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I.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The evaluation of OIG’s performance management system was conducted with three major objectives. First, to learn how OIG’s current performance management system is perceived and utilized; second, to assess how effectively employee performance is managed and solicit ideas for improvement/changes; and third, to review innovations in performance management in the Federal government. The evaluation included a survey of all supervisory and non-supervisory personnel and a review of recent innovations in performance management. The OEI team began its review process by designing two separate questionnaires which posed questions around the experiences of supervisory and non-supervisory personnel at OIG. Questions were constructed around themes related to performance management in general and standards and performance appraisals in particular. This report includes the survey findings and an overview of the re-invention of performance management in the Federal government along with some examples of recent innovations that have become functional in other Federal agencies.

We conducted the survey in late June 1997 and 52% of supervisors and 42% of the non-supervisors responded. Of those responding, all the supervisors and more than 50% of the non-supervisors included narrative comments from two lines to several pages.

The results of our survey indicated that OIG’s existing performance management system is not effectively motivating employees to strive for or to achieve personal or organizational excellence, the primary purpose of performance management, and the majority of supervisory and non-supervisory employees who responded support replacing the agency’s traditional system. There was a clear consensus in the surveys completed by both supervisors and non-supervisors that appraisals are based on a perceived quota system which is strongly influenced by the availability of bonus funds and permeated by favoritism, inconsistency and subjectivity. While few supervisors’ responses indicated encountering substandard performance from their subordinates, the majority of employees’ surveys expressed the belief that supervisors’ actions in this respect are limited by the difficulty of removing staff from the Federal service for unsatisfactory performance. The survey respondents put a premium on promotional opportunities as opposed to high ratings and most employees indicated they have not discussed with their supervisors the improvements in performance required to earn a rating above the fully successful level. Although both supervisors and non-supervisors’ surveys expressed enthusiasm for trying something new and different, overall, our survey findings regarding alternative practices did not indicate widespread preference for any particular system.

Through our literature search and interviews, we learned that there is a wide range of performance management systems being implemented across the Federal Government. We found far more Federal agencies which are experimenting with other types of performance management systems than previously anticipated. Although the majority are still in the trial stage and have not permanently replaced the traditional system, we also learned that quite a few are gearing to implement changes agency wide. The review of performance management has also uncovered the most popular practices. The two-tier system (Pass/Fail) seems to be the most popular approach. Some agencies are emphasizing team accomplishments as opposed to individual accomplishments. Many are utilizing a combination of approaches whereby the evaluation process is a compilation of input from supervisors, peers, customers, etc. Most agencies experimenting with new forms of performance management are no longer eager to attach awards/bonuses to ratings and have moved towards other mechanisms for rewarding high performers. Congressional and OPM initiatives are emphasizing a shift towards pay for performance, an approach which researchers who have studied both private and Government organizations cite as particularly advantageous in providing the necessary incentives for employees to adopt major organizational and cultural changes. In view of the environment of significant change in process Government-wide in response to initiatives, such as re-invention and the Government Performance and Results Act, the merits of a pay for performance system warrant particular consideration.

Realizing that about half of the OIG workforce opted not to participate in the survey and no clear preferences have emerged about what alternative system should be adopted, we recommend the following. First, conducting focus groups to more clearly define employees’ and supervisors’ concerns with the existing system and advising management on the most important criteria for a new performance management system. Second, establishing an all inclusive advisory team that would be charged to design and implement an alternative performance management system. The alternative system should be tailored so that it: avoids forced distribution of ratings; fosters better and on-going communication at all levels; focuses on linking individual performance standards with agency goals and priorities and addresses the concerns of both supervisory and non-supervisory employees. Changing the current system will be challenging and improvements will probably evolve over time. However, a well-designed and well-executed performance management system in the organization could lead to greater efficiency, effectiveness and improved employee morale.

II.
INTRODUCTION

OEI was charged with the conduct of a review of OIG's training utilization and the performance management system. A preliminary review of training records was done and with the available information and records, it was determined that the initial proposed review of OIG's Training Practices cannot be cost effectively addressed. However, since one of the objectives in the original evaluation plan was to conduct an internal evaluation of the OIG appraisal system, an internal OIG performance management evaluation was proposed through a survey of supervisory and non-supervisory employees. In carrying out this evaluation, the assumption was that performance appraisal in the Office of Inspector General (OIG) concerns all employees. It influences employee motivation, work performance and effectiveness. OIG’s oversight of programs and services hinges largely on its employees and therefore, performance appraisal is a critical management function. In the past, although there was a reinvention task force which issued a confidential report on employees’ concerns in the OIG, research on performance appraisal for the organization has never been done. Hence, this could lead to a unique opportunity to institute change with the involvement of and input from all employees.

III.
BACKGROUND

The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) defines performance management as “…….the systematic process by which an agency integrates performance, pay and awards systems with its basic management functions for the purpose of improving individual and organizational effectiveness in the accomplishment of agency missions and goals.” In the definition of performance management, there are provisions that require agencies to develop performance appraisal systems which will, among other things, use appraisals as a basis for training, rewarding, promoting and removing employees. The review of OIG’s performance management system was part of a larger study that was to encompass training utilization and a study of best practices. The evaluation was conducted with three major objectives: first, to learn how OIG’s current performance appraisal system is perceived and utilized by employees and supervisors; second, to assess how effectively individual/employee performance is managed and to solicit ideas for improvements/changes; and third, to review innovations in performance management in the Federal government. This report is the result of the survey of supervisory and non-supervisory employees on the issue of performance management and a review of recent innovations in the Federal government regarding performance management.

IV.
METHODOLOGY

To learn how OIG’s current performance appraisal system is perceived and utilized by employees and supervisors and to assess how effectively performance is managed, two separate questionnaires were constructed around the topic (performance management) and distributed to all supervisory and non-supervisory employees at the OIG. Questions in both instruments were grouped under descriptive and topical categories and they were constructed to elicit responses having to do with individual perceptions, experiences and suggestions regarding the current and other performance management systems. Accordingly, some employees decided to participate in the survey, completed the respective questionnaires and returned them to our office. A total of 416 questionnaires were distributed of which 182 were completed and returned for an overall return rate of 44%. The returned questionnaires yielded quantitative and qualitative information which was found to be useful in addressing the above stated study questions.

