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GAO United States 
General Accounting OflIce 
Washington, D.C. 20648 

General Government Division 

B-249163 

December 8,1992 

The Honorable Gerry Sikorski 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

the Civil Service 
Committee on Post Office 

and Civil Service 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) relies heavily on agencies to 
help it oversee the federal personnel system. Agencies use Personnel 
Management Evaluations (PME) as the primary method for making sure 
that their personnel programs operate effectively and in compliance with 
federal rules. This report responds to your June 1991 request that we 
determine whether OPM should rely on agency PME programs. 

Results in Brief Because of reduced staff and resources, OPM has depended on agencies 
since 1983 to shoulder much of the responsibility for overseeing the civil 
service system. This approach would be reasonable if appropriate PME 
standards existed, if all agencies did PMES regularly, and if the standards 
were followed. However, due to weaknesses in the approach’s 
implementation, we believe OPM should not rely on current agency PME 
programs as heavily as it does. 

We found varying degrees of PME activity among 35 of the largest federal 
agencies. Nine agencies, generally the smaller of the 35 agencies, reported 
doing no PMES during fiscal years 1989,1990, and 1991.’ The 26 agencies 
that did PMES reported doing between 1 and 253 PMES. The number of PMES 
done does not necessarily mean that all agency organizational components 
or important personnel issues were evaluated. For example, one agency 
with over 100,000 employees did not include its headquarters operations in 
the 49 PMES it did during the 3 fiscal years. Regardless of number and 
coverage, the quality of agency PMES is unclear because OPM has not issued 
standards by which to adequately judge quality. 

l 

We understand that the budget constraints agencies face today may limit 
the frequency and staffing of PMES. We realize, too, that OPM may currently 
lack a practical means of compelling agencies to do PMES or to follow 
standards that are issued. However, PMES can be a useful source of 

%cal year 1991 was a partial year, ending August 31,1991(11 months). 
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information on the internal controls in place in agency personnel 
programs and, under certain conditions, can be used as alternative internal 
control reviews. Until recently, OPM saw no connection between PME 
programs and internal control programs. 

Oversight is a fundamental element of a federal personnel system that has 
become more decentralized in recent years, increasing the risk that a 
personnel action-such as the appointment or promotion of an 
employee-may be improper. Therefore, we believe OPM must exercise 
greater leadership to strengthen agency PME programs if it intends to rely 
so heavily on agencies for oversight help. 

Background The federal personnel system is characterized by decentralization and 
delegation, especially since the passage of the Civil Service Reform Act of 
1978, Nearly 40,000 personnel specialists working in more than 1,500 
offices worldwide process more than 7 million personnel actions a year. 
The specialists support over 125 federal agencies that employ more than 
2.1 million people whose estimated 1991 pay and benefits were 
$97.4 billion. Agencies and offices that once had to obtain the approval of 
OPM to take certain personnel actions now have been delegated the 
authority to take those actions on their own. 

As the government’s central personnel agency, OPM is responsible for 
administering and protecting the federal personnel system. It is charged 
with establishing governmentwide policies and providing guidance and 
leadership to agencies. It is also responsible for ensuring that personnel 
laws, rules, and regulations are complied with and that agencies exercise 
sufficient oversight of their personnel programs. 

PMES are the primary method by which OPM and agencies ensure that a 
oversight takes place. Traditionally, PMES have been done in many ways, 
depending on an agency’s size and organizational complexity. For 
example, a PME may consist of a team of personnel specialists spending 
one or several weeks at an installation examining various personnel 
activities. Conversely, a PME may consist of one or two specialists spending 
a day or 2 at an installation. Regardless of type, the purposes are the 
same-to evaluate the effectiveness of personnel activities and to ensure 
that those activities comply with applicable requirements. 

Before October 1983, OPM and agencies, for the most part, employed 
similar methods to do PMES. In October 1983, OPM implemented a new 
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strategy that relied on agency PME programs to do most of the 
case-oriented compliance work. OPM gave several reasons for changing its 
strategy in 1983; these included the lack of staff and money to do thorough 
evaluations at all agencies. Although some elements of OPM’S strategy have 
changed since 1983, the basic approach of relying heavily on agencies to 
do PMES continues. Appendix I provides further background on PMES and 
OPM'S change in strategy. 

Approach Because OPM relies so heavily on agency PME programs for oversight, the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on the Civil Service, House Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, asked us to determine whether agencies 
have PME programs and, if so, whether OPM’S reliance on them is 
warranted. The Chairman also asked us to follow up on the OPM PME 
leadership problems we reported in 1989.2 

To respond to the Chairman’s request, we met with and obtained 
information from OPM officials; reviewed relevant statutes and documents, 
including past reports we and others issued on PME; and visited four 
agency PME offices to ascertain their PME practices. We also asked agency 
PME chiefs to complete questionnaires on their PME programs and their 
opinions on various PME matters. 

We sent the questionnaires to the PME chiefs of 38 of the largest federal 
agencies. The chiefs at 33 agencies, which together employ 87 percent of 
all federal civilian non-Postal employees, completed the questionnaires. 
Five agencies did not complete the questionnaires, but two of the five 
provided certain information about their programs. Appendixes IV and V 
contain the completed questionnaire results. 

Our work was done between June 1991 and May 1992 in Washington, D.C., a 

and at installations in Baltimore, MD; Denver, CO; and Norfolk, VA, using 
generally accepted government auditing standards. Appendix II provides 
more information about our objectives, scope, and methodology. OPM 
provided written comments on a draft of this report. OPM'S comments and 
our evaluation are presented in appendix IX and elsewhere in this report, 
as appropriate. 

‘Managing Human Resources: Greater OPM Leadership Needed to Address Critical Challenges 
(( 
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Program  Conditions Reports issued since 1983 by different organizations have advised OPM of 

Do Not Justify OPM’s problems with agency PME programs and/or have urged OPM to watch over 
them. During this review, we found that more often larger agencies did 

Reliance several to many PMES while smaller agencies did few or none. Even when 
agencies had active PME programs, we found that agency components or 
important personnel issues were not evaluated. The relative quality of PMES 
is unclear; OPM has not issued standards by which to adequately judge 
quality. Because of these conditions, we believe OPM should not depend on 
agency PME programs to the extent it does for oversight assistance. 

Past Reports Express In a 1986 report, the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) expressed 
Concerns About Agency concern about OPM'S change in PME strategy and said oversight of agency 
PME Programs PME programs should be a major focus for OPM, 

In 1987, OPM surveyed members of the Interagency Advisory Group’s (lAG) 
Committee on PME and, on the basis of that survey, reported in 1989 that 33 
of the 36 largest agencies had some type of PME program. The report 
concluded that “there is room for improvement in the quality of PME 
coverage for most agencies.” 

In 1989, we reported that most agencies had PME programs, but few had 
expanded their PME efforts since OPM changed its strategy in 1983. We 
noted that our survey of IAG Committee on PME members indicated that 
agencies had different PME capabilities and that OPM leadership activities 
had not greatly assisted agencies in improving their PME programs. 

Appendix III contains information on these and other relevant reports. 

Agencies Vary in How 
Active Their PME 
Programs Are 

We asked questionnaire recipients to provide examples of improvements 
that resulted directly from their agency’s PME program. The respondents 
reported the following: 

. At one agency, an agencywide PME survey was done to develop baseline 
data for planning purposes. As a result of the survey, the agency 
established a leadership development program, a comprehensive family 
support services program, and comprehensive health/wellness and safety 
programs. 

. At another agency, a review and analysis of sick leave usage allowed the 
agency to identify those organizations that had the most problems 
controlling sick leave usage. As a result of focusing on the organizations, 
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--- 
and the reasons for the sick leave usage, the agency reported that sick 
leave usage had dropped significantly. 

l At a third agency, a PME to assess how well managers used their newly 
delegated authority to budget for and classify subordinate staff positions 
found that managers needed additional training, guidance, and oversight. 
As a result, the agency issued a series of instructive memoranda to explain 
how to use the authorities and to keep field and headquarters offices 
informed of position changes. 

We asked questionnaire recipients to report the number of PMES done by 
their agencies during fiscal years 1989,1990, and 1991. The number done 
per agency varied considerably, ranging from 0 to 253 PMES. And, as table 1 
shows, the number of PMES appeared to fall into three categories-(l) 
agencies that did several to many PMES, (2) agencies that did seemingly few 
PMES, and (3) agencies that did no PMES. 

Table 1: Total Number of PMEs Done 
in Fiscal Years 1989,1990, and 1991, 
by Size of Agency 

Number of PMEs 

Agency size by number of civilian employees 
1,000 10,000 30,000 100,000 Number of 

to 9,999 to 29,999 to 99,999 and over agencies 
11-253 2 3 4 6 15 
l-8 6 3 1 1 11 
None 8 1 0 0 9 
Total 16 7 5 7 35 

Fifteen agencies said they did between 11 and 253 PMES during the 3 fiscal 
years. Ten of the 12 largest agencies-those with 30,000 or more 
employees-were in this category. 

Eleven agencies reported doing one to eight PMES during the 3 fiscal years. 
Three of these agencies reported doing PMES in only 1 of the 3 years. The a 

11 agencies varied in size from small to very large. For example, 1 agency 
with about 3,500 employees reported doing 1 PME while another agency 
with over 100,000 employees reported doing 4 PMES during the period. 

Nine agencies-or nearly one fourth of those we surveyed-had not done 
a PME during the 3 fiscal years. These agencies generally had less than 
5,000 employees. 

_-_I-- 
Coverage Not Always 
Complete 

The number of PMES an agency did does not necessarily mean that all 
organizational components or major personnel activities were covered. 
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For example, 1 agency with over 100,000 employees reported doing 49 
PMES during the 3 fiscal years, but none covered the agency’s headquarters. 
Another agency with over 100,000 employees reported doing over 100 
PMES, but they covered only 17 of the agency’s 51 personnel offices3 

Along with coverage of organizational components, PMES should cover 
major personnel activities. We listed 14 activities, such as recruitment of 
job applicants and use of delegated hiring authorities, in our questionnaire. 
In answering the questionnaire, the 15 agencies that did the most PMES 
generally said they covered all or nearly all of the personnel activities we 
listed. 

We have previously reported problems with how agencies used several 
delegated personnel authorities and said one reason the problems went 
undetected was because of limited PME coverage. Agencies used the 
authorities to hire employees on a temporary basis, to hire experts and 
consultants, and to pay higher starting salaries to new employees. We 
reviewed the authorities because OPM identified them as being vulnerable 
to abuse. We went to 30 installations in 16 agencies that were extensive 
users of each authority and found the following: 

l Twenty-five percent of the temporary appointments we reviewed were 
inappropriately made to fill permanent positions4 

9 Thirty-five percent of the expert and consultant appointments we 
reviewed were inappropriate.6 

. We were unable to determine whether 99 appointments we reviewed 
qualified for the higher starting salaries the appointees received because 
the written explanations supporting the appointments lacked the 
comparative data we believed necessary to make such determinations.‘j 

The 16 agencies often said their PME reviews did not cover the authorities 
a 

or they lacked a PME program altogether, even though we questioned them 
about installations that were extensive users of the authorities. 

This agency said it follows a 4-year cycle in doing PMEs, meaning it evaluates each of its personnel 
offices once every 4 years. In 3 years, the agency reported it had evaluated 17 of its 61 personnel 
offices. To complete its 4-year cycle it would have to do the remaining 34 offices in 1 year. 

4Federal Workforce: Selected Sites Cannot Show Fair and Open Competit ion for Temporary Jobs 
(GAO/GGD-90-106, Sept. 6,199O). 

6Federal Workforce: Inappropriate Use of Experts and Consultants at Selected Civilian Agencies 
(GAO/GGD-91-99, July 17, 1991). 

BFederal Recruiting and Hiring: Authority for Higher Starting Pay Useful but Guidance Needs 
Improvement (GAO/GGD-91-22, Sept. 10, 1991). 
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Regardless of the number of PMES done and the extent of their coverage, 
the relative quality of PMES is unclear because agencies do not follow any 
governmentwide set of standards for doing PMES. The need for such 
standards is discussed next. 

Factors Affecting 
Program  Conditions 

Among the factors affecting PME program conditions are OPM’S leadership 
and the resources agencies devote to their programs. 

Actions OPM Has Taken A 1969 presidential memorandum, which OPM’S Office of the General 
Counsel says is still in effect, requires that agencies have PME programs 
and sets out OPM’S PME leadership responsibilities. (App. VI contains the 
full text of the memorandum.) The responsibilities fall into four areas: (1) 
establish standards for adequate evaluations, (2) research and develop 
methods for evaluating personnel management, (3) ensure that persons 
who engage in PME are properly qualified and trained, and (4) assess the 
adequacy of agency evaluation systems.’ 

In carrying out these responsibilities, OPM has, for example, established a 
clearinghouse through which agencies can share effective and innovative 
PME methods. OPM officials said that agencies have been active users of the 
clearinghouse. OPM offers a training course for OPM and agency evaluators. 
It also participates in agency-led PMES as a primary means of assessing the 
adequacy of agency evaluation systems. Also, OPM officials told us of a 
number of agencies with which OPM PME staff have worked directly to 
improve or establish PME programs, For example, OPM PME staff worked 
with a large bureau to assist it in integrating PME into its general 
management system. 

Standards Needed to 
Promote PME Quality 

OPM has not updated program standards since 1974 and does not enforce 
them because it believes the standards are outdated. OPM has never issued 
operational standards. PME standards could promote a uniform level of 
quality and confidence in agency PME activities. In the absence of 
governmentwide standards, PME quality is subject to individual agency 
interpretation. 

PME standards could fall into two broad categories-(l) program and (2) 
operational. Program standards would define what an agency PME program 

‘In addition to these four leadership responsibilities, the memorandum requires OPM to maintain a 
capability to independently evaluate agencies and collaborate and coordinate with OMB. 

Page 7 GAO/GGD-93-24 Agency PME Programs 



B-249163 

should encompass, such as the components and activities to be evaluated 
and the qualifications for evaluators. Operational standards would define 
how individual PMES should be done. For example, in evaluating specific 
types of personnel actions, certain supporting documents should be 
reviewed. 

The 1974 standards required agencies to ensure that (1) personnel 
management goals supporting the agency mission were stated in writing 
by the agency head, (2) a written agency evaluation plan was developed 
and published, (3) capabilities existed to enable evaluation at each 
appropriate organizational level to which personnel management authority 
was delegated, and (4) an effective agencywide personnel management 
evaluation system had been implemented. 

Our 1989 report on OPM’S leadership recommended that OPM assess the 
standards for agency PME programs and make changes where needed.8 We 
also recommended that OPM develop qualifications for evaluators and 
assess the training available to them.9 

OPM has used a series of task forces and interagency groups to address our 
recommendations, In April 1992, OPM said an interagency work group 
focusing on specifying the work of agency and OPM evaluators remained 
active. Such specification, OPM said, was a prerequisite to developing 
guidelines for agency evahration systems and identifying qualifications and 
training for evaluators. As of October 1992, no standards had been revised 
or additional standards issued. 

According to OPM, its ongoing review of the 1974 standards is not intended 
to produce operational standards that guide agencies on how to do an 
evaluation. We are uncertain why revision of the general program 
standards must wait for a study of what PME evaluators do. In our opinion, 1) 
program standards hinge on (1) what the civil service laws, rules, and 
regulations and executive orders require and (2) good management 
practice, rather than on what evaluators do. 

