and 63
percent.
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Tabie 11.3: Interviewees’ Perceptions of
Why CDP Has Not Been a Major Source
of SES Appointees®

|
Percent citing reasons®

Appointed
Reasons* candidates ERB members
None/surprised 1t is not 2 12
CDP has not ) S
been the only source 24 23
been intended as a major source 10 s
had enough candidates 24 e
been supported by management 33 38
been viewed as a credible source 29 19
Appointing officials favored ’ i
the regular appointment process 19 8
appointing from within the subunit 31 23
Candidates haverot -
always accepted appointments 17
been in the "network” 10 4
had the highest SES potential 40 27
been the most technically qualified 55 42
always sold themselves for SES 0 4
Those with the highest potential have not -
applied to COP 31 19
Planned SES needs have
changed 5 0
been done poorly 14 12

3Percentages represent the views of 42 appointed candidates and 26 ERB members who thought COP
was not a major source.

bThe respondents were asked to list the reasons why CDP 1s not a major source for filling career SES
vacancies and we then categorized them for presentation in the report

“We asked interviewees to offer reasons and then to identify the main reason Among 35 appointed
candidates who cited a main reason, 23 percent cited appointing from the subunit, 17 percent c.ted
CDP having too few candidates, 14 percent cited inadequate technical quahfications. and the rest <:ted
six other reasons. Among 20 ERB members, 35 percent cited inadequate technical qualifications 20
percent cited low management support, and the rest cited four other reasons.
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Interviewees' Perceptions of CDP

Table il.4: Interviewees’ Perceptions of
the Priority Given Unappointed Certified
Candidates for SES Vacancies®

Percent®
Appointed candidates ERB members
Priority Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Very high 5 4 31 7 7 20
High 33 2 49 13 13 27
Moderate 37 27 53 52 43 57
Low 13 10 37 10 10 23
Very low 12 10 37 18 13 27
Total 100 100 R

3Percentages represent the views of 49 appointed candidates and 30 ERB members

®The actual percent of all candidates and members fell within the ranges shown For example the
percentage for “very high'” among appointed candidates was estimated to be 5 percent and tell

between 4 percent and 31 percent

Table 11.5: Interviewees’ Perceptions of
CDP's Objectives®

Percent®
Appointed candidates ERB members®

Objectives Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Serve as main SES source 3 2 29 5 4 15
Expedite SES appointments 32 22 49 29 26 37
Prepare one for SES 33 25 51 13 1 22
ldentify SES potential 46 a3 59 25 22 33
Broaden candidates’ skills 24 16 43 15 15 26
Develop management abilities 49 35 61 4 4 15
Meet Civil Service Reform Act 10 8 35 0 7 19
Create opportunity to enter -

SES 3 2 29 0 0 "
Develop general managers for ’ ‘

SES " 8 35 0 9] A
Test SES potential 9 6 33 0o b 11
Make candidates visible 5 4 33 o 0 11
Recognize/reward top

performers 6 4 33 0 @ 1
Foster human resources

management 2 2 29 0 0 1"

3Percentages represent the views of 49 appointed candidates and 27 ERB members

®The actual percent of all candidates and members fell within the ranges shown For exampie 'ne
percentage for “serve as main SES source” among appointed candidates was estimated 'c e J per-
cent and fell between 2 percent and 29 percent.

ERB members were asked 1o state the main objective of COP
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Table i1.6: Interviewees’ Perceptions of

CDP's Benefits®

Percent®
Appointed candidates ERB members
Benefits® Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Prepare one for SES 31 22 49 28 27 40
Create opportunity to enter -

S 5 4 31 8 7 20
Expedite SES appointments 53 39 65 51 17 30
Identify best potential

candidates 31 22 49 40 37 50
Challenge candidates before o '
appointment 9 6 33 17 7 30
Improve SES planning 12 8 35 77 20
Develop management ability 62 46 71 38 33 47
Broaden perspectives 50 35 61 28 27 a0
Create networks across the . )
agency 15 10 37 7 7 20
improve unappointed N
candidates’ performance 14 10 37 12 10 23
Break routines and try new -
things 3 2 29 0 ] 13
Increase morale/visibility 33 25 51 32 30 13
Foster individual growth 16 12 39 5 30 7
Foster career planning 8 6 33 0 0 3

Develop candidates’
subordinates who fill their
bosses’ positions during
rotations 6 4 31 0 0 3

increase the efficiency of
expenditures for executive

development 5 4 31 7 7 20
Retain top employees 3 2 29 5 3 17
Train those who need it 0 0 27 5 3 17
Foster mobility 12 8 35 0 o 13
Communicate agency values 3 2 29 0 0 '3
Measure interest in SES 3 2 29 33 7
None 2 2 29 5 3 7

3Percentages represent the views of 49 appointed candidates and 30 ERB members

5The actual percent of all candidates and members feil within the ranges shown For example ‘he
percentage for "‘prepare one for SES™ among appointed candidates was estimated to be 31 perzer
and fell between 22 percent and 49 percent