With a survey of this nature (non-probability sampling) whereby questionnaires were distributed to self-selecting volunteers who have not been issued identifiers, there was no mechanism for a follow-up or for contacting those who did not respond. Before the launching of the survey, employees were given assurance that their anonymity would not be compromised in any manner and, hence, no attempt was made to identify questionnaires before distribution. Since the primary objective in developing the methodology was to secure maximum candor from the respondents, we accepted the drawbacks associated with our approach, especially the potential for bias and limitations in that information gathered would lack generalizability. Because we relied upon self-selecting volunteers, we also did not have a mechanism to characterize those who did respond and those who did not or to compare the two groups. Although a reminder memo was sent out to all employees from the Deputy IG’s office, there was no other opportunity to conduct follow-up calls or to mail reminder notices.

Traditionally, good surveys with probability sampling yield response rates of 60 to 75%. These are surveys whereby respondents are pre-selected and are known to the questionnaire administrator’s who have opportunities to monitor return rates and conduct follow-ups. In the absence of such an opportunity, the return rate of 52% (supervisors) and 42% (non-supervisors) could be considered respectable. For government surveys, in particular, there is no agreed upon standard for a minimum response rate which is acceptable for the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Customarily, survey contractors are usually asked to adopt procedures that are likely to yield a response rate in excess of 75%. For GAO administered surveys, the requirements are set at even higher than 75%.

However, all things considered, the demographic distribution of the respondent groups for our survey is comparable to that of the organization and hence the low response rate might even be considered to be an unintended representative sample. It is also reassuring to know that the data is not corrupted as those individuals who were not interested in the survey or the subject matter did not respond.

Realizing the limitation of the data and methodology, we also have researched other studies on performance management and their findings. Although specific studies on employee perceptions are limited, there are several studies that have findings similar to the survey at hand. More specifically, a similar study on diversity issues conducted at the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) had questions on the perceptions of employees regarding performance management and the concerns and opinions of the EPA employees surveyed were very similar to those of OIG employees. For example, perceived inaccuracies in performance ratings; perceived rating quotas; perceptions of arbitrary limits on the number of employees who can receive high ratings, etc. were highlighted by both surveys. Our report also includes a socio-demographic description of the workforce and questionnaire respondents, the survey findings and a review of recent performance management innovations in the Federal government. Finally, the report concludes by providing recommendations in order to inform policy in this area. A more comprehensive report, including additional analysis and comparisons of appraisal ratings among the OlG components and by demographic groups, was provided to senior OIG management for their consideration and deliberations.

V.
SURVEY RETURNS AND DISTRIBUTION

In accordance with guidance from the OIG management team, questionnaires were distributed to all full-time supervisory and non-supervisory employees and these findings are based on the completed returns. No attempt was made to coax employees, on an individual basis, to return the questionnaires as they were anonymous with no codes for identification purposes. Although two memos were sent by the Deputy IG to encourage participation in the survey and there was ample time for returning the completed questionnaires (3 weeks), the response rate was not as expected. In actual numbers, we received completed returns from 34 managers out of 66 mailings and 148 non-supervisors out of 350 mailings. The response rate was 52% for the supervisors/managers and 42% for non-supervisory employees respectively. There was also a high incidence of missing responses to specific questions, thus using percentages across the board for descriptive purposes would be misleading. Hence, when appropriate, actual numbers of responses are used throughout the report along with percentages, especially for the supervisory data. Responses to some open-ended questions from non-supervisory employees were also less than satisfactory in that very few respondents elected to provide relevant suggestions/ideas or volunteered their views regarding some issues. Meanwhile, most of the supervisors have attempted to share their opinions about the current system and their interests and expectations for a different system, if there is to be one. For both groups, the narratives which addressed the questions and had relevant information have been summarized around the most recurring themes.

THE OIG WORKFORCE

Although the survey did not utilize randomly selected employees, the distribution of the total respondents is very similar to that of the organization. At the time of the survey, which was June 1997, the total workforce for the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) at the Department of Labor was approximately 416. Of the total staff, 350 employees were in non-supervisory positions while 66 held supervisory positions.

NON-SUPERVISORY EMPL0YEES

Ethnic Distribution

In June 1997, the total OIG work force was distributed, by ethnic groups, as follows: 62% White, 27% African American, 7% Hispanic and 3% Asian and Pacific Islanders. The distribution by ethnicity for the two major OIG offices, OA and OI, was somewhat different in that the percentage of African American employees was higher in OA than OI. In contrast to the minority representation in the overall organization, in OMAC minorities outnumber Whites. Meanwhile, the ratios for White employees vs minority group members in the two other offices, OA and OI, more closely resembled the ethnic distribution of the total workforce in OIG. The ethnic distribution of the non-supervisors who responded to our survey paralleled that of both the general OIG population and the respondents’ component offices.

Age

The distribution by age for the organization showed an aggregation of employees within the ranges of 25-44 and 45-64 years of age. There was a similar proportion of employees at the lower age bracket of 18-24 and the higher range of 65 and above. At the time of our survey, a variation in age distribution between the Offices of Audit and Investigations was not apparent with staff evenly distributed in the age ranges of 25-44 and 45-64. On the other hand, the age distribution for OMAC differed from the organization as a whole, with more than half of the OMAC staff falling within the ages of 45-64 and no employees under the age of 25. The age distribution of the respondents to our survey was proportionately similar to the OIG population.

Gender

The organization was predominantly male (62%) and the two large offices namely, OA and OI, had ratios similar to the total organization. Meanwhile, the staff at OMAC were predominantly female (71%). While the gender distribution of non-supervisory employees was similar to the general OIG population, supervisors were significantly more likely to be male (82%).