Several governmental and private sector organizations have published 
evaluation standards to help achieve a consistent and professional 

*GAO/GGD-89-19. 

we made two other PME recommendations, and OPM’s actions were responsive. We recommended 
that OPM establish a clearinghouse on good and innovative evaluation methods, techniques, and plans. 
OPM established a clearinghouse in the fall of 1990. We recommended that OPM increase its oversight 
of agency PME programs to include more agencies. OPM said its fiscal year 1990 evaluation agenda 
placed greater emphasis on OPM participation in agency-led PMEs. 
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approach to evaluation work. (App. VII identifies these organizations and 
the standards.) The standards apply to evaluations, audits, and 
inspections. They often cover common topics such as staff qualifications, 
quality control, planning, evidence, timeliness, and report contents. We 
recognize that PMES are not traditional, independent reviews like audits or 
inspections. However, because PMES are an important vehicle for oversight 
of the civil service system, and OPM depends heavily on them, we believe 
OPM should consider these published standards in developing standards for 
agency Pees. 

OPM PME Office OPM PME officials said they know through or-~‘s ongoing evaluation 
Incorrectly Perceived Lack program that some agencies do not have PME programs or have insufficient 
of Authority programs. They said that agencies have told them they do not have to have 

programs because the 1969 presidential memorandum requiring PME 
programs is no longer in effect. OPM PME officials said they do not have 
sufficient authority to require agencies to have PME programs or follow 
standards OPM issues. 

OPM'S Office of the General Counsel believes the 1969 memorandum is still 
in effect. Regardless of the memorandum’s status, we believe, and OPM'S 
Office of the General Counsel agrees, that OPM has the authority under its 
general oversight authority (5 U.S.C. 1103(a)(6)) to regulate agency PME 
activity. 

Using this authority, OPM can require agencies through regulation to have 
PME programs and follow PME standards. If OPM plans to continue to depend 
heavily on agency PMES for oversight of the federal personnel system, it 
should not delay in establishing standards and requiring agencies to 
implement related PME programs. 

Eesources Affect Program 
Conditions 

We recognize that regulations alone will not guarantee that agencies have 
active PME programs. Agencies must see a need for and benefit of PMES and 
have resources available to do them. 

Some agencies said they had limited or no PME activity because of limited 
resources. However, most PME chiefs who answered our questionnaire, 
including those whose programs did few PMES and whose programs did 
many PMES, said their agency’s overall support for PMES was adequate. 
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Our questionnaire asked for and 23 agencies provided PME staffing data. 
The data showed a considerable range in staffing levels among the 
respondents. 

We asked agencies to report, as full-time equivalents (ETE),‘O how many 
professional staff were formally assigned to the PME program The 
numbers reported ranged from less than 1 to 29 FTE professional 
employees. For 6 agencies, the number, which included the PME chief, was 
3 to 29 FTE employees as of August 1991. For 17 agencies, the number, 
including the PME chief, totaled 2 or less FrE employees as of August 1991. 

PMES are frequently done using local or regional personnel specialists who 
are “borrowed” on an as-needed basis to do PMES. The 23 agencies 
reported using 347 local or regional personnel specialists to do PMES in 
fiscal year 1991. The agencies took the number of hours the 347 specialists 
spent on PME and equated those hours to FTE employees. For 2 agencies, 
the time the specialists spent equated to 44 and 15 mu employees. For 
each of the other 21 agencies, both large and small, the time the specialists 
spent on PME was equal to 4 or fewer FTE employees. The reported staffing 
numbers may appear small, at least for the larger agencies. However, we 
had no criteria by which to determine appropriate staffing levels. 

PME Can A id 
Agencies’ Internall 
Cantrol E fforts 

Agency PME programs can be a valuable source of information to both 
agencies and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in connection 
with the 1982 Federal Managers’ Financial Integrity Act (FMFU). The act 
requires agencies to establish internal accounting and administrative 
controls to provide reasonable assurance that funds, property, and other 
assets are safeguarded against waste, loss, unauthorized use, and 
misappropriation. The act requires each agency head to report annually to 4 
the president and Congress on the condition of the agency’s internal 
control systems. 

FMFIA requires agencies to review major activities, and personnel is such 
an activity. According to OMB, PMES can be used as alternative internal 
control reviews. PMES can be used to provide information about the 
internal controls in place within the personnel program (or elements of the 
program) if the PME actually evaluates those internal controls. 

loAn FTE is equivalent to what one full-time employee would spend working only on PME for 1 year. 
Professional staff may not necessarily work full-time on PME. If two professional staff each worked, 
for example, 60 percent of their t ime on PME and 60 percent of their t ime on other assignments, the 
two together would equal one ETE devoted to PME. 
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Until recently, OPM saw no connection between the PME and FMFIA 
programs and has not issued guidance to agencies on the linkage. 
However, we discussed the matter with OMB and OPM officials, and OPM 
now agrees with OMB that PMES fit the definition of an alternative internal 
control review. Appendix VIII discusses this relationship in more detail. 

Conclusions OPM is charged by statute with executing, administering, and enforcing the 
civil service laws, rules, and regulations. OPM adopted a strategy that relies 
considerably on agencies in doing this through PME programs. However, 
the condition of agency PME programs varies, and we believe OPM should 
not rely on current agency PME programs as much as it does. 

Although OPM has acted to improve agency PME programs, it has not been 
aggressive enough in two basic areas of program management-(l) 
requiring agencies to do PMES and (2) setting PME standards. Twenty-three 
years after President Nixon first required agencies to establish PME 
programs, and nearly a decade after OPM began relying heavily on those 
programs, the pertinent OPM offices have concluded that OPM possesses the 
legal authority necessary to write regulations requiring agencies to have 
PMEprO~amS. 

Similarly, the PME programs lack the framework that appropriate standards 
would provide. In addition to general program standards, we believe 
operational standards should be published as well. We believe OPM should 
require agencies to follow these standards. We also believe that, when 
writing PME standards, OPM should consider the standards published by 
other organizations for evaluations, audits, and inspections. 

We understand that because of budget constraints, agencies may limit a 
their PME activities. However, we believe this is when OPM needs to take 
even more of a proactive role by, for example, demonstrating the 
importance of PME and the connection between PME and other evaluation 
programs such as the FMFIA program. We believe it is in OPM'S interest to 
demonstrate leadership and promote strong agency PME programs because 
OPM is ultimately responsible for oversight of the federal personnel system. 

Recommendations We recommend that the Acting Director, OPM, strengthen agency PME 

progr=ns by 
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- 
l issuing regulations that require agencies to (1) establish and implement 

PME programs and (2) follow OPM standards in structuring PME programs 
and doing PMES. 

l publishing program and operational PME standards. In developing these 
standards, OPM should consider standards already published for 
evaluations, audits, and inspections. OPM should work with agencies in 
developing and implementing the standards. 

9 consulting with OMB and then providing guidance to agencies on the 
relationships that should exist among agency personnel programs, agency 
PME programs, and agency internal control programs. Issues that should be 
addressed are the use of PMES as alternative internal control reviews and 
the reporting of identified material weaknesses in the agencies’ FMF’IA 
annual reports. 

Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 

In an October 14,1992, letter, the Acting Director of OPM commented on a 
draft of this report (see app. IX). He said the draft report offers some 
useful observations on the value of PME programs, and OPM agrees that 
agency PME programs generally need strengthening. But strengthening 
those programs, he said, should be part of a balanced effort that serves the 
several goals of OPM'S governmentwide PME program. 

OPM is not convinced that adopting all of our recommendations will 
provide the best means of strengthening governmentwlde PME. The Acting 
Director, however, left open the possibility of more discussion, saying OPM 
looks forward to debating many of the issues we raise in this report during 
the evaluation community's 1993 PME Leadership Conference that GAO is 
helping to plan. 

The Acting Director said OPM is not convinced that issuing regulations a 
would provide an effective stimulus to the development or improvement 
of agency PME programs or even add materially to the requirements already 
in place. According to the Acting Director, an equally effective approach 
m ight be a memorandum from the Director of OPM reminding agencies of 
the existing requirements for PME programs and pointing out the benefits 
OfPMES. 

We agree that the Acting Director should remind agencies of the need for 
and importance of agency PMES. However, OPM PME officials have told us 
that because agency officials believe the 1969 presidential memorandum 
requiring agency PME programs is no longer in effect, some agencies have 
not done PMES or have insufficient PME programs. OPM must convince 

Page 12 

I’, ,. . . 
‘*,, ,:,, ‘.. 

: ,, , 

GAO/GGD-93-24 Agency PME Programs 

,, 



B-249163 

agencies that the 1969 memorandum still applies. In 1981, the OPM Director 
issued a memorandum reminding agencies of the PME requirements, but it 
appears to have had little practical effect on agencies. 

We recognize that regulation alone will not guarantee active agency PME 
programs. Agencies, we believe, must also see a need for and benefit from 
PMES and have resources available to do them. Nevertheless, we continue 
to believe that agency PME activities should be clearly mandated. Agencies 
face competing priorities for their resources and the lack of a clear 
mandate to have a PME program makes it easier for agencies to avoid 
having strong programs. Such a situation does not benefit government 
personnel management in general nor OPM, which relies heavily on agency 
PMES for oversight help. We believe that regulations, based on OPM'S 
general oversight authority and clearly mandating the establishment of 
agency PME programs, would end any confusion about the requirement for 
agencies to establish PME programs. 

The Acting Director said OPM is willing to make agencies aware of 
published standards for evaluations, audits, and inspections and to explore 
at the 1993 PME Leadership Conference whether some aspects of agency 
evaluation programs may be appropriate for the application of uniform 
governmentwide standards. However, the Acting Director said it was not 
clear at this point that a detailed set of standards covering the full range of 
PME activities would be useful, given the diverse environments, missions, 
workforces, and associated personnel program requirements of agencies. 

We are pleased that OPM is willing to make agencies aware of published 
standards and explore the subject of standards at the 1993 conference. We 
also acknowledge the need for and existence of diversity among agencies 
and fully endorse efforts to give agencies authority and flexibility to meet a 
their differing needs. However, it is because of this diversity that we 
believe governmentwide PME standards are necessary. 

Along with authority and flexibility comes the need to ensure 
accountability. Effective agency PME programs, in our view, give agencies 
significant opportunity to test and promote accountability. OPM, in turn, 
relies heavily on agency PME programs for oversight assistance. Therefore, 
OPM must ensure that agencies have adequate PME programs and do 
effective PMES. Although OPM tries to ensure such adequacy now through 
various means, including participating with agencies in doing PMES, OPM 
cannot be in all places at all times. Standards would provide agencies with 
a framework for establishing PME programs and doing PMES. 
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There need not be a monolithic set of standards requiring all agencies to 
act alike. Rather, standards should take into account the differences 
among agencies, such as their size and organizational complexity, while at 
the same time ensuring that minimum program and operational 
requirements are met. The PME program standards that now exist in the 
Federal Personnel Manual, a document that provides guidance to federal 
agencies, need updating. Although OPM agreed to revise the standards in 
1989 in response to a previous GAO recommendation, revised standards 
have not been published. Operational standards for agency PMES have not 
been developed and, thus, are not in the FPM guidance. 

The Acting Director said that our last recommendation, which concerns 
the relationship among agency personnel programs, agency PME programs, 
and agency internal control programs, warrants consideration and will be 
a specific agenda item at the 1993 PME Leadership Conference. 

Matters for 
Subcommittee 
Consideration 

Because OPM depends heavily on agency PME programs to oversee the 
federal personnel system, it is important that agencies have PME programs 
and do PMES. The current governmentwide approach lacks two 
fundamental elements-( 1) a mandate that agencies establish PME 
programs and (2) standards that agencies must follow in establishing their 
PME programs and doing PMES. We have recommended that OPM publish 
standards and, using its general oversight authority at 5 U.S.C. 1103(a)(5), 
write regulations requiring agencies to establish PME programs and follow 
PME standards. OPM has said, however, that it does not believe such 
standards and regulations are necessary. If OPM maintains this position, the 
Subcommittee should consider whether it wants to mandate by law that 
agencies have PME programs, that OPM publish program and operational 
standards, and that agencies follow the OPM standards. a 

As arranged with the Subcommittee, unless you publicly release its 
contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this report until 30 days 
from the date of this letter. At that time, we will send copies to the Acting 
Director, OPM; the Director, OMB; the chiefs of agency PME programs we 
surveyed; and other interested parties. We will also make copies available 
to others upon request. 
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The major contributors to this report are listed in appendix X. If you have 
any questions about this report, please contact me at (202) 275-5074. 

Sincerely yours, 

Bernard L. Ungar 
Director, Federal Human Resource 

Management Issues 

a 
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Appendix I 

Background on the PME Program and 
OPM’s Strategy 

Personnel Management Evaluations (PME) are the primary method 
agencies and the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) use to ensure that 
oversight of the personnel system takes place. There are no legal or 
regulatory requirements that specify how PMES must be carried out. 
Traditionally they have been done in many ways, depending on an 
agency’s size and organizational complexity. For example, a PME may 
consist of a team of personnel specialists spending a week or weeks 
on-site at an installation, conducting position classification desk audits, 
reviewing merit selection and promotion files, examining the adequacy of 
individual performance appraisals, and auditing large numbers of 
personnel actions for compliance with civil service laws, rules, and 
regulations. 

Conversely, a PME may consist of one or two specialists spending a day or 
two on-site at an installation; or it may consist of an informal “self 
assessment” by local personnel officials on an annual or semiannual basis, 
such as during the annual budget review. Regardless of the type of PME, the 
general purpose is the same-to evaluate the effectiveness of personnel 
activities and ensure that those activities comply with the applicable 
requirements. 

CSC, OPM, and 
Agency PME 
Programs 

PME-type activities are as old as the civil service itself. The legislation 
creating a competitive civil service, the Pendleton Act of 1883, required the 
Civil Service Commission (csc), OPM'S predecessor agency, to make 
investigations and reports on the practical effects of its actions. These 
investigations and reports were done by various offices within CSC. The 
1930s brought a great expansion of federal programs and agencies, and 
World War II forced the emergency decentralization of significant 
personnel authority to agencies. This expansion in the size of government 
along with the diffusion of authority to take personnel actions resulted in a 
recognition that a permanent, central csc oversight system was needed. 
Executive Order 9830 authorized one in February 1947. 

Agency PME activity began in the 1940s when agencies carried out surveys 
of their personnel management practices at the urging of csc. In 1949, the 
Classification Act required agencies to make systematic reviews of their 
operations on a continuing basis, although the act did not require agencies 
to establish PME programs as such.’ Throughout the 1950s and 1960s csc 
encouraged agencies to have their own PME programs, and in 1969, 

‘The requirement is codified at 5 U.S.C. 305. OMB was the agency responsible for writing regulations to 
implement the law, but OMB has not done so in the 43 years since the law’s enactment. 

Page 20 GAO/GGD-93-24 Agency PME Programs 



Appendix I 
Background on the PME Program and 
O P M ’a strategy 

President Nixon issued a presidential memorandum requiring agencies to 
establish PME programs. For the most part, PMES conducted by agencies, 
csc, and jointly, employed similar methods -CSC and larger agencies using 
comprehensive approaches while the smaller agencies used more informal 
procedures. 