°We also asked interviewees to identify the main benefit of COP Among 41 appointed cana ca‘es ~n:
gave a main benefit, 34 percent cited expedited appointments, 22 percent cited broader perspe:’ . =5
and the rest cited erght other benefits. Among 20 ERB members. 40 percent cited expedited ace:
ments, 20 percent cited identify SES potential, and the rest cited five other benefits
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Table {1.7: Interviewees’ Perceptions of

CDP’'s Costs* Percent®
__Appointed candidates ERB members

Costs® Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Stress on candidates 11 8 35 0 0 13
Rotation's disruption of regular o '

duties 63 45 71 48 43 57
Waste of time and money on o

those lacking SES potentiai 10 8 35 12 10 23
Waste of the development by

not appointing candidates 0 0 27 5 3 13
Reduced morale 14 10 37 26 23 37
Training costs 68 49 76 59 53 67
Travel costs 44 31 57 13 13 27
Candidates’ salaries 20 14 41 0 0 13
Executive development staff

salaries 25 18 65 16 13 27
ERB members' time 3 2 29 7 7 20
Mentors' time with candidates 3 2 29 0 0 13
Loss of experienced staff 5 4 31 0 0 13
Costs are not major 51 37 63 51 43 57

2Percentages represent the views of 43 appointed candidates and 30 ERB members

®The actual percent of alt candidates and members fell within the ranges shown For example the
percentage for “'stress on candidates’ among appointed candidates was estimated to be '1 percent
and fell between 8 percent and 35 percent.

“We also asked Iinterviewees to identify the main cost of CDP Among 28 appointed candidates who
provided a main cost, 36 percent cited rotation, 21 percent cited reduced morale. and the rest cited tour
other costs. Among 11 ERB members, 64 percent cited rotation, 18 percent cited reduced morale, and &
percent cited travel costs.

Table IL8: Interviewees’ Perceptions of (N

the Comparative Benefits and Costs of Percent®

cop* __Appointed candidates ERB members
Categories Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
Benefits greatly exceed costs 44 31 58 20 19 30
Benefits exceed costs 34 25 52 52 48 53
Benefits equal costs 9 6 33 4 4 15
Costs exceed benefits 13 10 38 19 15 26
Costs greatly exceed benefits 0 0 27 5 4 15
Total 100 100 ‘ '

3Percentages represent the views of 48 appointed candidates and 27 ERB members

®The actual percent of all candidates and members fell within the ranges shown For examcie the

percentage for “benefits greatly exceed costs’ among appointed candidates was estima‘eq ' be 43
percent and fell between 31 percent and 56 percent.
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Table i1.9: Interviewees’ Perceptions on
Continuing or Discontinuing COP*

Percent®
__Appointed candidates ERB members

Categories Estimate Low High Estimate Low High
CDP shouid be continued 64 46 73 51 47 80
CDP shouid be continued with o o

modifications 31 23 50 31 27 40
CDP shouid be discontinued 3 2 29 13 10 23
Unsure/do not know 2 2 29 5 3 17
Total 100 100

2Percentages represent the views of 48 appointed candidates and 30 ERB members

®The actual percent of all candidates and members fell within the ranges shown. For example the
percentage for "CDP should be continued’ among appointed candidates was estimated tc be 63 per-
cent and fell between 46 percent and 71 percent
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Status of Candidates and CDP Classes in the Six
Agencies GAO Reviewed

Tables III.1 and II1.2 show, as of March 1987, in each of the six agencies
the number of (1) candidates selected for CDP, certified as managerially
qualified for SES, and appointed to SES, and (2) cDP classes. along with
the dates of their first and most recent cDP classes.

Table 111.1: Number of Candidates
Selected, Certitied, and Appointed in Six
Agencies as of March 1987

|
Number of candidates

Agency Selected Cenrtified Appointed
USDA 131 105 54
EPA 37 13 5
HHS 70 58 2
DO 85 60 ) -3
0SD 28 5 T
VA? 53 44 3
Total 404 305 o 72

VA selected another 58 CDP candidates who are slated for its non-SES executive system ang have no!
accepted SES positions Of these, 35 were appointed to the non-SES system

Tabie 111.2: Number and Dates of COP
Classes in Six Agencies as of March
1987

(966249)

]
Dates of the:

Agency Number of classes First class Most recent class®
USDA 4 4/80 11,85
EPA 2 6/83 19/86
HHS 3 10/80 4/83
DOI 4 4/80 6/86
0sD 1 5/81 5,81
VA 4 10/80 6/86

agxcept for OSD, these agencies are selecting or have plans to select another COP c:ass

Page 32 GAO/GGD-8847 Candidate Deselopment Program

ER U T T



Requests for copies of GAO reports should be sent to:
U.S. General Accounting Office

Post Office Box 60156

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877

Telephone 202-275-6241

The first five copies of each report are free. Additional copies are
$2.00 each.

There is a 26% discount on orders for 100 or more copies mailed to a
single address. :

Ordersmustbeptepmdbymhorbycheckorm(meyordernmdeoutm
the Superintendent of Documents.




UniedStates  gommee Firs Clas el
Wasmm% Postage & Feds Paidl

Official Business Permit No. G100
Penalty for Private Use $300