Grade

Overall the organization had a high percentage of staff at the GS 13 and 12 levels followed by GS 7 and 5. The representation of staff at the GS 9 and 11 levels was similar. The Office of Audit had a larger percentage of the staff at the GS 12 level while OI staff were concentrated at the GS 13 level. The largest number of OMAC staff could also be found at the GS 13 level.

Job Series

Because the majority of employees in the organization were assigned to OA and OI, most employees were in the two job series of 511 and 1811. Of the three largest offices, OMAC was the only office with a significant mix of job series with staff most frequently classified in the 301, 334, 303 and 343 series.

SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES

Looking at the 66 employees who had supervisory responsibilities in the organization, 53 were with OA and OI and most were in the age group of 45-64 and this pattern was true for all the offices. The breakdown by gender was 54 males vs 12 females and, at the time the survey was conducted, OA had one female supervisor while OI had two. Again, OMAC had a higher number of female supervisors. Over half of the supervisors in the organization were at the GS 14 level and the pattern was the same for the various offices. Members of minority groups accounted for 9 (14%) of OIG’s supervisory positions, a significant difference from the 38% minority representation among non-supervisory employees.

VI.
SURVEY RESULTS

SUPERVISORS

Of the total number of 66 questionnaires which were mailed out to all OIG supervisors/managers who have supervisory responsibilities, 34 of them elected to return their completed questionnaires for a return rate of 52%. A copy of the questionnaire with the total responses for each question follows.

	QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MANAGERS/SUPERVISORS


PART I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1.
Gender

08
Female

23
Male

N=31

2.
Race/Ethnicity

00
American Indian or Alaskan native

00
Asian or Pacific Islander

00
Hispanic

25
White, not of Hispanic origin

04
Black, not of Hispanic origin

N=29

3.
Age (Years)

00
18-24

09
25-44

21
45-64

00
65 and over

N=30

4.
Education

01
9-12 Yrs.

00
H. S. Diploma

00 Some college

23
College degree

07
Professional degree or Graduate degree

N=31

5.
Current grade

13
15 & up

14
14

02
13

N=29

6.
Job series

12
0511

09
1811

05
Others

N=26

7.
Years of service with the federal government

00
0-5years
03
6-15 years

29
16 + years

N=32

8.
How long have you held a supervisory job assignment?

02
Less than 6 months

00
6 months to a year

02
1 to 3 years

01
4 to 6 years

28
6 years or more

N=33

9.
On average, how many employees do you directly supervise, that is, for how many do you personally prepare performance appraisals?

13
0-4 employees

14
5-9 employees

05
10-14 employees

01
15 + employees

N=33

10.
Since you became a supervisor, have you received training concerning the performance appraisal process?

20 Yes

13 No

N=33

11.
Since you became a supervisor, have you received training on performance management?

19
Yes (continue with 12)

15
No (skip to 13)

N=34

12.
Which of the following aspects, if any, did this training specifically cover?

16
How to use performance standards

18
How to assist employees in improving their performance

15
The process for proposing and initiating performance actions

17
Counseling employees

11
The appeals process

15
N/A

N=34

13.
Since you became a supervisor what other types of training have you received?

27
Occupation specific technical training

27
Management/supervisory training

25
Computer related training

19
Other training

02
N/A

N=32

14.
How would you rate the usefulness of the above training courses you took in meeting your professional needs?

03
Excellent

11
Above average

12
Average

02
Mediocre

02
N/A

N=30

15.
From your personal experience, how would you rate the adequacy of the supervisory/managerial training program in your office?

05
More than adequate

09
Adequate

12
Less than adequate

03
Inferior

02
N/A

N=31

* Multiple answers possible

Please go on to the next part - - - 

PART II. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
16.
In general, how adequate or inadequate are the performance standards that you use to measure performance, specifically in terms of identifying employees at the “highly effective” and “meets” levels?

01
More than adequate

14
Adequate

09
Neither adequate nor inadequate

05
Inadequate

04
Very inadequate

N=33

17.
In your opinion to what extent do highly effective and outstanding ratings motivate employees to do their best?

03
To a great extent

10
To a moderate extent

12
To some extent

08
To little or no extent

N=33

*18.
In your opinion, what do you consider to be the most important factor that motivates employees?

01
Time off as reward for good work

09
Promotional opportunities

12
Other (high ratings, awards other than cash)

01
N/A

10
Multiple answers

N=33

19.
In general, how adequate or how inadequate are the performance standards that you use to measure performance, specifically in terms of identifying employees below the “fails to meet” level?

03
More than adequate

08
Adequate

08
Neither adequate nor inadequate

15
Inadequate

00
Very inadequate

N=34

20.
What types of problems if any are you having using the current performance appraisal system specifically regarding the standards?

11
I am not having any problem

04
The standards are unclear

04
The standards are too easy

00
The standards are too difficult

10
It is difficult to measure the employees performance above and below the “meets level”

08
Other (specify)

N=33

21.
If you had training on using performance standards, how adequate or inadequate was that training?

07
Did not have any training on using performance standards

03
More than adequate

11
Adequate

03
Neither adequate nor inadequate

01
Inadequate

00
Very inadequate

04
N/A

N=29

* Multiple answers possible

Please go on to the next part - - -

PART III. PRESENT AND OTHER PERFORMANCE

MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

22.
How do you feel about preparing and discussing employees’ performance appraisals?

01
I enjoy doing it

21
I look at it as one of my duties

04
I do it because I am required

06
I always wish I didn’t have to do it

02
I hate doing it

N=34

23.
How well do you utilize the current performance management system to motivate the employees you supervise?

02
Very well

12
To some extent

04
Have never thought of it as a motivating tool

14
Current system is not designed for motivation purpose

01
Use other methods

N=33

24.
Do you have any opinion regarding other talked about performance management systems such as: Pass Fail, 360 degrees, etc.?

25
Yes

09
No

N=34

25.
If yes, would you be:

14
Willing to try another system

09
Eager to try and/or willing to support such an effort

00
Don’t care either way

01
A new system will not make a difference - why bother

01
I have no problem with the current system - don’t change a thing

09
N/A

N=34

26.
What is your opinion on:

1.
A performance management system that focuses on a combination of appraisals (individual, team, customer and organization)?