In January 1979, as a result of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (CSRA), 
csc was abolished. Most of csc’s responsibilities, including the 
responsibility for oversight, were transferred to the new OPM.~ For a few 
years, OPM did PMES as they had been done by csc. 

OPM Relying on In October 1983, OPM adopted a new strategy that depended more on 

Agencies to Do PMEs agencies doing PMES. Under this strategy, agencies were to be relied on to 
do most of the case-oriented compliance work (or “retail,” as an OPM 
evaluation official has referred to it) while OPM would focus on collecting 
and reviewing governmentwide data to identify systemic problems (or 
“wholesale”). Although some elements of OPM'S strategy have changed 
since 1983, the basic approach of relying heavily on agencies to do PMES 
continues. 

OPM said its rationale for changing its strategy was that it did not have the 
staff or the resources to do a thorough evaluation of personnel 
management at all agencies. It said findings from individual evaluations 
could not be generalized, case correction follow-up activities resulted in 
long, drawn out actions that did not address systemic problems, and the 
old strategy did not systematically generate information directly relevant 
to potential OPM policy development. 

Influence of CSFtA The OPM document explaining the change in strated noted that one factor 
influencing OPM’S decision was passage of CSRA. Before CSRA, agencies were 
limited in taking some types of personnel actions4 But CSRA gave agencies 

. 

%kher responsibilities were transferred to the Merit Systems Protection Board and the Office of 
Special Counsel. We were given responsibility for reporting on federal personnel management. 

3A Concept Paper Suggesting Approaches for Getting Greater Dividends From OPM’s Personnel 
Management Evaluation Program (OPM, Feb. 1933). 

4Agencies could take personnel actions based on one of three types of authority: (1) authority 
delegated to them by CSC, (2) authority that, while lodged directly with the agency by law, required 
that CSC promulgate regulations, standards, and instructions for carrying it out, and (3) authority 
governed by rules promulgated by the president that charged CSC with overall responsibility for 
leadership. 
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more freedom and flexibility, and encouraged OPM to delegate personnel 
authority to agencies. 

CSRA also explicitly made agencies responsible for oversight of their own 
personnel programs. It required the head of each agency to prevent 
prohibited personnel practices, and ensure that personnel actions were 
taken in compliance with the civil service laws, rules, and regulations. In 
addition to CSRA, individual statutes impose requirements on agency heads 
relative to specific personnel functions such as position classification. 
Also, as noted earlier, the 1949 Classification Act contained a general 
requirement for systematic reviews. But the framers of CSRA added a 
specific responsibility for oversight to the law as a way of balancing out 
the new freedoms agencies were given to take personnel actions without 
prior 0PM approval. 

Effect of Administration 
Efforts to Reduce Staff 

In addition to the influence of CSRA, the document explaining the change in 
strategy shows OPM was influenced by President Reagan’s efforts to reduce 
the size and cost of government. The new evaluation strategy allowed OPM 
to reduce the size and costs of its own evaluation staff. Although OPM knew 
agency PME programs had been dealt a severe setback as a result of agency 
resources being drained away from evaluation to support CSRA 
implementation efforts, OPM implemented its strategy of relying on agency 
PME programs. The OPM program began to shrink even before the new 
strategy was adopted. As figure I.1 shows, in fiscal year 1980 the program 
had a nationwide staff of 238; by fiscal year 1987, it was 122. Staff were 
then added and in fiscal year 1991 staff totaled 133, or 56 percent of the 
fiscal year 1980 capability. 
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Figure 1.1: OPM Staff Devoted to 
Governmentwide PME Program Steft Year0 
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 

In June 1991, the Subcommittee on the Civil Service, House Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, asked us to determine the state of agency 
PME programs. Our objectives were to 

l determine whether agencies had “active” PME programs. We considered a 
program active if one or more PMES had been done anytime during the 3 
fiscal years-1989,1990, and 1991. We collected various data on active 
programs such as the number of evaluations scheduled and completed. 

. determine whether OPM'S reliance on agency PME programs is warranted. 

Our final objective was to follow up on recommendations made in our 
1989 general management review of OPM by assessing how well OPM is 
carrying out its leadership responsibilities for the government’s PME 
efforts. These responsibilities affect agency PME programs. 

To determine whether agencies have active PME programs and the 
characteristics of these programs, we sent a questionnaire to 38 of the 
largest federal agencies. We mailed the questionnaire in September and 
October 1991 and asked that the PME chief for the entire agency complete 
the questionnaire. 

Part one of the questionnaire asked for factual information about the 
agency’s PME program-for example, the PME payroll and travel budgets for 
fiscal years 1989,1990, and 1991. Part two of the questionnaire asked for 
the chiefs views and opinions about the agency’s PME program and OPM'S 
leadership and support for PME. 

The 38 agencies employ about 97 percent of all non-Postal federal civilian 
employees and process millions of personnel actions annually. We based 
our selections on such things as the agency’s size, organizational 
complexity, and the technical characteristics of its civil service population 4 
profile. Table II. 1 lists the agencies to which we sent our questionnaire. 
The source for the number of civilian employees was OPM'S Employment 
and Trends report dated May 1991, except for the Defense Mapping 
Agency, Defense Contract Audit Agency, and Defense Information Systems 
Agency, where the number was obtained from the submitted 
questionnaires. The source for the number of personnel offices was OPM'S 
Personnel Office Identifiers report dated December 1990. This information 
was not available for the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Federal 
Reserve. 
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i-.-.- 
Table 11.1: Agencies Receiving our 
Questionnaire 

Aaencv 
Civilian Number of 

emplovees personnel offices 

Y  

Army 352,164 217 
Navy 325,742 128 
Veterans Affairs 255,217 226 
Air Force 
Treasurya 
Health and Human Services 126,728 32 

224,390 119 
175,150 120 

Agriculture 118,403 248 
Justice 87,265 123 
Interior 77,808 73 
Transportation 68,049 38 
Defense Logistics 57,172 20 
Commerce 40,092 26 
State 
National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration 

25,534 2 

25,529 IO 
Tennessee Vallev Authoritva 24,801 n/a 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporationa 21,138 1 
General Services Administration 20,715 17 
Energy 18,712 22 
Labor 18,123 19 
Environmental Protection Anencv 17,856 16 
Housing and Urban Development 13,745 13 
Defense Mapping 8,048 5 
Office of Personnel Management 6,588 8 
Defense Contract Audit Agency 6,200 8 
Defense Information Systems Agency 5,500 1 
Small Business Administration 4,991 16 ’ 
Education 4,862 4 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 3,597 2 
Nuclear Reoulatorv Commission 3,488 5 
National Archives and Records Administration 3,049 3 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 2,886 1 
Securities and Exchanae Commission 2,343 2 
National Labor Relations Board 2,166 1 
Federal Communications Commissiona 1,811 1 
Railroad Retirement Board 1,763 1 
Federal Reservea 1,512 n/a 

(continued) 
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Civilian Number of 
Agency employees personnel offices 
National Science Foundation 1,247 -i 

Federal Trade Commission 1,016 1 

aDid not return the questionnaire. Treasury and the Federal Communications Commission 
provided general information about their PME programs. 

Five of the 38 agencies did not return the questionnaire. Thirty-three 
agencies, which together employ 87 percent of all federal civilian 
non-Postal employees, completed the questionnaire. The answers the 33 
agencies gave are not projectable to other federal agencies. Eight agencies 
said they had not done PMES in the 3-year period. Agencies that gave that 
answer were instructed to go no further in answering the questionnaire 
except to explain why no PMES had been done. 1 

Twenty-five agencies said they had done PMES in the 3-year period and 
completed the questionnaire. We asked the person completing the 
questionnaires to provide their job title. For questionnaires the 33 agencies 
returned, the PME chief usually completed the factual part of the 
questionnaire and always completed the opinion part of the questionnaire. 

Before mailing the questionnaire, we tested it at three agencies to help 
ensure that we would be asking relevant and clearly worded questions. 
Our testing was done at the Departments of the Interior and Treasury, and 
the Environmental Protection Agencye2 We revised the questionnaire as 
appropriate to reflect the comments we received. 

The findings derived from information the questionnaires provided are 
suggestive rather than conclusive, In completing the questionnaire, we 
asked that the agency’s answers reflect the PME program agencywide. This h 
undoubtedly caused respondents to “average” some answers. For 
example, if one organizational unit in an agency had a strong PME program 
and another unit had a weak program, the person answering the 
questionnaire would need to take the condition of both units’ PME 
programs into consideration. 

‘Three of the eight agencies, however, completed the questionnaire. Except for explanations as to why 
no PMEs had been done, we did not include their answers in our analyses because none had done 
PMEs in the 3-year period. 

sThese agencies also received copies of the “final” questionnaire to complete. 
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We derived our definition of PME from section l-l of the Federal Personnel 
Manual, chapter 273, entitled “Purposes for Personnel Management 
Evaluation,” and included it in the questionnaire. The definition was: 

“Personnel Management Evaluation (PME) is the process by which federal agencies assess 
whether personnel programs are carried out in an efficient and effective manner, support 
agency missions, and comply with laws, rules, and regulations.” 

We do not know the extent to which answers to the questionnaire were 
based on perceptions and generalizations rather than knowledge of 
program specifics agencyvvide. In answering the questionnaire, 
respondents assessed their own programs and may have viewed those 
programs more favorably than “outsiders” would have. Therefore, our 
findings may be biased in favor of agency PME programs. 

To help us better understand and assess agency PME programs, we asked 
questionnaire respondents to send us various documents and we visited 
four locations. We obtained from respondents (1) material documenting 
their PME programs, such as mission and function statements; (2) lists of 
PME reports issued during fiscal years 1989,1990, and 1991; and (3) copies 
of reports issued between January 1990 and August 1991 that they 
considered most representative or best examples of their PME programs. 
We asked each respondent to send three such reports. 

To ascertain their PME practices, we visited the Department of the 
Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation headquarters in Denver, CO; the 
Department of the Navy’s Office of Personnel Management, Southeast 
Region, in Norfolk, VA; the Department of ,Health and Human Services’ 
Social Security Administration headquarters in Baltimore, MD; and the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration headquarters in 
Washington, D.C. We judgmentally selected these offices based on several 
considerations including agency size, scores received in OPM'S Personnel 
Management Indicators Report for the years 1984 through 1989, and the 
proximity and availability of our audit staff to make the visits. 

We also researched and analyzed the legal basis for PMES. We reviewed 
reports published by GAO, the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB), and 
others on PME and other personnel programs to determine what issues 
were raised and what recommendations were made. 

To examine the role of OPM as the government’s PME program manager, we 
obtained documents and written information about the activities of OPM'S 
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Office of Agency Compliance and Evaluation (ACE) and interviewed ACE 
officials. ACE is responsible for doing PMES and leading the government’s 
effort to improve governmentwide PME. We reviewed past GAO reports to 
see what previous issues and recommendations had been made regarding 
agency PMES and OPM'S leadership. Of special relevance was a 1989 report 
titled Managing Human Resources: Greater OPM Leadership Needed to 
Address Critical Challenges (GAOIGGD-SQ-IQ, Jan. 19,1989). It made several 
recommendations to OPM for improving governmentwide PME, and we 
followed up with ACE to learn what actions OPM had taken. In examining 
OPM'S PME leadership role, we coordinated our work with MSPB, which was 
doing its own review of OPM'S PME activities. 
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Prior Reports on Oversight 

We first reported on agency oversight activities nearly 20 years ago. In 
September 1974,6 years after President Nixon required agencies to 
establish PME programs, we issued a report entitled Agencies’ Personnel 
Management Can Be Enhanced by Improving the Evaluation Process 
(B-179810, Sept. 17,1974). The report found that agencies had done less 
than they should have to develop acceptable PME systems. Of 23 csc 
reports we reviewed, 12 commented on the agencies’ PME systems; of those 
12,7 found the agencies’ PME systems to be less than adequate. 

Since passage of the CSRA, we, MSPB, the National Academy of Public 
Administration (NAPA), and OPM have issued reports concerning oversight. 
Examples include the following. 

A NAPA May 1981 interim report, The Protection of Merit Under the Civil 
Service Reform Act of 1978, found that the newly created OPM was 
reluctant to acknowledge the extent of its responsibility for merit 
protection and had assigned a low priority to merit protection functions. 

MSPB'S June 1981 Report on the Significant Actions of the Office of 
Personnel Management During 1980 found that OPM had not established a 
credible presence as a firm and effective monitor of the adherence of 
agencies to merit, and that a specific review of how agencies’ programs 
comported with statutory merit principles and avoided prohibited 
personnel practices was not a discrete, ongoing, regular part of OPM'S 
compliance and evaluation activity. Of nearly 1,300 senior level agency 
personnel professionals surveyed by MSPB, only 41 percent said OPM had 
been effective to very effective in monitoring agency personnel systems to 
detect possible abuses. Forty-six percent said OPM had been ineffective to 
very ineffective in monitoring such systems. In another finding of the 
survey, MSPB reported that 62 percent of respondents said OPM had been 
ineffective in providing leadership and support for agency internal PME a 
systems. MSPB recommended that OPM strengthen its agency compliance 
and evaluation activities and more directly monitor merit questions within 
those activities. 

MSPB'S Report on the Significant Actions of the Office of Personnel 
Management During 1983 (Dec. 1984) found that 52 percent of the 21 
agencies surveyed rated the new OPM PME program better than the previous 
approach in its method of data gathering. Eighty-one percent of the 21 
agencies rated the new program worse in its ability to detect specific 
regulatory compliance. The report said that although OPM stated that 
ensuring compliance was a basic goal of the new PME program, OPM also 
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stated that the new system was less able to detect individual compliance 
actions than the previous program. The report said 56 percent of the 21 
agencies surveyed rated the usefulness of the feedback they received after 
an OPM visit as fair and said they did not find it as useful as it was under 
the previous program. 

MSPB’S May 1986 study, Report on the Significant Actions of the Office of 
Personnel Management During 1984-1985, reported that OPM considered 
the agencies primarily responsible for “nuts and bolts” regulatory reviews. 
But agencies generally viewed OPM'S evaluation image as weaker, not 
stronger, and agency confidence in OPM'S ability to assist in upholding 
merit system principles or in preventing or detecting prohibited personnel 
practices had eroded extensively with OPM'S 1983 change in approach to 
PMES. The report said that until the revised OPM PME approach was 
completely implemented, in essence there was no good mechanism 
available to OPM to ensure that agency programs were effectively 
administered. It said OPM oversight of agency PME programs should be a 
major concern for OPM. MSPB concluded that OPM'S PME approach lacked 
balance and raised serious questions about OPM’S ability to uphold the 
merit system and ensure regulatory compliance. 

Our November 1987 report entitled Federal Workforce: OPM’S Approach for 
Conducting Personnel Management Evaluations found that neither CSRA 
nor any regulatory requirements specified how OPM should manage and 
oversee agency personnel programs. According to OPM, its revised PME 
approach addressed the administration and enforcement of personnel 
management requirements on a governmentwide basis, and relied on 
agencies to examine compliance with personnel management 
requirements through case-oriented reviews in their own internal PMES. 
But seven of nine agency personnel managers interviewed by us expressed 
concerns about the revised approach, believing that OPM'S capability to 

a 

ensure agency compliance with applicable laws, rules, and regulations had 
decreased. 

MSPB'S December 1987 report on Expanded Authority for Temporary 
Appointments: A Look at Merit Issues found that OPM'S 1984 expansion of 
agencies’ authority to make and extend temporary appointments increased 
the civil service system’s vulnerability to violations of the merit system 
principles. The report said that the degree to which agencies’ actions to 
ensure proper use of the authority were effective remained an open 
question but said that OPM'S oversight of the authority appeared to be 
adequate. 
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A September 1988 report by a NAPA panel entitled The Executive 
Presidency: Federal Management for the 1990s said that OPM'S potential to 
serve as the principal human resource planning agency for the federal 
government had not been reached. It said that during President Reagan’s 
first term, OPM became an instrument to advance certain policy goals only 
tangentially related to its mission. The report cited a 1988 Government 
Executive magazine poll of federal managers, which showed that OPM was 
ranked as one of the least effective agencies in government. 

Our January 1989 report, Managing Human Resources: Greater OPM 
Leadership Needed to Address Critical Challenges, reported that other 
organizations had also reported long-standing concerns regarding OPM'S 
oversight of the merit system, including the 1981 study by NAPA. We found 
that OPM'S PME program had suffered from declining resources, and many 
federal officials believed OPM'S PME program was not ensuring regulatory 
compliance or providing useful feedback. Three-fourths of the 20 
personnel directors we surveyed believed that OPM'S evaluation program 
was not adequately assessing compliance with personnel rules. We also 
found that OPM had not adequately assisted agencies in improving their PME 
programs; since 1983, only 16 of 48 agencies said their agency’s PME 
program had become more effective, and many reported that OPM had not 
helped their programs. One agency official interviewed for the study said, 
“OPM has very little idea about what is going on at the agency level in the 
evaluation area.” We recommended that OPM assess the standards for 
agency evaluation systems, establish a clearinghouse on good and 
innovative evaluation methods, develop qualifications for evaluators, and 
increase its oversight of agency internal PME programs. 

In our February 1989 report, Federal Workforce: Temporary Appointments 
and Extensions in Selected Federal Agencies, we reported that of 28 
temporary appointments reviewed, 4 appeared to be inappropriate and 5 a 
others lacked enough documentation to make a judgment. 

In its February 1989 Survey of Agency Personnel Management Evaluation 
Programs, OPM reported on questionnaires sent in October 1987 to 
agencies that were members of the Interagency Advisory Group (IAG) 
Committee on PME. The representatives on this committee included many 
agency PME chiefs. The questionnaire asked for information on the PME 
program at each agency and agency component (such as a bureau). The 
231 respondents included headquarters and field organizations. OPM said 
the survey was the first part of what was intended to be a three-part 
method looking at the scope, quality, and impact of agency PME activity. 
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OPM reported that 33 of the 36 largest agencies had some type of formal 
PME program. The report said 51 percent of respondents said they spent 
less than half their time on PME-related activities. OPM said that half of the 
respondents who supplied complete or partial budget information 
reported allocating a total of $10.3 million for their PME programs. It said 
that 328 professional and 129 support full-time equivalent (FTE) staff years 
were dedicated to agency PME programs. Agencies indicated that the lack 
of sufficient personnel and funds to carry out an effective PME program 
was still their number one concern. And the respondents reported doing 
2,926 reviews in fiscal year 1987, of which 726 were on-site PME reviews.’ 
The average PME review lasted 5 days with 3.5 people participating. 

The respondents suggested that OPM assist agencies by developing PME 
program prototypes to include standards of adequacy, uniform 
procedures, and common checklists; develop a self-evaluation package 
with adequacy criteria; and develop a computer program for statistical 
analysis of personnel programs. The respondents suggested that OPM 
develop new techniques to evaluate delegations of authorities, meet more 
frequently with agencies through IAG or other forums, and provide 
guidance to small agencies on how to set up a PME program. 

MSPB’S June 1989 report, U.S. Office of Personnel Management and the 
Merit System: A  Retrospective Assessment, found that OPM appeared to 
have “handed off’ regulatory compliance to the agencies, a situation MSPB 
believed conflicted directly with the intent of CSRA. The report found that 
OPM’S approach to the overall evaluation of federal personnel management 
during much of the first decade since CSRA lacked the capacity to uncover 
systemic problems or abuses in the larger interrelated network of federal 
personnel management laws, regulations, programs, and procedures. It 
concluded that the 1983 revisions to OPM’S evaluation program fell short of 
providing an adequate level of OPM capability to ensure regulatory a 
compliance but did note that the program continued to evolve in an 
encouraging direction. 

MSPB’S October 1989 report, Delegation and Decentralization: Personnel 
Management Simplification Efforts in the Federal Government, found that 
OPM had improved its agency evaluation program by emphasizing greater 
OPM participation in on-site agency evaluations, although OPM continued to 
rely heavily on each agency to ensure self-compliance. The report said that 
OPM’S new program would require some time in operation before its 

*In addition to on-site PME reviews, agencies reported other, types of reviews, including reviews done 
by servicing personnel offices, reviews with some PME coverage, off-site statistical reviews, and other 
unspecified reviews. 
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effectiveness could be judged but noted it was clearly an improvement 
over the previous approach. It tempered this finding by noting that 
responses from a summer 1988 survey of over 3,600 personnel specialists 
showed that only 29 percent believed that OPM'S monitoring of agency 
personnel systems was effective or very effective, while 48 percent 
thought OPM was ineffective or very ineffective. MSPB concluded that the 
responses to its survey made it clear that confidence in OPM'S regulatory 
compliance function was very low. 

MSPB'S November 1989 report, Federal Personnel Management Since Civil 
Service Reform: A  Survey of Federal Personnel Officials, found that even 
though the prohibited personnel practices that were observed by the 
greatest number of personnel specialists in 1980 were still the ones 
observed by the highest percentage in 1988, there had been a slight 
increase in the number of personnel specialists observing these practices. 
The report said the answer to the question of whether expectations for a 
civil service system free from prohibited practices had been met might be 
“not yet.” 

MSPB'S June 1990 report, Working for America: A  Federal Employee 
Survey, found that overall, employees perceived merit system abuses as 
infrequent. However, the 1989 responses were slightly less favorable than 
the 1986 responses, an indication that employees’ perceptions of fairness 
had worsened. Two kinds of abuses had relatively high levels of 
perception-denial of a job or job reward as the result of a “buddy system” 
without regard to merit (30 percent), and denial of a job or job reward 
because of illegal discrimination (15 percent). 

Our August 1990 report, Federal Recruiting and Hiring: Making 
Government Jobs Attractive to Prospective Employees, reported that OPM 
had in previous reviews found that most agency installations had systems a 
in place for monitoring the timeliness of staffing actions. But OPM had not 
evaluated the effectiveness of these systems. We also reported that while 
OPM PME guidelines required a review of other staffing methods, they did 
not require any such review on the use of the direct hire authority. 
Consequently, the OPM reports did not reveal any problems or benefits of 
the direct hire authority. 

In September 1990, we reported in Federal Workforce: Selected Sites 
Cannot Show Fair and Open Competition for Temporary Jobs that of 130 
randomly selected temporary appointments at 11 installations, 121 
(93 percent) lacked enough documentation to determine that fair and open 
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competitive practices were followed. Twenty-five percent of the 
temporary appointments were inappropriately made to fill permanent 
needs. We found that the limited coverage of agency and OPM PMES was one 
of the reasons for this situation. 

We issued Federal Workforce: Inappropriate Use of Experts and 
Consultants at Selected Civilian Agencies in July 1991. We reported that 37 
of 106 appointments (35 percent) made at 9 installations between 
January 1986 and June 1988 were inappropriate. When extrapolated to the 
estimated 2,882 expert and consultant appointments made at the 9 
installations during that time period, the total number of inappropriate 
appointments was estimated at 843. We reported that agency installations 
were not following internal control procedures established by OPM for 
ensuring the proper use of experts and consultants. We said we believed 
the problems found went undetected because of limited agency and OPM 
oversight. 

We issued Federal Recruiting and Hiring: Authority for Higher Starting Pay 
Useful but Guidance Needs Improvement in September 1991. We reviewed 
10 agency installations that were frequent users of the authority and found 
that while the appointees appeared well qualified, we could not tell from 
the written justifications supporting the appointments whether the salaries 
paid were appropriate. We found that only limited PME oversight of the 
appointments occurred. 
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Responses to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

United States General Accounting Oftice 

Activity Survey of Personnel Management 
Evaluation (PME) 

Introduction 

The U.S. General Accounting Office (QAO), an htdependent 
agency of Congress, is reviewing federal Pmonnei 
hlanagement EvaluatIa~ (PMl3). As part of this effort, we are 
surveying agency PME chiefs to learn about dteii agencies 
activities. Ahhough your parttcipation in this smvey is 
voluntary. your reapowe is very important to our review. 

If your department/agency conducts PM& the PMR chief 
should complete the survey. Except where noted, responses 
should reflect your SRI& department/agency PhfR program, 
including any subcomponents and field oftices. If your 
deparhnent/agency does llpl conduct Phi&, a personnel 
offlial should complete Question 1 only. 

There are two questionnairax 

l An Activity Survey asks for factual information. 

* A0 Opinion Survey asks for v&g about your agency’s 
PMR progtam and the Office of Personnel Management’s 
(OPM) leadership and support fa PMR. (If your agency, 
or part of your agency’s personnel program, is exempt 
from OPM overnight, for Questions 16 through 18 in the 
Opinion Survey cite the ezempting author&y and mark the 
questions “N/A”.) 

The Activity Survey will take about 30 minutes to complete. 
depending on the availability of your records. The Opiiion 
Survey will take about IS minutes to complete. Your 
responses will lx. combined with other agencies’ responses 
and reputed f&y in summary form. No individual agency 
rcsponsw will bc identified in our report. 

Please complete and return both questionnaires within 10 
Workins davs of receipt in the enclosed pm-addressed 
envelope. 

To answer some questions you may need to contact lower 
level PMR ofiices. Should that be the case, mark those 
questions “OX” (obtaining information), photocopy the survey. 
and tam the ~~~~plctcd original to GAO. It is very 
important that you teturn both questionnaires in the enclosed 
cnvclopc withiu 10 working days of receipt. Send GAO the 
answau to the questtons marked “01” by October 15, 1991, if 
possible, along with the dccumenmtion from the lower level 
PMR offtcea. 

If the rctwo envelope is misplaced, the return address is: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Mr. Michael J. O’Donnell 
Genaal Govamuent Divisiin 
441 G Street, N.W., Room 3150 
Washington.DC 20548 

If you have any questions, please call either Mr. O’Donnell at 
(202) 275.6345. or Mt. Stcveo Wozny at (202) 606-1917. 
Thauk you very much for your time. 

+ * * * , . * * 

A. Personnel Management Evaluation (PME) 
in Your Department/Agency 

1. Personnel management evaluation (PMR) is the process by 
which federal agencies assess whether personnel programs 
am carried out in an efftcient and effective manner, 
support agency missiins, and comply with laws, rules. and 
regulatials. 

In the last 3 fiscal years (since Gctobcr 1. 1988). has your 
department/agency conducted any PIvIEs? (Check one.) 
w33) 

1. [ u ] Yes (Condnue to Question 2.) 

2. [ 8 ] No (Pleaw explain why, in your 
opinion, your department/agency did 
not conduct any PMEs. Use the 
space on page 14 of this 
questionnaire or attach additional 
sheets. 

Then stop ond return the survey in 
the enclosed envelope. Thank you.) 
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2. Curtcntly, dues yout dcparlment/agency have a formal, 
ncognixd program for P M E  (i.e.. a P M E  program. 88 
such)? (C/I& one.) (N=25) 

1. [ 2s 1 Yea 

2. I 0 I No 

B. Activities of Your Headquarters PME Unit 

3. At the hcadquartcm level of your department/agency, is the 
P M E  unit atlv activq (e.g.. the staff membem 
responsible for agmcywide P M E  write policies and 
guidance. review reports, conduct reviews. and/or cany out 
other P M E  activities)? (Check one.) @JIG) 

1. [U I Yes 

2. [O I No 

4. How many actual on-board professional staff wcrc 
wotking for your &&aaarte~ P M E  unit ss of August 1. 
19917 

(Include all on-board professional sl# assigned w your 
hradquamrs P M E  unit. Including yowsef. If yow 
headguarters P M E  unit cons&b of a small cadre of 
permanenr P M E  src@ members, and tuilfzes local or 
regional personnel m  lo make up rhe remainder of 
rhc P M E  ream dwIng on-&e revkws, do a include Wse 
specialisrs In your response.) (N=25) 

Number of profcasional staff 
in your headquutem PMF, anit: (Range: 0 - 29) 

(Averqe: 3.4) 

5. Do all of the work-related duties and rcaponsibilitiea of the 
pmfwsional P M E  staff at the h&au- PM?@ unit 
involve PME? (Check one.) Oy4S) 

1. [ 0 ] Yes (Skip lo Question 7.) 

2. [ 25 ] No (Condnue to Question 6.) 

6. on ml  annolu basis. abollt what petcent of total 
prof&onal P M E  staff t ime at the hcadauartcm PhlE unit 
is spat on activiUcs related to PME? (Check one.) 
(Npzs) 

1. (3 I L.easthan1opcxccnt 

2. [ 4 ] 1oto2OpcJcult 

3.17 I 21to‘WpaWLot 

4. 1 1 

5. [ 4 

6. [ 6 

7. 1 0 

41to6opawlt 

61toiWpcrcent 

81 to loo percent 

Not sure/dan’t know 

7. Which of the following pctivifics have you or your staff at 
the PM6 unit perfomlcd in the past 3 fiscal 
years (since October 1.1988) in order to implement PME? 
(Check all rhat apply.1 (N=2S) 

1. [19 

2. [M 

3. [ 9 

4. [19 

5. (22 

6. 123 

7. [rn 

Rpme P M E  policieg/guidance for your 
wcncy 

Rpsrc the ofkial P M E  plan for year 
weney 

Rparc P M E  guidance for agency 
8obcamponcnt P M E  organizations 

Pqm P M E  schedub 

Conduct PMJJ reviews 

RparePMErcports 

8. [ 17 ] 

9. [ 10 1 

Activity survey - 2 

Rpme intcmal reports for the attention of 
agency management to Leep them abreast of 
the stat08 of pasonnel pmgmms in your 
agm, IX problems encountered by the 
P M E  program. This includea annual re+xxts 
on prsonnel management. 

0th~ P M E  activities (Specify.) 

J 

a 
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8. About what percentage of t ime sqent bv orofursional P M E  12. How many of those P M E  offices for major agency 
staff at v-m P M E  unit on PMR activities is subcompooents have been * in the past 3 fiscal years 
spent for each of the following categofiea? (Enter (e.g.. conducted reviews, wrote reports since 10/l/W? 
percentages below.) (NPZS) (Enter number. If none, enter “0.“) W=8) 

(Avcrrge 96) (Rlulge:) 

17 %  Developing P M E  policy and guidance (0 - 80%) 

53 %  Conducting PhU3 reviews (0 - 80%) 
(tdh on-site and off-site) 

Number of active PMJX offi for 
major agency subcomponeoW (Range: 2 - 10) 

(Average: 6) 

30 %  otha FwJ3 mivities (0 - 100%) 

100% TOTALTIMRSPRNTONPME 

D. PME Units at the Field Offke Level 

13. Row many separate P M E  offzcs at the field oftice level 
(not including the s&component level P M E  offices) does 
your &partment/agency have, if my7 (Enrer namber 
be&w. Jf none, check “none.“) 

9. How often, if at all. doca your headauartcfg P M E  offica 
review organizations or installations that a~ oversex by 
PMEl  offices at the aubcmnponcnYlield office level? 
(Check one.) (N&l) 

1. [ 2 ] Always, or almost always (e.g.. a regular 
P M E  cycle) 

Number of sqwatc P M E  offices 
at the field office level: (Range: 4 - 65) 

(Average: 19) 
or gu=9 

I 2C I None (Skip to Question IS.) 