13
For

19
Against

01
Don’t Care

01
Don’t Know

N=34

2.
The use of non-critical elements for summary ratings?

09
For

21
Against

04
Don’t Care

N=34

3.
A higher level review requirement in cases where there is no dispute?

14
For

16
Against

02
Don’t Care

01
 Don’t Know

N=33

4.
Spelling out standards for “exceeds” (oral or written)?

21
For

12
Against

01
Don’t Care

N=34

5.
A reduction of summary rating levels from five to three?

19
For

10
Against

03
Don’t Care

02
Don’t Know

N=34

6.
The use of a pass/fail system?

18
For

14
Against

01
Don’t Care

N=33

7.
Attaching monetary value (bonus) to a summary rating?

16
For

17
Against

01
Don’t Care

N=34

8.
The use of the 360 degree concept in performance management?

09
For

04
Against

03
Don’t Care

16
Don’t Know

N=32

27.
Do you find the current system effective and meaningful? If yes, why, and if no, why not?

02
Yes

21
No

08
Yes & No

01
Don’t Care

N=32 (Refer to discussion in text)

28.
Do you have any ideas on how to improve the current performance management system? (Refer to discussion in text)

Please go on to the next part - - -

PART IV. ASSISTING EMPLOYEES IMPROVE THEIR

PERFORMANCE
29.
In your opinion, during FY ‘95 and FY ‘96, how many employees whom you directly supervised were actually performing at the “less than fully successful level”? Please respond without reference to the rating you assigned on the annual appraisals and give either exact number or, if none, enter ‘0’.

04
Two or more employees

05
One employee

24
No employees

N=33

30.
For how long have these employees been performing at this level?

01
employee 06 to <12 months

01
employee 12 to <24 months

05
employees 24 months or more

02
Multiple answers

24
N/A

N=33

31.
Were any of the employees you enumerated in Question #29 rated at the “minimally successful” level?

00
Yes

08
No

24
N/A

N=32

32.
How often do you rate employees below fully successful when their performance warrants it?

06
Almost Always

05
Sometimes

09
Very rarely

08
Never

03
N/A

N=31

*33.
In your opinion, in instances where there is obvious performance failure, what are the reasons for not rating employees below fully successful?

08
Tradition

06
Fear of being an unpopular supervisor

10
Fear of not having upper management’s support in case of a grievance

15
Documentation requirements too demanding

19
Subsequent actions (PIP administration, adverse action, grievances) too time consuming or difficult

05
All of the above

08
Other - Please specify

03
N/A

N=30

34.
If you answered yes to question # 31, how often have you suggested ways for improvement such as training and the like?

04
Almost always

00
Did not think it was my responsibility

00
Did not feel it would be effective

01
Other reason(s) - Please specify

28
N/A

N=33

35.
During FY ‘95 and FY ‘96, did you attempt to assist the employees you identified in question number 29 to improve their performance?

11
Yes (continue with #36)

01
No (skip to # 40)

10
N/A

N=22

36.
How many of these employees did you attempt to assist?

06
01 employee

02
02 employees

01
04

02
Unknown

11
N/A

N=22

*37.
What did you do to assist these employees? Check all that are applicable.

11
Counseled and worked with the employee informally

07
Increased the amount of supervision for the employee

09
Provided on the job training

05
Arranged for the employee to receive training

11
Placed the employee on performance improvement plan

03
Other action (please specify)

11
N/A

N=22

*38.
For those employees whom you tried to assist, what are the results to date?

08
Employee performance improved to frilly successful

01
Employee performance did not change but was rated at fully successful

10
Performance action was proposed in writing

01
Employee resigned

03
 Employee retired

01
Other (please specify)

11
N/A

N=21

39.
On the average, how many hours per week would you say you spend providing assistance to an employee whose performance is less than satisfactory?

02
1-3 hours

02
4-6 hours

02
7-9

02
Unknown

14
N/A

N=22

40.
During FY ‘95 and FY ‘96 were there any employees you supervised who were poor performers who did not receive your assistance, please give number?

03
1-5 Employees

01
6-8 Employees

10
Unknown

09
N/A

N=23

41.
For those employees whom you decided not to assist, what was the main reason(s) for your decision? Check all that apply.

00
Providing assistance takes too much of the supervisor’s time

00
Providing assistance takes too much of the employee’s time

02
Providing assistance disrupts the work flow

00
The performance standards are not designed to support less than fully successful performance

01
I believe most of these employees do not want assistance

00
In most instances, providing assistance does not make a difference any way

00
Other (please specify)

10
N/A

N=13

42.
For those employees where you decided not to provide assistance, how did you deal with their performance problem?

01
Gave the employee (s) easier work

00
Reduced the employee’s workload

01
Rated the employee fully successful any way

00
Advised the employee to find another job and resign

00
Other (please specify)

11
N/A

N=13

43.
Taking into account the current policy and procedures for dealing with poor performers, if you had an employee who should be rated below the fully successful level, how likely or unlikely are you to attempt to deal with that employee?

13
Very likely

07
Likely

08
Not sure

00
Very unlikely

02
Unlikely

N=30

44.
If during the rating period an employee was not assigned work under a critical element, how do you rate the employee on that element?

02
Meets

23
No rating assigned

03
Other (please specify)

01
N/A

N=29

45.
In the event you had employees who were not assigned work in one or more critical elements in the last two years, could it be because:

10
There were not enough assignments in the critical elements to go around to all employees

00
You knew the employee could not perform the particular element

05
Both Answers 1 and 2

06
Other (please specify)

06
N/A

N=27

46.
While using the current performance appraisal system, how do you usually go about determining the summary rating level?

18
Rate each element first

10
Determine a summary rating first and decide what to rate each element

00
Not sure how I do it

04
Have not been consistent

04
N/A

N=28

47.
In your opinion, does award money dictate the number of outstanding and highly effective ratings for a particular office?

06
Always

09
Most of the time

06
Some of the time

06
Never

01
N/A

N=28

* Multiple answers possible

Please go on to the next part - - -

PART V. PERFORMANCE ACTIONS

48.
In the federal government there is the notion that poorly performing employees cannot be easily removed or demoted. Does this factor have an effect on the way you deal with poor performers?

13
Yes

16
No

04
Not sure

N=33

49.
If you have had training on how to assist employees to improve their performance, how adequate or inadequate was that training?
05
Did not have any training

03
More than adequate

12
Adequate

04
Less than adequate

01
Inadequate

04
N/A

N=29

50.
To what extent do you feel that you have authority to initiate performance actions against those employees who consistently perform at an unacceptable level?

17
To a great extent

08
To a moderate extent

05
To some extent

03
To little or no extent

01
N/A

N=34

51.
In your opinion, to what extent, if at all, will your manager be supportive of your actions against poor performers?

11
To a great extent

09
To a moderate extent

11
To some extent

01
To little or no extent

02
Unknown

N=34

52.
Since FY ‘91 have you ever proposed/initiated any performance action against any employee you supervised? If yes, how many? (Please specify).

17
Yes


number of instances

03
01

07
02

04
03

02
04

01
Unknown

17
No

N=34

*53.
What were the results? Number of Cases by Type of Action

02
No action taken

01
Employee resigned

03
Improved performance

11
Multiple answers (Employee retired, employee down graded, or Case still pending)

17
N/A

N=34

54.
From your experience, what aspect(s) of the process did you find cumbersome?

09
Amount of documentation required to support the action

03
Lack of support from management

03
Lack of support from Human Resources

09
Length of time required to go through the process

03
Other (please explain)

17
N/A

N=33

*55.
In instances where support from upper level management was not forthcoming, what were the actual reasons cited?

01
Not sufficient or enough documentation to support the action

01
Fear that the employee(s) would appeal

01
 Employee close to retirement

05
Other (explain)

22
N/A

N=29

56.
In the future, how likely will you be to initiate any performance related action?

06
Very likely

08
Likely

01
Not sure

01
Unlikely

01
Very Unlikely

16
N/A

N=33

57.
If your answer to #56 is either choice 4 or choice 5, what is the main reason(s).

02
The process is too long

01
Do not want to go through the process again

01
Lack of management support

01
The performance standards are not sufficient to take performance related actions

01
I have seen the experience of other supervisors and hence taking action is not worth it

01
I have not been given enough guidance to take performance related action

01
All of the above

01
Other reasons (please specify)

24
N/A

N=27

58.
If you had training on this subject before you decided to propose/initiate a performance related action, how adequate was the training?

01
Very adequate

09
Adequate

00
Neither adequate nor inadequate

03
Inadequate

00
Very inadequate

07
N/A

N=20

* Multiple answers possible

NON-SUPERVISORS

Out of the total of 350 questionnaires distributed to the non-supervisory employees, 148 useable questionnaires were returned for a return rate of 42%. A copy of the questionnaire with the total response for each question follows.

	QUESTIONNAIRE FOR EMPLOYEES


PART I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Check Appropriate Choice or Choices, or Supply Requested Information

1.
Gender

55
Female

83
Male

N=138

2.
Race/Ethnicity

00
Native Indian or Alaskan

03
Asian or Pacific Islander

08
Hispanic

93
White, not of Hispanic origin

28
Black, not of Hispanic origin

N=135

3.
Age (Years)

02
18-24

63
25-44

69
45-64

03
65 and over

N=137

4.
Education

02
9-12 Yrs.

07
H. S. Diploma

18
Some college

82
College degree

30
Professional/Graduate degree

N=139

5.
Current grade

09
14 & up

100
12/13

07
9/11

18
7 & down

N=134

6.
Current job series

46
0511

41
1811

07
0334

05
0343

06
1802

18
All others

N=123

7.
Years of service with the federal government

08
0-05

55
6-15

74
16+

N=137

8.
How long have you held your current position (at your present grade level)?

10
Less than 6 months
09
6 months to a year

20
1 to 3 years

31
4 to 6 years

67
6 years or more

N=137

9.
Office Affiliation

71
Office of Audit

54
Office of Investigations

12
OMAC

02
OEI or IG Staff

N=139

Please go on to the next part - - -

II. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND THE
PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

10.
How familiar are you with the current performance management system at OIG?

24
Very familiar

62
Familiar

43
Somewhat familiar

12
Have never paid attention to it

03
Look at it once a year

01
N/A

N=145

11.
Do you as an employee keep a record of your accomplishments for each assignment during the year that documents quality and quantity?

44
Almost always

65
 Sporadically

37
Never

N=146

12.
How satisfied are you with the current appraisal system?

07
Very satisfied

40
Satisfied

46
Somewhat satisfied

49
Dissatisfied

04
Not sure

N=146

13.
How well does the current performance management system motivate you to do your best above and beyond what is required?

12
Very well

40
To some extent

34
Not that well

60
Provides no motivation

01
N/A

N=146

14.
From your personal experience, how often are your assignments closely tied to your critical elements?

21
Very often

53
Often

46
Part of the time

21
Rarely

03
Don’t know

N=144

15.
For the last two appraisals did you ever ask what you have to do to exceed your standards?

41
Yes

101
No

05
Do not remember

N=147

16.
If you asked for an explanation, how satisfied were you with your supervisor’s response?

03
Very Satisfied

10
Satisfied

21
Not satisfied at all

07
More frustrated and confused

106
N/A

N=147

17.
If during the rating period you as an employee were not assigned work under a critical element how often were you rated as meets in that critical element?

48
Almost always

29
Some of the time

28
Never

12
Practice varies by supervisor

N=130

18.
In your opinion, does award money dictate the number of outstanding and highly effective ratings for a particular office?

32
Always

35
Most of the time

40
Some of the time

24
Never

07
N/A

N=138

19.
How often does your current supervisor ask for your input before working on your appraisal?

12
Almost always

19
Always

40
Sometimes

24
On rare occasions

45
Never

04
N/A

N=144

20.
In your opinion, how effective is the current system as a reflection and measure of an individual employee’s productivity?