2. IO I Mostofthetime 

3. [ 0 ] Abouthalfthctlme 

4. [ 3 ] Someofthetime 

14. How many of those PM3 offces at the field office level 
have been &&g in the past 3 fiscal years (e.g.. 
con6uctcd reviews, wmte reports since 10/l/88)? Enter 
number. Jf none. enter “0.“) (N=S) 

5. [ S  I Neva,aabnostnever 
.-______.__._._._----.-. 
6. [ 15 ] Does not apply (i.e., no subcomponent/field 

offre P M E  units) 

Number of active PMR offices 
at the field office level: (Rmlgc: 4 - 30) 

(Average: 11) 

E. Personnel OffIces 
C. PME Units at the Subcomponent Level 

10. How many major subcomponents doea your agency have? 
(e.g., Agriculture - Foreat Se&cc, Interior - Bureau of 
Reclamation, Air FORX - Strategic Air Command, etc.) 
(Enter number below.) (N=25j 

15. About how many sexvicing pemonnel offices does your 
agency have? (Enter yow besr estimate or check “don’r 
how.“~ (N&T) 

Number of major subcomponents: (Range: 0 - 22) 
(Aversge: 7) 

Number of Wing 
personnel offzea: 

oc 

(Total: 1279) 
(Range: 1 . 237) 
(Average: 51) 

1 I. In addition to your headquartrxs P M E  office, how many 
of those major agency subcomponents have separate P M E  
offies? (Enter number below. If none, check “none”.) 

[ 0 I Don’thow 

Number of major agency subcomponents 
with separate P M E  offices: (Range: 2 - 12) 

(Average: 7) 
(N=W 

or 

16. How many servicing personnel offices in your 
department/agency are subject to P M E  reviews? (Enrer 
yow best esiimare below. If all sedcing personnel 
oJj¶ces are subjea to review, enter the total from 
Quesllon IS.) (N=2!9 

[ 17 ] None (Skip to Qwsrion 23.) 

selvicmg pasomlcl offices 
subject to nview: (Tot& 1,256) 

(Rcnge: l-237) 
(Average: 50) 

Activity sulvey - 3 
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17. How many federal civilian employees work at the 
installations serviced by those serviciig personnel 
Off~es? (N=25) 

(Enter your best estimate. If you need to obtain 
information from subcomponentlfield P M E  offices in 
order to complete this questton, check “OI” below.) 

Number of federal civilian 
employeea serviced by 
servicing personnel offices: (Total: 1,798,614) 

(Range: 1,250 - 360,000) 

[ 0 1 01 (obtaining information) 

F. P M E  Policies and Standards 

18. Does your deparhnent/agency P M E  policy require 
individual P M E  reviews to have an qvaluation elan 
Wing forth what is to be looked at? (Check one.) 
(N=25) 

1. 1 16 I Yes, requires evaluation plan 

2. 1 9 I No.doesnotrequim 

19. Does your deparbnent/agency P M E  policy requim the use. 
of a standard data collection instrument (e.g., checklist, 
survey questionnaire, form(s) to collect data from 
records) for individual P M E  reviews? (Check one.) 
(N=ZS) 

1. [ 14 1 Yes. reqnires standard data collection 
instrument 

2. Ill I No.dces not require 

20. Does your department/agency P M E  program have a 
policy that staff are not allowed to participate in a P M B  
review if they were pffiviouslv emolovexJ by the 
organizatiorVmstattation that is being reviewed? 

Unclude all P M E  staff conducbg reviews, such as 
central P M E  staff, subcomponentlfleld P M E  stt& and 
any stt@f detailed to P M E  reviews. Check one.) (N&S) 

1. I 2 I Yes 

2. [ 23 1 No 

21. Does your department/agency P M E  program have a 
policy that staff are not allowed to participate in P M E  
reviews if they am gurrcntlv emoloved by the 
orgaaizatio~mstaUation that is being reviewed? 

(Include all P M E  stgJconducdng reviews, such as 
central P M E  St@, subcomponentlfield P M E  staff. and 
any stqfdetailed to P M E  reviews. Check one.) (N=W 

1. [ 10 I Yes 

2. [U I No 

22. In orscti~, does your menUagency P M E  program 
W C  the following typea of standards? (Check all that 
CrpPlyJ W25) 

1. [19 

2. [ll 

3. [ 10 

4. [ 18 

5. [ 2 

6. [ 3 

A  P M E  “How-To” manual explaining how IO 
conduct P M E  reviews 

A  departmenl/agency P M E  program manual 
containing standards of adequacy for P M E  
reviews 

Gtha agency P M E  program standards 
(Specti.) 

1 

O P M  standards (Federal Personnel Manual 
(FPM) Chapter 250, S2-3) 

Generally Accepted Government Auditing 
Standads (“Yellow Book” standards) 

Gtha standads (Specify.) 

____________- --- - - _ 
7. 1 0 I Noneof the above 

23. Alla data are coUected for P M E  reviews, does your 
agency’s P M E  policy require validation of the accuracy 
of at least sane of the data (e.g., rechecking installation 
c~mputercreated reports to ensure that the original data 
used in the reports are wxrate)? (Check one.) (N=25) 

1. [ 14 I Yes 

2. 1 11 I No 

Activity survey - 4 

a 
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G. PME Review Activity 

24. At the beginning of each of the last 3 heal years, what 
was the total number of P M E  reviews scheduled by your 
department/agency P M E  program that were: 1) onsite 
P M E  reviews, and 2) offsite P M E  reviews? 

(P/care include reviews scheduled by rhe cenrral P M E  
ojj%ze and subcomponenrlfield P M E  offices. If you need 
Io obtain informadon from subcomponenrlfield P M E  
o&es in order ro provide acrualfigures for rhfs 
question, check “OP’ below.) (N=25) 

crotal for au 
25 responden 

1. N 1989 
(as of 10/l/X8): 

Onsite Offsite 
Reviews Reviews 
Schedule4 Scheduled 

410 54 

2. FY 1990 
(as of 10/l/89): 443 12 

3. PY 1991 
(as of 10/l/90): 382 53 

____.___________________ 

4. [ 0 ] 01 (obtaining information) 

25. In each of the last 3 fiscal years, what was the total 
number of P M E  reviews actuallv comoleted by your 
department/agency P M E  program that were: 1) onsite 
P M E  reviews, and 2) offsite P M E  reviews? 

(Please include reviews conducted by rhe central P M E  
ofice and subcomponentlfield P M E  offices. If you need 
10 obtain information from subcomponenllfeld P M E  
offices in order 10 provide actual figures for rhfs 
quesdon. check “OI” below.) (N=25) 

Onsite Offsite 
(Total for PII Reviews Reviews 
25 respondents:) Comuleted Comoleted 

1. N 1989 
(10/l/88 - 9/30/89): 353 41 

2. FY 1990 
(IO/l/89 - 9/3ODO): 440 9 

3. N 1991 (partial) 
(10/l/90 - j@yIJ 312 52 

_._.____.________-_----- 

4. I 0 I 01 (obtaining information) 

26. In each of the last 3 fiscal years, what was the total 
number of P M E  reoorts issued by your department/ 
agency P M B  pmgmm? 

Please include reports w&en by rhe central P M E  office 
and subcomponentlfteld P M E  oflees. If you need lo 
obtain informafion from subcomponenllf ield P M E  oflees 
in order lo provide actualfigures for this question. check 
“01” below.) (N=24) 

Number 
(Total for all 24 respondents:) of 

Reports 
issued 

1. PY 1989 (10/l/88 - 9/30/89): 343 

2. N 1990 (10/l/89 - 9/30/W): 426 

3. FY 1991 (pa&Il)(10/1/90 -m: 326 

4. [ 0 I 01 (obtaining information) 

27. In the past 12 months, how many “problem-oriented” 
P M E  reviews fe.n.. reviews because of allened 
noncompliice with personnel roles). if any. have been 
conducted in your agency? (Do a include reviews 
conducred as part of any regular P M E  cycle. Enter your 
best es&are or check “don’t know.“? (N=25) 

Number of Problem-Oriented 
Reviews: 

Or 

(Range: 0 - 6) 
(Average: 1) 

I 0 ] Don’t know 

28. In the past 12 months, how many “subiect matter” P i@ 
reviews (such as reviews of flexitime. attitude surveys. 
etc.), if any, have been conducted in your agency? (Do 
g include reviews conducted as parr of any regular 
P M E  cycle. Enter your besr estimate or check “don’t 
know.“) (N44) 

Number of Subject Matter 
Reviews: 

or 

(Range: 0 - 17) 
(Average: 3) 

[ 1 ] Don’t know 

Activity Survey - 5 
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29. In practice, in conducting PME reviews, which type of 
activity does your department/agency PME program 
primarily : Cl 

1. [ 3 I 

2. [ 6 1 

3. (16 1 

mphasize? (Check one.) (N=29 

Mission sutmort (i.e.. conducting reviews, 
attitude stuveys. and otkr activities to 
encourage the most effective use of 
personnel resources to accomplish the 
agency’s primary missions) 

~omuliaoce (i.e.. reviews to identify aad 
compel the correction of personnel programs, 
activities, and actions that violate laws. rules. 
regulations, politics, and/or procedures) 

Equal emphasis on mission support and 
compliance 

4. L 0 I Notsure 

5. [ 0 1 No activity (noPhIErcviewsare conducted) 

H. PME Review Cycle 

30. Of your department/agency PME reviews (both oositc 
and offsite). what percentage are: 1) cyclical: 
2) noncyclical? (Enfrr your best esfimafes.) @I=2!T) 

1. Cyclical reviews (Range: 0% - 100%) 
(Average: 73%) 

2. Noncyclical reviews 
(e.g.. pmblem- 
oriented reviews. 
subject matter reviews) (Range: 0% - 100%) 

(Average: 27%) 

100% 

31. Which pcrsonuel activities, if any, are reviewed by your 
agency’s PME program in the course of one evaluation 
cycle? (Check all that apply.) gU=ZZ) 

1. [IS I 

2. [ 18 1 

3. [I9 1 

4. [ 21 1 
5. [18 I 

6. [ 16 1 

7. [ 19 1 

8. [13 1 

9. [ 21 1 

10. [ 20 I 
11. [ 19 1 

12. [ 19 1 
13. [ 17 1 

14. [ 19 1 

15. [ 17 1 

Position classification 

Position management 

Staffing (recruitment) 

Staffmg (merit promotion) 

Staffing (delegated authorities) 

Staffing (otba) 

Special emphasis programs 

Equal employment opportunity (EEO) 

Performance management 

Awards 

Discipline and advcrsc actions 

Training 

Labor-management relations 

Employee relations 

Other 6Specifi.j 

Activity Survey - 6 
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32. Is the leagth of the P M E  evahtaticn cycle in your 
depmmtent/agency about the same for the headquarters 
PM9 unit. rubcattpmtent P M E  units, and field PhfE 
unita 

fNofe: by P M E  evolttatfon cycle. we meon the period of 
l ime reqtdred to evolttate all fnstallotions subject to 
review. Check one.) @Ir22) 

1. [ 15 1 Yes (Coatmae to Question 33.) 

2. [ 3 1 No 

3. I 2 I Nolsure 

4. I2 1 Doesnotapply 

33. WLt is the length of your department/agency P M E  
evahtatioa cycle? (Check one.) (N=l5) 

1. I2 ] 2yearsorks.s 

2. [ 5 1 3yemabutlessthan4yeam 

3. [ 5 1 4yeambutlesstban5yeam 

4. I3 1 5yeamormore 
_ __.._.__.-------. 
5. I 0 I Unabtetomnimate 

1. P M E  Reviews: Data Collection and Reporting 

34. When your depatmtmtt/agency P M E  ptogtam conducts 
onsite P M E  reviews, what is the average length of t ime 
of those nvitws (i.e.. the average number of days)? 
(Enter ywr best estimate.) (N=24) 

(Ran&@: 3 - 10 days) 
(Avers&c number of days: 6) 

35. What is the average manbet of team members for onsite 
P M P  reviews? (Eater you best esrimote below.) ON=29 

(Range: 1 - 15 team members) 
(Average number of team members: 5) 

36. How do P M E  team leaders actually review materials 
collected by staff members during P M E  reviews? (Check 
oil that apply.) (N=25) 

1. [ 5 ] Check all material collected 

2. [ 10 ] Spot check material 

3. [ 11 ] Check material by exception (e.g.. records/ 
documents that appear to be. in error) 

4. [ 7 ] 0th~ way of checking material (Specify.) 

________._.____-_---____ 
5. [ 5 ] Team leadcxsdo not check material 

37. How do P M E  first-level suoervisors actually review 
mataiats collected by staff members during PhfE 
reviews? (Check all that apply.) (N=25) 

1. [ 3 ] Check all material collected 

2. [ 7 I Spot cheek material 

3. [ 11 ] Check material by exception (e.g.. records/ 
documents that appear to be in error) 

4. [ 6 ] Other way of checking material L7pectfy.J 

______._.______---.--~-- 
5. [ 5 ] First-level supervisors do not check material 

Activity survey - 7 
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38. Aside horn reviews by supervisors and/or team leaders, 
which of the following best describes how PME staff 

@heck a.) ;-;F actually conduct onsitc reviews? 

2. [ 7 I At laast two bxm membexs nvicw m of 
the same documents. lhis means cases 
where 1) only those documents that appear 
tobein~areraviewedbyasecondteam 
member. or 2) a & of documents 
reviewed by one team member arc checked 
by a second team member. 

1. IO 1 Atlcasttwoteammembasmview~ofthe 
same documents. This means & documents 
reviewed by one team memba are checked 
by another team member, with the result that 
a documents reviewed during the PMB are 
checked by mom than one team member. 

3. I 17 I Bach team member reviews- 
documents. Team members do not check 
each other’s work. 

I. [ 16 1 Agency Inspector General reports 

2. [ 18 

3. I16 

4. [ 8 

5. I22 

Agency reports on management/pmgmm 
analysis studies 

Agency Equal Employment Opportunity 
mm np@ 

Agency Financial Integrity Act reports 
(OMB Circular A-123, internal controls) 

Other relevant reports (EEOC. GAO, MSPB, 
OPM. etc.) (Specifi.) 

. 

39. In the normal course of business, did your department/ 
agency PME program read, use, consult, or refer to any 
of the following reports in the past 2 years? (Check all 
/ha/ apply.) (N&S) 

40. In the past 2 years, has your department/agency PME 
program circulated any draft PMJZ reports to the rcvicwcd 
installations for comment after all data were collected? 
(Check one.) (N=25) 

1. [ 10 ] Yes (Conrinue to Question 41.) 

2. [ 15 I No 
3. I 0 I Not sure 

(Skip Io Question 42.) 