10
Very effective

76
Somewhat effective

59
Not at all effective

01
N/A

N=146

21.
In your opinion, how effective is the current system as a reflection and measure of the quality of an individual employee’s performance?

11
Very effective

80
Somewhat effective

55
Not at all effective

01
N/A

N=147

22.
When you have a disagreement with your supervisor about your rating, how often have you attached comments to your appraisal?

02
Very often

07
Often

36
Seldom

77
Never

16
N/A

N=138

23.
In your opinion, do you think comments are effective?

37
Yes

83
No

08
N/A

N=127

24.
How frequently have you been asked to write your own narratives?

17
Always

38
Sometimes

24
On rare occasions

66
Never

N=145

25.
If your answer to #24 above is 1 or 2, how often were they revised?

05
Almost always

09
Always

31
Sometimes

15
Never

85
 N/A

N=145

Please go on to the next part

III. OTHER PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS
26.
Do you have any opinion regarding other talked about performance management systems such as Pass Fail, 360 degrees etc.

47
Yes

87
No

07
N/A

N=141

27.
If yes, would you be:

25
Willing/eager to try another sys

22
Willing to support such an effort

05
Don’t care either way

08
Happy to maintain the current system

80
N/A

N=141

28.
What is your opinion in regard to:

1.
The use of non-critical elements for summary ratings?

58
For

27
Against

04
Don’t know

20
Don’t care

02
N/A

N=111

2.
Spelling out elements for exceeds (written)

75
For

19
Against

04
Don’t know

11
Don’t care

01
N/A

N=110

3.
A higher level review requirement in cases where there is no dispute?

27
For

67
Against

06
Don’t know

11
Don’t care

01
N/A

N=111

4.
Reduction of summary ratings from the current five to three: (Unsatisfactory, Satisfactory, and Outstanding)?

62
For

46
Against

11
Don’t care

01
N/A

N=120

5.
A system that does not tie bonus to rating?

42
For

54
Against

05
Don’t know

13
Don’t care

03
N/A

N=117

6.
A pass fail appraisal system?

39
For

69
Against

02
Don’t know

08
Don’t care

01
N/A

N=117

7.
A system that focuses on a combination of performance appraisals (Individual, team and organization)?

53
For

46
Against

02
Don’t know

08
Don’t care

01
N/A

N=110

29.
Do you find the current performance management system effective and meaningful? If yes, why, and if no, why not?

24
Yes

74
No

22
Yes and No

05
Don’t care

N=125 (Refer to discussion in text)

30.
Do you have any ideas on what could be done to improve the current performance system? If so, please list in order of priority. (Refer to discussion in text)

PART IV. PERFORMANCE ACTIONS
31.
In the federal government there is the notion that poorly performing employees cannot be easily removed or demoted. In your opinion does this factor have an effect in the way supervisors deal with poor performers?

97
Yes

15
No

32
Not sure

N=144

32.
What were your summary ratings for the past two years? Please check under both years.


1995

1996

19
Outstanding
26
Outstanding

57
Highly Effect.
49
Highly Effect.

42
Fully Success.
35
Fully/Success.

N=118
N=110

33.
As an employee of OIG, have you ever been told (orally or in writing) that your performance was less than satisfactory? If No, please skip to question #38.

08
Yes

133
No

N=144

*34.
If yes, what did your supervisor(s) do to assist you in improving your level of performance? Check all that are applicable.

01
Counseled me and worked with me informally

01
Increased the amount of supervision

08
Provided on the job training

01
Recommended me for training in specific courses

01 Placed me on a Performance Improvement Plan (PIP)

01
Other action (specify)

01
Did nothing

133
N/A

N=141

35.
If you received some form of assistance to improve your performance, how satisfied were you with such assistance?

00
Very satisfied

02
Satisfied

02
Somewhat satisfied

01
Dissatisfied

135
N/A

N=140

36.
If your performance was less than satisfactory, on the average, how many hours per week would you say that the supervisor spent providing you the necessary assistance?

03
1-5 Number of hours

137
N/A

N=140

37.
If you did not receive assistance, how did your supervisor(s) deal with your performance problem? My supervisor: (check all that apply)

0
Gave me easier work

0
Reduced my workload

02
Rated me fully successful anyway

01
Advised me to find another job/resign

02
Other

135
N/A

N=140

38.
In the event that you have always been rated at the Fully Successful level or above, how often have you received some form of assistance to improve your performance?

05
Very often

11
Often

44
Seldom

80
Never

N=140

39.
Taking the current policy and procedure for dealing with poor performers, if you were to be rated below the fully successful level, how likely or unlikely are you to attempt to dispute your rating?

99
Very likely

14
Likely

20
Not sure

03
Very unlikely

02
Unlikely

N=138

40.
Since FY ‘91 have you ever filed/initiated any performance related complaint against your supervisor(s)? If yes, how many times and describe results.

09
Yes 1-3 Number of times

135
No

N=144 (Refer to discussion in text)

*41.
In the event that you had filed a grievance(s), from your experience what aspect of the process did you find cumbersome?

05
Amount of documentation required to support my case

04
Lack of support from employee relations persons

03
Lengthy process and steps involved

02
Other

131
N/A

N=141

* Multiple answers possible

EMPLOYEE ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS/OPEN ENDED QUESTIONS
SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES

As part of the survey, we included open-ended questions and asked both supervisory and non-supervisory employees whether they see the current system as effective and meaningful and the reason(s) for their answer. All the responding supervisory (n = 34) and most of the non-supervisory employees (n = 128) did offer some comments. The following issues were identified as they happen to have appeared repeatedly in individual comments that addressed the particular questions. From the contents of the narratives, some of the expressions were selected and summarized collectively. We have attempted to provide a sense of the nature, intensity and range of the concerns expressed. We appreciate that some of the comments are contradictory or inconsistent, such as complaints that the highest ratings are provided to those responsible for highly visible jobs while other comments suggest that project outcomes are not adequately considered. Similarly, some respondents appeared to have been concerned that managers in different Regions rate staff quite differently, but there also seems to be considerable dissatisfaction with the National Office’s involvement in the Regional rating process which we recognize is intended to bring greater nationwide consistency. The purpose of presenting the range of comments is both for their face value and to encourage management to consider whether the issues raised point to other, systemic problems, such as procedures not operating as intended or a need to improve communication regarding all facets of the performance management process.

Subjectivity (n = 16)

· system is subjective, inflexible, judgmental

· inconsistent definitions used for summary rating levels

Money and Ratings (n=31)

· bonus decisions by management dictate ratings

· HE rating most common; not always earned

· Outstanding rating depends on highly visible jobs

· oppose bonuses linked to ratings

Assignment of Quotas (n = 6)

· rating quotas destroy confidence in system

· agency reluctant to reward employees

· insufficient funds for bonuses

Ineffectiveness of the System (n = 25)

· system measures process, not outcomes; limited constructive feedback

· undeserving rewarded over top performers

· group rather than individuals rated

· inconsistent ratings among offices

Ineffectiveness of Managers (n = 4)

· failure of managers to use the current system effectively

· failure of managers to provide honest and critical feedback

· inability of managers to use the system to address non performance

SUGGESTIONS

Institute a Pass/Fail Performance Rating System (n = 19)

· system minimizes subjectivity

· system eliminates bias and favoritism

· system can be easily combined with different award systems such as cash award

Institute a True Pay for Performance System (n =2 )

· system allows for dealing with non-performance

· public recognition of managers who deal with non-performance

· system allows for equitable distribution of awards

Develop Measurable Performance Standards (n = 14)

· matching of standards to specific assignments

· defining and spelling out of exact expectations

· linking of management ratings to sub-ordinates ratings

Flexibility and Open Communication (n = 8)

· modifying the system of hiring and firing staff

· encouraging and cultivating open communication for constructive feedback

· modifying the review of annual evaluations

NON-SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES

COMMENTS

Favoritism (n = 39)

· current system enables managers to play favoritism

· conformity rewarded and innovation/change/suggestions avoided

· system corrupt and grievance procedure unfair

Shortage of Good Managers (n = 19)

· shortage of fair and competent managers

· inability of managers to use the current appraisal system as designed

· fear of line supervisors to implement judgement regarding ratings

· the assignment of highly subjective pre-planned ratings

The Issue of Bonus Money (n = 20)

· absence of link between rewards and productivity/contribution

· inequity of distribution of bonus money

· the tying of ratings to available budget for bonuses

SUGGESTIONS

Change the Appraisal System to Pass/Fail (n = 49)

· pass/fail eliminates favoritism and internal politics

· good alternative to the current approach

· continue to recognize exceptional performance

Eliminate the Quota System (n = 12)

· avoid setting quotas for the number of ratings

· institute uniform and equitable application of ratings

· delink ratings and visibility of projects

· replace the bonus system with other forms of incentives

Eliminate the Un-equal Treatment of Employees (n = 17)

· organization has different rules and expectations for employees

· managers lack sensitivity in dealing with employees

Retrain Management (n = 15)

· lack of knowledge to implement the current appraisal system

· introduce a simple system and train managers

· place employees on evaluation panels

· introduce a peer rating system

Concerns from the Regions (n = 5) 1 supervisor and 4 non-supervisors

· layers of supervision from the national office

· assignment of ratings tied to instructions from the national office

· assignment of ratings tied to the quota system

· disregard of input from the regions

· irregular use of chain of command from national office

VII.
THE REINVENTION OF PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

In the late eighties, a decision was made to extend the Performance Management and Recognition System (PMRS) which was to expire on October 31, 1993. Since then, several attempts have been made to modify and at times radically change performance management within the Federal government. Several arms of the government including the National Performance Review (NPR), the Office of Management and Budget and the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) have come up with initiatives and directives regarding performance management. OPM was directed by Congress to establish a Pay for Performance Labor Management Committee to advise OPM on the design and establishment of pay for performance systems for GS employees. Accordingly, a draft on the new features of Performance Management Reform was prepared and the recommendations were passed calling for decentralization along with the flexibility for each organization to design what works with their strategic plan. The PMRS was also extended and the issue of performance appraisal was to be studied further.

Meanwhile, past reviews of performance management by the GAO, Merit Systems Protection Board and others for both GM and GS employees in the Federal government have not been favorable. Hence, among the issues which were identified for the reinvention of government, performance management was on top of the list. Among the 1994 recommendations of the National Performance Review (NPR), directed by Vice President Gore, HRM03 called for the decentralization of performance management and authorized agencies to develop programs for improvement of individual and organizational performance. According to the recommendation, the ideal performance management system will have one objective: improvement of individual and organizational performance. Agencies will be required to develop performance management programs that meet their needs and the culture of their organization. Performance management programs will seek to improve the performance of all employees, those who have met expectations in the past and those who have not. Employees would be involved in the design and implementation of performance management programs and with the development of performance expectations. In the process, feedback on performance will focus on the improvement of future performance. To reinforce the emphasis on improvement of future performance, ratings and awards were to be disassociated and independent of each other. Decisions about recognition will be dependent on agency mission, priority and culture. Based on these premises, by the fall of 1994 the director of OPM was instructed to submit draft legislation to the Congress to authorize agencies to design and implement performance management programs. In addition to the above stated outline, each system was to identify at least two levels of performance : “meets” and “does not meet expectations”.

RECENT INNOVATIONS IN PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

As a result of NPR’s recommendation and OPM’s revision of the old rules, several agency based performance management systems are now in place and in the developmental stage. As stipulated, most of the agencies instituting change in this area state that their employees and their representatives have been involved in the development and implementation of their systems. In most instances, performance ratings and awards have been disassociated so that the emphasis would be on performance improvement.

According to information gathered from OPM as of September 1997, they were aware of about six departments that are experimenting with various types of appraisal systems. All six departments have agencies using the two tier (Pass/Fail) and multi-rater (360) systems. None of the departments identified so far has carried out any evaluation of their new systems as of yet. Our face to face and telephone interviews with representatives of these departments indicate that their experiences, thus far, seem to be positive. To date, those who have completed at least one cycle of appraisals were not aware of any grievances or complaints from employees. As this was very early in their transition, representatives of some of the agencies were very reluctant to share written directives or samples of performance plans. In all the agencies which are experimenting with a Pass/Fail approach, bonuses are disassociated from ratings. Some agencies are considering administering employee satisfaction surveys and carrying out formal evaluations of their new systems in the coming year.