41. How long, on average, does it take your agency to 
circulate a draft PME report to a reviewed installation for 
comments after all data are collected? (Enrer your besr 
estimate. Ifpu are unable 10 eslimate, wire “don’r 
bow.“) (N=lO) 

Months to circulate draft PME report: (Range: 1 - 3) 
(Average: 1.7) 

42. How long, on average, does it take your agency to issue 
a final PMB report after all data are collected? (Enrer 
your best esdma~e. If you are unable IO &mare. wire 
“don’t know.“) (Nz22) 

Months to issue final PME report: (Range: 1 - 6) 
(Average: 2.4) 

43. In practice, how long does your PME program keep 
backup Qcumentation supporting the data. findings, 
and/or conclusions in a PME report after the foal report 
is issued? (Check one.) (N=25) 

1. [ 1 1 10yearsormore 

2. I 8 I At least 5 years but less than 10 years 

3. ( 8 1 At least3 years but less than 5 years 

4. [ 7 ] At least 1 year but less than 3 years 

5. t 11 L4%sthanlyear 
--._--_______________ 
6. [ 0 ] Not sure 

Activity Survey - 8 
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Appendix N 
Responses to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chief8 

44. How often, if at all. does your department/agency P M E  program give the following types of feedback to installations after onsite 
P M E  reviews are completed? (Check one box in each row.) (N=24) 

Always Never 
or almost Most of About half Some of or almost 

always the time the time the time never 
@l-100%) (61~80%) (41-W%) (2140%) (l-20%) 

TYPE OF FEEDBACK (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
I. P M E  oftIce gives oral feedback to the 

installation personnel officer 21 0 0 0 2 

2. P M E  office gives written feedback to the 
installation personnel officer 22 1 0 0 0 

3. P M E  office gives oral feedback to the 
installation head 16 2 1 0 4 

4. P M E  office gives written feedback to the 
installation head 19 0 1 1 2 

5. P M E  office gives written feedback to top 
agency and/or bureau management 13 2 2 4 2 

6. Other (Specify.) 
3 0 0 0 0 

Not sure 
05) 

45. How often, if at all, dces your department/agency P M P  program take the follow-up measures listed below to determine whether 
corrective action is taken after a P M E  review? (C/r& one box in each row.) (Nd5) 

Always Never 
or almost Most of About half Some of or almost 

always the time the time the time never 
(gl-100%) (61-805) (41-605) (2140%) (I-202) 

MEASURES TAKEN (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. P M K  office makes follow-up telephone call 
to installation 4 3 4, 5 7 

2. P M E  office makes follow-up visit 
(non-cyclical) to judge progress made by 
installation 2 0 3 7 11 

3. P M E  office reviews written statement on 
actions taken 17 1 1 3 2 

4. P M E  office requires installation to develop 
action plan and send it to the P M E  office 16 0 1 4 3 

5. P M E  office tracks on action plan progress 16 0 0 5 3 

Activity swey - 9 
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Appendix IV 
Besponsee to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

J. P M E  Staff and Budget 

46. What were lhe staff and budgel resources of your deoartmcnt/anencv P M E  ore- for each of the last 3 fiscal ye;us? 

A. In Column A. enter 1) the number of&&@ pmfessional FIRS and 2) tJbz number of&t& support Fl’%  

B. In Column B. enter 1) the number of authorized professional FlTZa and 2) the numbex of authorized support FIR. 

C. In Column C, enlcr the P M E  staff Dayroll for professional and suppoxt FIES. exch~ding benefits. 

D. In Column D. enter the PhIE travel budnet. 

* Emrr your best esrimares or provide rhr acmal numbers ff available. I/ wwble 10 estima~r. write “LIE” in rhe appropriare 
box. If you need to obtain ttfonnarion ffom subcomponentl~cld P M E  &7ces in order fo complcre this question, wrile “01” 
fobraining t~ormation) below. 

* In Columns A  and 8. include all staff assinned 10 your P M E  program. 

-- Do &J include staff engaged in personnel policy development work, special projecls. or other work not direcdy 
related (0 PME.  

._ If your P M E  program consisrs of a small cadre of permanenl P M E  sroff members, and uliliscs local or regional 
personnel pecialisls to make up Ihe remainder of rhe P M E  team daring onsire reviews, do g include those 
specialisrs in your response. 

. In Columns C and 0, enter budget estfmates in dollars - e.g.. ten thousand = $lO.O@I. 

(Key: T = Total 
A  = Average) 

1. M  1989 
(as of 10/l/88) 

2. FY 1990 
his of 10/l/891 

3. starirv 1991 
(as of 10/l/90) 

4. current 
(as of 8/31/91) 

Column A  

Actual On-Board Staff 

Professional 
Fm.9 

(1) 
T A  

80.29 3.49 

Suppoa 
Fms 
(2) 

T A  

34.45 1.50 
fN=23) 

81.07 3.52 31.73 1.38 
fN=23) I fN=23) 

(N=23) 1 (N-23) 

Column B  

Authorized Staff 

Activity Survey - 10 

Column C 

P M E  Staff 
Payroll 

for FIES 
T 

4JOlJ31 
(N=lS) 

4877,630 
(N=ltl) 

4,191,566 
(?+18) 

Page 44 GAO/GGD-93-24 Agency PME Programs 



Appendix Iv 
Responses to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

47. Aside from P M E  staff listed above (in Question 46). how many local or regional pct~onnel @V&k?& have made/will make up 
the remainder of P M E  teams during onsite reviews this fiscal ycaR 

NOM: Include only professional srqj? Enter your bcsr estimales or provide the actaal nuwabers f available. If any informorion 
cannot be esMated. write “C/E” on the oppropriare line. If you need to obtain infomwrfon from sabcomponcntlficld P M E  ofices 
in order lo complete this quesdon. enter “Ol” (obkdning informarion) below. 

1. What was the actual number of local or regional pemonnel specialists 
who assisted in PMEs from 10/l/90 - 9/30/91? (N=w (Total: 847) 

2. How many a did those local or regional personnel specialists 
repsent (ii Question 47.1 above)? (N=w (Total: 72.09) 

Activity survey - 11 
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Appendix N 
Besponrer to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

K. Inspector General Activities 

48. How many reports were issued by your department/ 
agency Inspector Clcneral (IG) in each of the last 2 fi 
years that cowed A) programmatic perscnnel topics, and 
B) nviews of individual pemcnnel cases? 

(Please estimate or provide the actaal nwnbcrs if 
available. If you are amble to estimate, write “[IE” on 
the appropriate line.) 

(A) 09 
RCporls Rem 
Covering covaing 
m  Individuals 

I. FY 1990 tyfotak 9) (Totali 0) 
(10/l/89 - 9/30/90): (N=W (N-12) 

2. FY 1991 (partial) (Totab 9) (Totab 1) 
(IO/l/90 - m: (N=l6) (N=13) 

49. What programmatic petscnnel topics were covered in 
those lnspcctor General (IG) reports (in Question 48A)7 
(Check all that apply. If you do not know wkat topics 
were covered, check “don’t know.“J (N=2!i) 

1. ( 2 1 Position classifiicstion 

2. [ 2 ] Position management 

3. [ 2 ] Stafting (recruitmen1) 

4. [ 2 1 Staffing (merit promotion) 

5. [ 2 1 Staffing (delegated authorities) 

6. [ 2 1 Staffing (other) 

I. [ 2 

8. [ 2 

9. I 2 

10. [ 2 

11. [ 1 

12. [ 2 

13. [ 2 

14. I 3 

15. ] li 

16. -r-m- 

Special emphasis programs 

Equal employment opportunity (EEO) 

Perfumance management 

Awards 

Discipline and adverse actions 

Training 

Lab-management relations 

Employee relations 

Other (Specify.) 
___*____ee-e-e---*- 
Don’1 know 

L. Finttncial Integrity Act (FIG) Activities 
(OMB Circular A-123, Internal Controls) 

50. How many reviews were repotted under the Financial 
Integrity Act @IA) (OMB Ciiular A-123. internal 
contsols) in your department/ agency in each of the last 2 
fiscal years that coveted A) pmgrsmmatic personnel 
topics, and B) reviews of individual personnel cases? 

(Plcmc csfbnate or provide the actual numbers if 
available. If you are unable to estimate. write “UE” on 
the appropriate line.) 

(A) (B) 
Reviews Reviews 
Covering Covering 
ToJ@ lndividunls 

1. FY1990 (Total: 53) (Total: 2) 
(10/l/89 - Q/30190): (N=16) Ri=13) 

2. FY 1991 (partial) 
(10/l/90 -m: 

(Total: 132) (lUai;)lO) 
(N=l6) 

51. What pmgrammatic pcrscnnel topics were covered in 
those Flhmcial Integrity Act (FIA) reviews (in 
Question SOA)? (Check all that apply. If you do not 
fnn;hahor topics were covered, check “don’t know.“) 

1. [ 7 I position classitication 

2. [ 5 I Position management 

3. [ 6 ] Staffing (recruitment) 

4. [ 4 ] Staffing (merit promotion) 

5. [ 5 ] Staffing (delegated authorities) 

6. [ 6 I Staffing (other) 

7. [ 4 I Special emphasis programs 

8. [ 1 I Equal employment opportunity (EEO) 

9. [ 5 ] Performance management 

10. [ 4 

11. [ 4 

12. ] 4 

13. [ 4 

14. t 5 

15. [ S  

16. -r-l6 

Awards 

Discipline and adverse actions 

Training 

Labor-management relations 

Employee relations 

other (Specifr.) 
______________.---- 
Don’t lolow 

Activity survey - 12 
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Appendix N 
Reeponees to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

M. Your Background and Experience in P M E  

52. How long have you served as chief of yam 
department/agency P M E  program? (Check one.) (N=25) 

1. [ 2 I LcssIhiiolycar 

2. [ 7 ] 1-2 years 

3. IS 1 34ycam 

4. I 7 ] 5-9 years 

5. I4 1 1Oyearsormore 

53. How long have you worked in tbe P M E  area in any 
capacily? (Check one.) Oy=29 

1. [ 2 1 Lessthanlyear 

2. [ 1 ] 1-2 years 

3. I3 I 3-4years 

4. I 9 I 5-9 years 

5. [ 10 1 10 years or more 

54. What is the name and tide of lhe person to whom you, as 
P M E  chief, report? 

Name: 

Tide: 

55. Currently. is there a higher level department/agency 
oflicial (aside from you as the departmenf/agcncy P M E  
chiefJ designated to review the P M E  program to ensure 
(hat it is operating effectively? (Check one. If there is a 
designated oflcial, /Ill in that person’s name and tlrle.) 
(N=ZS) 

1. [ 15 ] Yes --z+ Name: 

Title: 

2. [ 10 ] No 

3. [ 0 I Don’t know 

56. When was the last t ime the effectiveness of your P M E  
program was reviewed by a higher level agency olficial 
to emsure. that it was operating effectively? (Enler year 
or check the appropriate box.) (N=25) 

Year: 1968.1 
1991.12 

1 7 I Don’t know 

[ S  I News reviewed 

57. Have you received any training in PME? (Check one.) 
gu=w 

1. [ 22 ] Yes (Continue to Question 58.) 

2. [ 3 1 No (Skip to Question 59.) 

58. Was the training you received on the job training. an 
O P M  course, or sane other training? (Check all that 
0PPlY.J (N=22) 

1. 120 I Onlhejobtraining 

2. I 13 I An O P M  course 

3. [ S  I Other training (Specify.) 

59. Do all of your duties and msponsibilities involve the 
P M E  program? (Check one.) (N=29 

1. [ 1 ] Yes (Skip to Question 61.) 

2. 1 24 I No (Continue IO Question 60.) 

Activity Survey - 13 
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Appendix IV 
Reoponrer to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chief0 

60. On an annual basis, about what percent of your time is 
spent on activities related to PME? (Check one.) oU=24) 

1. [ 6 I LesstbanlOpacent 

2. [ 6 1 lOto2Opcrcent 

3. I 4 I 21to4Opzcent 

4. [ 3 I 41to6Opercent 

5. [ 2 I 61to80paccot 

6. [ 3 1 81 to 100 pacent 

N. Staff Training 

6 1. Does your PME program policy and/or your department/ 
agency policy require that Individual Develooment Plans. 
(i.e., plans for future training) be developed for all PME 
staff? (Checkone.) @I=29 

1. [ 5 ] Yes 

2. [ 20 ] No 

62. What is the minimum number of hours of continuing 
education., if any. each PME staff member is required to 
take each yw~? (Include training, o&de courses, 
conferences. etc., including continuing educotlon not 
direct/y related lo PME. Enter number below or check 
the box. If no requirement, enter ‘0’:) (N=29 

Annual hourly requirement: 16 have no rqulrcment 

Of 

[ 9 ] Requirement not defined in terms of hours 
(e.g., defmed in terms of number of coursea 
or some other way) 

63. On average, about how many hours of continuing 
education do each of your PME staff members receive 
euh year? (Enter number below or check the box.) 

Average hours received 
per YW (Range: 0 - 60) 

(Average: 20) 
ou=9) 

or 

[ 16 ] Unable to estimate 

64. DOCS YOW PMB pgram policy and/or your dcpmcnll 
agwcy policy require PME staff to attend any OPM 
eotms on PME? (Check one.) W=25) 

1. [ 2 I Yes 

2. (231 Ne 

0. Fdlow-up Inforrnmtion 

Please answer the following questions so rhat we can 
recontact y411 f we hove any quesdonr about your 
response to the muvcy. 

65. Respondent Infamatiom 

Name: 

Orgaoizational Tilk: 

66. Name of PME Chiif (if different from Question 65): 

67. Series ml Grade of PME ChieE 

68. Mailing Addfeas of PME chief: 

69. Actual Location of PME Chief (if different from 
Question 69): 

Activity Survey - 14 
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Appendix N 
Responses to Our Activity Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

I’. Addilional Information Requested by GAO Q. Comments 

70. Please attach materials documenting your department/ 
agency P M E  program (e.g., mission and function 
statement: P M E  “How-To” manual explaining how to 
conduct P M E  reviews: a department/agency/PME manual 
establishing standa& of adequacy for P M E  reviews: 
olher wrillcn department/agcncy/FWE program 
standards). @iote: Because these types of materials are 
public documents. the contents of the material you submit 
m  be identifkd by agency in our report.) 

7 1. Please attach a j& of all of your deparonentlagency Ph4E 
reports fmm l/1/88 - 8/31/91 if such a list is readily 
gvailable. Otherwise, please attach a list of all of your 
department/agency P M E  reports fmm l/1190 - 8/31/91. 

72. Please send copies of three PhIE reports issued from 
l/1/90 - 8/31191 that you consider the most representative 
or best cxamplcs of your Ph4E program. (Note: Because 
agency P M E  reports are public documents, the contents 
of the material you submit w be identified by agency 
in our report.) 

73. If you have any comments on thii Activity Swey. 
please use the space provided below. If necessa% you 
may attach additionat sheets. (N=25) 

(8 with eommeots; 17 with IIO comments.) 

Activity Survey - 15 
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@ndix V -- 
Responses to Our Opinion Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

United States General Accounting Office 

Opinion Survey of Personnel Management 
Evaluation (PME) Chiefs 

Introduction 

This Opinion Survey asks fcs views about your department/ 
agency PhfR program and OPM leadership and support for 
your PMR program. The PMR chief should complete. this 
survey. Except where noted, responses should reflect your 
&g department/agency PMR pmgram. including agency 
subcomponenta and field offices. 

Your responses will be combhted with other agencies’ 
responses and reported & in summary form. No individual 
agency responses will be identified in our report. Please 
complete and return the survey within 10 workinn davs of 
receipt in the enclosed pre-addressed envelope. In the event 
the envelope is misplaced, the return address is: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Mr. Michael J. O’DonneU 
General Government Division 
441 G Street. N.W., Room 3150 
Washington, DC 20548 

If you have any questions, please call either Mr. G’Donneh at 
(202) 275-6345. or Mr. Steven Wozny at (202) 606-1917. 
Thank you very much for your time. 

A. Views on Your Department/Agency PME Program 

I. In your opinion, how adequate or inadequate is the number 
- of assigned to your department/agency PMR 

program? (Check one.) (N&4) 

1. I 5 I Very adequate 

2. I 11 1 Generally adequate 

3. I 6 ) Neither adequate nor inadequate 

4. [ 2 ] Generally inadequate 

5. I 0 I Very inadequate 
__-__-__________ --- 
6. [O 1 Notsure 

2. How adequate or inadequate. is the travel budaet available 
to your departmenYagency Ph4E program? (Check one.) 
(N=w 

1.[51 vetyadequate 

2. [ 12 I Gcnaallyadequate 

3. [ 2 I Neither adequate nor inade4uatC 

4. [ 4 ] QencraUy inadequate 

5. [ 0 I Veryinadeguate 
_-____me_--e---- --- 
6. [l I Notsure. 

3. In practice. is your department/agency PME gy& to0 
short, about the right length, or too long? (Check one.) 
(N=w 

1. [ 5 ] No cyclical PMEreviews 
__________-____----.--- 
2. [ 0 ] Much too short 

3.[01 Tooshort 

4. [ 14 I About the right length 

5. [3] Toolong 

6. [ 0 I Much too long 
____________-.- - - - - - 
7. [ 2 ] Not sure/no opinion 
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Appendix v 
Be~ponmr to Our Opinion Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

4. How often, if at all, is your agency’s PME progmm able 
to obtain or utilize prouertv uualified staff7 fInclude borh 
pcmanenr PM.5 stq/J and the use of any agency personnel 
staf In ftcId @tea when such stqf are needed. Check 
one.) (N=24) 

1. I 12 I Always, or almost always 

2. Ill 1 Mnst of the time 

3. [ 1 1 Abouthalfthetime 

4. 10 1 Someofthetime 

5. [ 0 ] Never,oratm~tnever 
----_-______p__._m.m 
6. I 0 1 Don’tknow/net sure 

5. How often, if at all, dora higher level management in your 
agency 9verrulc the fmdtnns and/or conclusions of PME 
reports before they arc issued (e.g.. quire that changes be. 
made]? (Check one.) fN44) 

1. [ 23 I Neva,or almost never 

2. [ 1 I Smcofdletime 

3. 10 1 Abouthalfthetime 

4. 10 1 Mostofthcttme 

5. I 0 1 Always, or almost always 

6. In yollr opinion, how did those revised PME reports (after 
higher bevel management mqutred the changes to be made 
to the findings and/or conclusions) compare tn the earlier 
versions? (Check one.) (N=24) 

The revised PME repmts were... 

1. [O I Muchbetter 

2. [ 1 1 Betta 

3. [ 2 I Neither bettu nor worse 

4.IOl worse 

5. t 0 I Much wax 
---.---~~~~~~_-~- 
6. 121 I Does not apply 

7. How often, if at all, does your agency’s Ph4E program 
have suff=ient time to conduct each PME review (e.g., 
have enough days to plan. conduct. and report en a PME 
review)? (Check one.) (N-24) 

1. [ 8 ] Always. or almost always 

2. [ 13 ] Most of the time 

3. [ 1 I Abouthatfthetime 

4. [ 1 ] Some of the time 

5. [ 1 ] Never, or almost never 
_-___________._.._ 
6. [O I Notsurc 

8. In your opinion, how adequate or inadequate is your 
agency’s overatt suomrt for PME? (Check one.) 
(N=24) 

1. f 7 ] Very adequate 

2. [ 13 I Generally adequate 

3. [ 3 ] Neither adequate nor inadequate 

4. [ 1 ] Generattyinadequate 

5. [ 0 ] Very inadequate 
_____.________-_- 
6. [O ] Notsure 

Opiion Survey - 2 
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Appsndtx V 
Ee~pon6er to Our Opinion Survey of PME 
Chh3b 

9. In your opinion. is 1) the scope and 2) the depth of your 
depWnatt/ageWy PME reviews fully adequate to assess 
plission m (i.e., conducting reviews, at&u& surveys, 
and other activities to encourage the most effective use of 
personnel resowces to accomplish the agency’s primary 
missii)? 

By B we mean tke number of organlsatfons or 
installations reviewed. By &&, we mean the coverage of 
personnel acdons or topics revtewed. (Check one in each 
column.) (Nd4) 

Mission Support 

I 
4. Probably no 5 4 

5. Dcrmitely no 0 0 

10. In your opinion, is 1) the scope and 2) the depth of your 
departmenUagency PME reviews fully adquate to assess 
comoliancg (i.e., identiftcation and correction of 
personnel programs, activities, and actions that violate 
laws, rules, regulations, policies, and/or proccdurts)? 

By n wt mean the number of orgonisatfons or 
installations reviewed. By &&, we mean the coverage 
of personnel actfons or topics redewed. (Check one in 
each cohunn.) (N44) 

2. Probably yes 7 10 

3. Uncertatn 3 3 

4. Robably no 4 2 

5. Deftitely no 0 0 

11. To what extent, if at all, were reviews of programmatic 
persamel issues or topics conducted by your 
depertment/agency Inspector General (IG) in the past 2 
ftscaI years (since 10/l/89) helpful? (Check one.) 
(N=W 

1. [ 0 I Verygreatcxtent 

2. [ 0 ] Greatextent 

3. i 2 I h4odawextent 

4. [ 5 ] Some extent 

5. [ 5 ] Littie ccno extent 
.w-e.m.w.__e_-_---- 
6. [ 5 I Noopinion 

7. [ 7 ] Does not apply (i.e., no IG reviews of 
programmatic personnel issues or topics were 
wnductcd in the past 2 fWal years) 

12. How much direction/guidance on the PME program, if 
any, do you as PI@3 chiif receive from higher level 
management at your &partment/agency? (Check one.) 
(N=w 

1. [ 0 I Averygreatdeal 

2. [ 2 ] Agreatdeal 

3. [ 12 ] A morkrate amount 

4. [ 5 ] Some 

5. [ 5 ] Little, if any 
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Appendix V 
Responses to Our Opinion Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

13. In your opinion. as P M E  chief, how adequate or 
inadequate is the direction/guidance on the P M E  program 
you receive from higher level management at your 
delmrtment/agency? (Check one.) @I=24 

1. [ 7 ] Very adequate 

2. [ 12 ] GenemUy adequate 

3. [ 1 I Neithcradquatcnorinadequalc 

4. [ 1 ] Gendlyinwlcquate 

5. [ 2 ] verylnadquatc 
_____-__--_-_-___- 
6. [ 1 ] No opinion 

14. Do you have sufficient authority to carry out your duties 
and responsibilities s P M E  chief? (Check one.) Oy=24) 

1. [ 10 ] Definitely yes 

2. [ 12 I Probably ye3 

3. [ 0 

4. [ 2 

5. [ 0 

I Uncertain 

I Probably no 

] Deflnilely no 

opinion Survey - 4 

15. How often, if at all, do you receive sufficient, t imely 
information about funding and staffing levels to make 
plans for your department/agency P M E  program? (Check 
one.) @k&4) 

1. [ 5 ] Always. or almost always 

2. [ 9 1 Most of the time 

3. [ 2 I Abouthalfthetime 

4. [ 2 ] Someofthetime 

5. [ 3 ] Never.orahnost never 
_________-_-- - - - 
6. [ 3 I Not sure/no basis to judge 
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Appendix V 
Besponees to Our Opinion Survey of PBIE 
Chiefs 

B. O P M  Leadership and Support 

16. In your opinion. how successful or unsuccessful are cacb of the following O P M  activities? 
(Check one box in each row. Note: If your agency. or part of your a~ettcfs pcrso~cl program, is exempt from OPM ovrrsight. 
for Questions 16 through 18 cite the exempting ottthority and mark lhe qttetions “NIA.7 (N=24) 

I Neaha I 

Very Genaally M Y  
succe.ssfld successfld utlmzza lmswccssfol 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

V-Y 
unsuccessful 

(9 

No basis 
to judge 

05) 

I 1. O P M  establishing standards for 
sdcqaalc P M E  systans 

2. O P M  conducting research in and 
developing methods for evaluating 
personnel management 

3. O P M  assuring that pezsons who 
engage in P M E  are qualified 

0 5 5 4 3 

4. O P M  assuring that persons who 
engage in P M E  receive necessary 
tmining 

5. O P M  assessing the adequacy of 
agency P M E  systems 

6. O P M  requiring nv 
improvements in agency P M E  
systems when needed 

7. O P M  maintaining its own 
capability to make independent 
evalualions of agency pemonnel 
management cffcctivencss 

8. O P M  designing its P M E  nviews to 
supplement and complement 
individual agency P M E  reviews 

9. O P M  providing additional . 
reeE; to aaencv evahmhon I 

irougE 06M evaluators 
participating in agency-led on-site 
evaluations 

10. O P M  providing information on 
P M E  techniaues through O P M  
evaluators participating in 
agency-led evaluations a 

Il. O P M  commenting on agency 
internal P M E  practices thrcugh 
O P M  evaluators participating in 
agency-led evaluations 

12. O P M  mviding assistance on P M E  
Uuough O P M ’s Office of Agency 
Compliance and Evaluation 
“agency analyst” function 3 

13. Other (Plcaw spcclfy.) 
I I I 

0 I I 0 I 

OpiiSlUVCy-5 
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-IUMWI to Our Opinion Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

17. How mlcquak ae inadequate have OPM’s activities been 
in phding puall wtmoq for your agency’s PME 
program (e.g.. swpoding to your agency’s requests for 
inf-b? fChcckone.) flkZ3) 

18. In your opinion, how adequate or inadequate is OPM’s 
performance in exercising leadership for PME? fCheck 
one.) (N-23) 

1. [ 0 1 Veryadequate 

2. [ 8 I Generally adequate 

3. [ 4 ] Neither adequate nor inadequate 

4. [ 9 ] Generally inadequate 

5. [ 2 ] Veryinadequate 
- _--_-__-__-----_ 
6. IO ] Notsure 

C. Interagency Advisory Group 

The lotapscncy Advisory Group (IAG) was established to provide communication and consultation between OPM and 
federal agencies to facii sound adminishation of civil service laws and regulations. IAG committees. like the Personnel 
Mancgcment Evaluatioe @WE) Committee. are formed to address specific issues relating to fedeml personnel management. 

19. In you opinion, to what extent, if at all, is the IAG PME Canmittee accomolishing the following actions? (Check one box in 
coch row.) (N=24) 

MOdCdC. Some -I-- extent extent 
(3) (4) 

Little 
or no 
extent 

No basis 
to judge 

(6) 

I 2. Studying ti repc4ng on specifz matters of concern 
regardbIg Phm I I 0 3 

I 3. PKWidiog your agency with adequate information to 
enme you agauzy’s understanding of changes and 
dewbmcnts in OPM’S PME DroRranl I I 1 4 

4. Commtmicahg OPM’s expectations for your agency’s 
intunfd PME efforts 0 3 

5. itqmtGng to fccdb& from your agency regarding 
Pm 1 2 

6. Giha (Please specijjg 
I I I 
I I l I 0 0 

Opinion Survey - 6 

L 
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Appendix V 
Responses to Our Opinion Survey of PME 
Chiefs 

20. Overall, in the last 3 years, to what extent, if it all, has 
the IAG PME Committee ken useful to your agency? 
(Check one.) (lG2.4) 

1. IO I vclygrWltcxwt 

2. IO I Greatextent 

3. [ 7 ] Modcmcextont 

4. [ 5 1 Someextent 

5. [ 6 ] Littkar no extent 
-~~.~~_.~_~~_~ 
6. [ 4 ] Nohasiitojudge 

D. Follow-up Information 

Please provtde your tmme. title, and tele@one number 
so that WC cm recontact you if we have any questions 

21. Respdent Infamation: 

Name: 

Organizational Title: 

Phone Number: u 

E. Comments 

22. Please describe at lea9t three examples of impmvemcnts in your &partment/agency that are a direct result of your 
deparbnent/agency PME pmgtam. (Describe examples below. You may attach odditiottal sheets. If nom. write “?~one.“) 

(21 with comments; 3 with a0 comments.) 

opiisurwY-7 
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Appendix V 
Beaponsee to Our Opinion Survey of PMJZ 
Chiefs 

23. In your opinion, what actions, policy changes. etc., if any. by your depnrtment/aqency and/or O P M  would tact3 your P M E  
pmgr~m? (Descrfbc below. rf nottc, write ‘hone.“) 

(14 with cummcntl ;  10 with no commenb.) 

24. If you have any comments on thi8 Opinion Survey. your agency’s PM3 pmgrem. or O P M ’rr leadaship tx support for your PMJZ 
ptqmm, plcak use the space provided below. If necaary. you may attach additional sheets. 

(10 with commentr, 14 wltb no comments.) 

Tksnk you lor your time and titsscc 

WDKIVPI 

opinionSurVey- 
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Appendix VI 

1969 Presidential Memorandum Requiring 
Agency PME Programs 

THE WMITE l4otJsr 

WASr( lNGTON 

October 9, 1969 

MEMORANDUM TO THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE 
DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

The increasing complexities and responsibilities of Govcrnmcnt 
critically challenge every Federal manager. If we are to achieve 
our national goals we must have the kind of personnel management 
in Government that fully taps the creative 8nd productive capacity 
of our workforce. We must also be in a position to aoaure ourselves 
and the country that our personnel resources in Government are 
being utilized efficiently and economically. 

To achieve these objectives will t8x the full cap8city of top manage- 
ment, every line manager, directora of personnel 8nd personnel 
specialists. It is therefore ersential to encour8ga the development 
of the highest order of expertha aad competence rmong those to whom 
professional personnel management responsibilities are 8rrigned. It 
is 8lso essential that he8dr of Executive deprrtmenta and 8gencier 
cle8rly establish the important role of the director of parsonuel, 
making maximum use of his expertire in fOrmuhtix%g 8nd implementing 
personnel management policies. mgers 8t 811 levels must consider 
the personnel management implications of management decisions and 
assure that the full impact of personnel mrnrgamant policies and 
practices are taken into account. 

Each Executive department and agency shall ala0 establish a ryrtem to 
review periodically the effectiveness of personnel management in his 
organization so that he can assure himself and me that his organization 
is striving continuously to achieve the best possible use of personnel 
resourcea. 

The U. 5. Civil Service Commission will exercise leaderrhip for 
effective personnel management evaluation by: 

1. Establishing standards for adequate evllluation systems, 

2. Conducting research in and developing methods for 
evaluating personnel management, 
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Appendix Vl 
1969 Presidential Memorandum Requiring 
Agency PME Programs 

2 

3. hruring that perron who cngrga in pereonnel mrrn8gement 
eveluation 8re properly qurrlified 8nd receive the nscsarary 
tr8ining, 

4. Almeaming the adequacy of agency evrrlu8tion l ymtems 8nd 
requiring neceremry improvement, 

5. ~intaining itm own cap8bility to mrrke independent evllluation 
of 8gency per aonnel management effectivanemr l fficient to 
evaluate the rdcquacy of rgency.affortm 8nd to rupplement and 
complement such efforts, and 

6. Coll8bor8ting l d coordinating with the Bure8u of the Budget 
in itr over811 rerponribility for ev8lurrting org8ni88tion 8nd 
mrmnagement in the ~ecutiva Branch. 

The heed of every department and l geacy &811 (1) fully implement the 
brwd Government-wide personnel policier 8nd progr8mm ert8bliahed 
by l8w, Executive order, and the Civil Service Commi~ion, (2) be 
rerponaible for developing perronnel policies for hir agency which 
8pply there policies md progr8me to the need8 of his own org8ni88tion, 
(3) evlrlrute the 8pplicotdon of these policies, 8erigning re#ponribility 
for the ert8blirhment urd review of the effectiveneam of the perronnel 
management ev8lurtion eyrtam at the level of the Under Secretmy or 
princip81 deputy to inrure objective 8esesrment of the to-1 m8n8gement 
imp8ct of perronnel policies 8nd pr8cticer, and (4) Wle follow-through 
action to correct problem8 identified. 

The Chairrmm of the Civil Service Commiosion will report to me 
periodic8lly on the implement8tion of thir memorandum. 
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Appendix VII 

I Audit, Evaluation, and Inspection Standards 

We identified four organizations that have published audit, evaluation, or 
inspection standards that may be helpful to OPM in setting standards for 
agency PME activities. They are the following: 

. The American Evaluation Association @A), formerly the Evaluation 
Research Society, publishes a series entitled New Directions for Program 
Evaluation that identifies six types of evaluations ranging from front-end 
analysis and evaluability assessments to impact evaluations and program 
monitoring. The 6 evaluation types are covered by 55 separate standards. 
The standards are used by businesses and other nongovernmental 
organizations. 

l Government program audits, although not PMES, generally are required to 
adhere to the generally accepted government auditing standards (GAGAS) 
developed by the Comptroller General. GAGAS, commonly referred to as the 
“yellow book,” contains general, fieldwork, and reporting standards. 

. The President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency (PCIE) has issued 
Interim Standards for Inspections for use by agency inspectors general. 
They contain general standards as well as standards for conducting 
inspections, reporting, and following up. 

. The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) has issued 
generally accepted auditing standards and a series of statements on 
auditing standards, which members of AICPA should follow in doing audits. 
bike GAGAS, these standards include general, fieldwork, and reporting 
standards. 

Table VII. 1 shows that the four organizations’ standards contain similar 
specific standards. 
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Appendix VII 
Audit, Evaluation, and Inspection Standards 

Table VII.1 : Audit, Evaluation, and 
lnspectlon Standards 

Standard 
Organlzatlon creating standard 

GAO PCIE AICPA AEA 
Qualifications X X  X  X  

Independence X X  X  X  

Due professional care X X  X  X  

Scooe imoairments X X  X  X  

Quality control 
Planning 

X X  X  

X  X  X  X  

Data collection & analysis X X  X  

Supervision 
Legal and regulatory 

reauirements 

X X  X  X  

X  X  X  

Internal control 
Evidence 
Workinn papers 

X X  X  

X  X  X  X  

X  X  X  X  

Form X X  X  

Timeliness 
Report contents 

X X  X  

X  X  X  X  

Reoort oresentation X X  X  

Oral presentation 
Report distribution 
Follow-up 

X X  

X  X  X  

X  X  X  

Y  
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Appendix VIII -- 
Relationship Between PMEs and Federal 
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act of 1982 

-- 
Because PMES evaluate the elements of agency personnel programs, PMES 
can be a valuable source of information on the condition of internal 
controls in those personnel programs. Although some agencies have 
reported problems with their personnel programs as material weaknesses 
under the Federal Managers’ Financial Integrity Act (FMFIA), the 
relationship between personnel programs, PME programs, and agency 
internal control programs has only recently been recognized by OPM. 

PME and Internal F’MFIA, enacted in 1982, requires agencies to establish internal accounting 

Control Requirements and administrative controls to provide reasonable assurance that funds, 
property, and other assets are safeguarded against waste, loss, 

Not Well Coordinated unauthorized use, and misappropriation. The act requires the head of each 
agency to report annually to the president and Congress on the condition 
of the agency’s internal control systems. To guide agencies in 
implementing the act, OMB issued guidelines and revised Circular A-123, 
Internal Control Systems, and we issued Standards for Internal Controls in 
the Federal Government. 

The OMB guidance recognizes that while agency management is ultimately 
responsible for the condition of the internal controls in place within an 
agency, it is acceptable for management to use the work of others in 
evaluating the internal controls. Reviews done by others are considered a 
type of alternative internal control review. 

Personnel is a major activity in agencies and as such must be reviewed as 
part of an agency’s FMFLQ program. A FMFIA review may address the 
personnel activity as a separate and distinct program area or as part of an 
agency component’s total mission. Because a PME evaluates the elements 
of a personnel program (elements such as the position classification a 
program or the staffing program), a PME can be a valuable source of 
information to both agencies and OMB on the condition of the internal 
controls in place in the personnel program. As such, agency officials 
should consider PME results during the annual FMFU process. 

OPM Said FMFIA Did Not Because the agency personnel activity must be reviewed under FMFIA, and 
Apply to PMEs we found that many agencies had done few or no PMES over 3 fiscal years, 

we asked OPM if Circular A-123 applied to PMES. OPM replied that it did not 
because the circular was providing agencies with procedures for 
establishing internal control regulations for accounting purposes and as 
such did not play any role in personnel management procedures. We then 
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Appendix VIII 
Relationship Between PMEe and Federal 
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act of 1982 

..--- 
asked OMB, the issuer of the circular, if the circular applied to the PME 
process. OMB replied that PMES are alternative internal control reviews, and 
if material weaknesses are identified during PMES, those weaknesses 
should be reported in an agency’s required FMFIA annual report. 
Subsequently, OPM changed its position and said it agreed with OMB that the 
circular does apply to PMES in that PMES can be viewed as an alternative 
process for internal control review. 

Some Agencies 
Understood the 
Relationship 

Since 1983, some agencies have issued FMFTA annual reports in which they 
reported material weaknesses in their personnel programs, thus 
demonstrating they understood the relationship between personnel and 
FMFTA. And at least one agency reported under FMFTA that its PME system 
was not effective, In 1983, the U.S. Mint reported that its personnel 
management evaluation program needed review; again in 1989, the Mint 
reported that the lack of on-site evaluations and reviews by the 
headquarters personnel office made local and Mint-wide personnel 
programs vulnerable to regulatory and procedural violations. 
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Appendix IX 

Comments From the Office of Personnel 
Management 

Note: GAO comments 
supplementing those in the 
report text appear at the 
end of this appendix. 

UNITED STATE8 

i 
OFF,CE OF PERBONNEL MANAOklYlENT 

WVA.WIWOTOII. D.C. w3Il(l 

Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the 

United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street NW. 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We have received your draft report on the Office of Personnel 
Management's personnel management evaluation (PMB) program and 
appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

The draft report offers some useful observations on the value of 
PME programs and recommends steps that can be taken to improve 
PME in OPM and the agencies. Before we comment on the specific 
recommendations, we would like to clarify the goals and purposes 
of the program, as we see them, and the balance we are striving 
to achieve among competing priorities. 

We view our personnel evaluations program an serving essentially 
three goals: 

1) to monitor and enforce adherence to civil service laws, 
rules, regulations, and requirements: 

2) to promote mission accomplishment through effective 
personnel management; and 

3) to provide important feedback to OPM and agency personnel 
policymakers. 

Prior GAO reports concluded that OPM placed too little emphasis 
on direct oversight of agency compliance with law, rule, and 
regulation. In 1909, we made major structural changes in the 
program in response to GAO criticism. We significantly increased 
our emphasis on and re8ources devoted to direct OPM compliance 
activities. A recent report by the Merit System8 Protection 
Board (MSPB) recognizes this effort and states that OPl4’8 
evaluations "are probably doing all that can reasonably be 
expected in terms of ensuring compliance with specific 
regulations and standards." 

We still rely, of cour8e, on agencies to exercise proper 
supervision over the administration of their own personnel 
programs. In a Government as large a8 ours this is necessarily 
the case and we would not have it otherwiee. We agree with you, 
however, that personnel evaluation programs in agenciee generally 
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Commentr Prom the Offlce of Personnel 
Management 

See comment 1. 

See comment 2. 

See comment 3. 

Seep. 12. 

See p. 13. 

Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 2. 

need etrenqtheninq. We have been working towards this end and, 
as noted in your report, some progress has been made. If we have 
devoted less effort to this activity than you believe warranted, 
our decision was based on two factors. First, our own compliance 
reviews have revealed problem areas, but not widespread patterns 
of abuse of personnal authorities generally. Second, we have 
learned Srom experience that the quality of personnel management 
in agencies is not solely a result of oversight, whether by OPM 
or by an internal personnel evaluation unit. Bather, other 
factors come into play, such as internal agency guidance, staff 
training, work quality controls, and OPM1s response to agency 
iniormational needs through published guidance and ongoing 
technical assistance. Thus, while we place great value on 
internal PME programs, we feel they must be pursued in the 
context of a balanced program that serves our several goals. 

I would like to turn now to the specific recommendations in the 
draft report. There are three recommendations, the first two of 
which are similar enough in substance that we will treat them 
together. They are that the OPM Director strengthen agency PME 
programs by: 

o Issuing regulations that (1) require agencies to establish 
and implement PME programs, (2) provide agencies standards 
to follow in structuring PWE programs and conducting 
evaluations, and (3) require agencies to apply those 
standards: and 

o Considering, in developing regulations, published standards, 
audits, and inspections. 

We are not convinced that issuing regulations would provide an 
effective stimulus to the development or improvement of agency 
PWE programs or even add materially to the requirements already 
in place. We attribute the lack or inadequacy of PME activity in 
some agencies to a failure to comply with existing requirements 
sometimes due to a scarcity of resources and/or a failure to 
appreciate its usefulness. A new regulatory requirement will not 
cure these conditions. An equally effective approach might be a 
memorandum from the Director of OPM reminding agencies of the 
existing requirements for PME programs and pointing out the 
baneiits in terms of effectiveness ae well as assurance of 
meeting legal requirements that can be derived from them. 

It is also not clear at this point that a detailed set of 
standards covering the full range of PMB activities would be 
useful, given the diverse environments, missions, workforces, and 
associated personnel program requirements of agencies. OPM'8 
Strategic Plan for Federal Personnel Management identifies PME a8 

Page 66 GAOIGGD-93-24 Agency PMEPrograms 



Appendix IX 
Commente From the Otice of Personnel 
Management 

See p. 13. 

Seep. 14. 

Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 3. 

a primary vehicle for both improving agency performance and 
creating a link between good personnel policy and mission 
accomplishment. We believe support for the PWE at the agency 
level depends heavily on establishing that link between the 
personnel program and mission accomplishment. Our work thus far 
in helping agencies develop or improve their F%B programs 
suggests that different evaluation approaches and resources may 
be required in different settings to highlight that link. 

We are certainly willing to make agencies aware, if they are not 
already, of published standard8 for evaluations, audits, and 
inspections. We are also willing to explore whether at least 
some aspects of their evaluation programs may be appropriate for 
the application of uniform, Governmentwide standards. We would 
like to explore this topic at our 1993 PWE Leadership Conference 
which GAO is helping us plan. If it appears that a useful set of 
Governmentwide standards can be formulated to cover specific 
aspects of agency evaluations, 
agencies to develop them. 

we will be glad to work with the 

The third recommendation in the draft report is that OH4 improve 
its FME efforts by: 

o Consulting with OMB and then providing guidance to agencies 
on the relationships that should exist among agency 
personnel programs, agency PWE programs, and agency internal 
control programs. Issues that should be addressed are the 
use OS PWE's as alternative internal control reviews and the 
reporting of identified material weaknesses in the agencies' 
F'MFIA annual reports. 

We believe this recommendation may have merit and warrants 
consideration. We have discussed this issue with our agency 
working groups and plan for it also to be a specific agenda item 
at the 1993 Leadership Conference. 

We look forward to your participation in the conference and to 
debating many of the issues you have raised with the Federal 
evaluations community. we appreciate the time and effort that 
went into your report and we thank you for this opportunity to 
comment. 

Sincerely, 

-L Douglas A. Brook 
Acting Director 
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Appendix IX 
Commenta From the Office of Personnel 
Management 

The following are GAO'S comments on the Office of Personnel 
Management’s October 14, 1992, letter. 

GAO Comments 1. One factor OPM says has influenced its current approach to agency PME 
programs is that its own compliance reviews have not revealed 
widespread patterns of abuse. However, as we discuss on page 6, GAO 
reports issued in recent years have shown that there are widespread 
problems among agencies in using various personnel authorities. In the 
compliance reports it cites in its response, OPM found what we consider to 
be high error rates in agencies’ decisions on personnel actions. 

In 1990, OPM reported that in taking nine different types of personnel 
actions, agencies as a whole had an error rate of between 9 percent and 
10.5 percent. The types of errors included legal, regulatory, procedural, 
and record-keeping. OPM reported that less than 1 percent of the errors it 
found were “fatal,” that is, legal or regulatory errors. However, the report 
did not identify the percentage of errors that were procedural. As OPM 
stated in the report, “many of the procedural requirements [that were] 
violated furnish important merit system protections.” 

In its 1991 compliance report, OPM studied five different types of personnel 
actions and did report on the extent of procedural errors. OPM found an 
overall error rate of 17.5 percent, with 7.1 percent of the actions having 
procedural errors and an additional 1.5 percent of the actions having legal 
or regulatory errors. The remaining errors found were record-keeping 
errors. A  conclusion of the 1991 report was that: “In general, erroneous 
actions are caused by shortfalls in the servicing personnel office or agency 
PME program.” 

2. OPM says its current approach to agency PME programs is that PME is only a 
one of many factors affecting personnel management in agencies. We 
agree that PME programs are one of many factors that shape personnel 
management within agencies. However, effective agency PME coverage, in 
our view, gives agencies a significant means with which to test and 
promote accountability within their personnel management activities. The 
primary purpose of agency PME programs, in our view, is to ensure that 
other personnel programs, such as position classification and staffing, are 
operating effectively and within the law. In our view, the stronger an 
agency’s PME program, the more likely it is that the agency’s overall 
personnel program will be effective, efficient, and in compliance with 
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Conunante From the OffIce of Pereonnsl 
Management 

personnel requirements. For this reason, we believe it is important for OPM 
to insist on strong and effective agency PME programs. 

3. We modified our recommendation on placing PME standards in 
regulation. We recommend that OPM publish PME standards but no longer 
say the standards themselves should be placed in regulation. We changed 
our recommendation to make it easier for OPM to issue and revise 
standards as needed. However, we continue to recommend that agencies 
be required by regulation to follow standards that OPM publishes. We 
believe that is the only effective way OPM can ensure that agencies realize 
that the standards must be followed. 
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