PAY FOR PERFORMANCE AND PAY BANDING

The Federal merit system is known to be a rigid traditional classification system grouping together positions with similar duties and qualifications. In the past, several attempts have been made to increase the flexibility of the system, such as the Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978 which authorized the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) to permit Federal agencies to conduct demonstration projects to determine if changes in personnel management policies or procedures would result in improved Federal personnel management. At the time, the law also specified that such experiments were to be limited to a total of 10 active projects, lasting for a maximum of five years and were to be limited to a maximum of 5,000 employees each.

With this change in place, the first demonstration program to be launched experimenting with innovations in performance management was related to pay banding and pay for performance. There were two demonstration projects developed and implemented with one at the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center (formerly Naval Oceans Systems Center) and the Naval Air

Warfare Center Weapons Division (formerly Naval Weapons Center China Lake). In

the late eighties (1987-88) another demonstration project was initiated at the Commerce Department’s National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST).

CHINA LAKE

The China Lake project was initiated and implemented in 1980 with the pilot at two locations and the control group at another two locations. The personnel management system was revised to provide simplified position classification and performance appraisal, performance linked pay and performance based retention. It was extended three times by Congress and was scheduled to expire in September 1995. The 1995 Defense Appropriation Act, PL 103-337, waived the termination date and the personnel system was made permanent. Officially named “The Navy Demonstration Project: An Integrated Approach to Classification, Performance Appraisal and Pay”, it is also referred to as “The China Lake Project”. This project was established to address a number of problems which were recognized to be associated with the existing civil service personnel system.

At the beginning of the project the list of major problems identified for modification included classification, compensation and performance appraisal. In the area of classification, the old system required lengthy, narrative, individual position descriptions which had to be classified by the use of complex and outdated position classification standards. The system caused delays in recruiting, reassigning, and promoting employees. Line managers had very little communication or collaboration with personnel staff, etc. The old system was inflexible in establishing compensation causing a major problem in recruiting and retaining high caliber employees. Furthermore, pay was not always commensurate with performance. There was also dissatisfaction in the area of performance appraisal. The organization lacked sufficient means to reward good and penalize poor performance. The old system did not establish performance expectations for an employee prospectively, assess achievements, and grant or withhold financial rewards. Managers were reluctant to take positive or negative performance related action. The inability to recognize performance as a major criterion for reduction in force purposes was also problematic in that good performers were sometimes affected adversely.

The major focus or goal of the project became the simplification and increase of line management involvement in major personnel management areas. The main assumption for this focus was that the line manager is the primary decision maker on personnel issues of pay, classification and job assignments since these decisions have important effects upon motivation, performance and organizational effectiveness. To accomplish these changes a number of modifications were undertaken.

As a result:

· The Classification and Pay systems were combined whereby several GS grade levels were aggregated into broad pay bands.

· The performance appraisal system was changed to link compensation to performance.

· The application of merit pay was expanded for both supervisory and non-supervisory employees.

· Performance was emphasized as a primary criterion for retention in reduction in force.

The initial participants of the project in 1980 were scientists and engineers and all other GS 13-15 level employees. By 1982 the participants included employees from all other categories and grade levels. The project was extended and expanded several times until it became permanent.

Both internal and external evaluations of the demonstration project have been conducted by reputable public and private organizations and several positive results have been identified in all the initial identified problem areas. Overall, employee survey results have shown an increase in satisfaction for both managers and non-managers and a high percentage of approval for the project. Although the project claims to have had results that could be applied through out the Federal service, early on the GAO opposed expanding the project to other agencies for various reasons, the primary one being the question of generalizability of success to other agencies. The argument was although the project has demonstrated success in two experimental labs, there was no guarantee that these same solutions would work at other agencies. Meanwhile, when Congress decided to make the system permanent in 1995, the Act also authorized other Department of Defense activities to implement Personnel Demonstration Projects along the same lines.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND TECHNOLOGY (NIST)

The National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) launched a pilot project similar to the Navy project in 1987 covering all its employees at two locations. The main objectives of this project were again to improve recruitment and retention of high quality employees and to modify the existing rigid Federal personnel system. NIST’s main interventions were also broad banding and pay for performance. When NIST initiated their demonstration project in 1987, they first created career paths and broad bands to replace occupational groups and grades. The classification process was automated and line managers were authorized to define broader and more flexible pay ranges and set entry pay. Broad banding gave the hiring officials an important tool for attracting high-quality candidates and as a result the quality of new hires improved. By providing more flexible compensation based on performance, broad banding gave managers the ability to increase the pay of good performers to higher and more competitive levels, thus improving the retention of good performers. The staffing method was enhanced by switching to agency based staffing supported by paid advertising. Direct examination allows managers to hire individuals with shortage skills as they find them and get them on board faster as opposed to the long hiring process which discouraged good candidates from applying.

With respect to compensation and the appraisal process, individual pay progression within bands was governed strictly by performance. Funds available for within grade increases, quality step increases, and promotion from one grade to a higher grade when both grades are in the same band were used to provide performance based increases within bands. During the first three years, pay was linked to performance through the traditional five level rating system. In 1990, the rating system was revised as employees were not satisfied with the system’s forced rating distribution. Currently there are only two rating levels which are determined by a 100 point scale where by an employee with 40 or above is rated eligible for a pay increase and below is rated not eligible. The rankings on the scale determine the size of the pay increases and this system is said to be much more satisfactory to employees. In addition to the regular pay, the program has built in pay differentials for supervisors and team leaders who occupy the same bands as non-supervisors.

Overall, the project at NIST has successfully demonstrated that changes and improvements can be made to the major impediments of the traditional performance management system which had contributed to the stagnation and inefficiency of the agency. More specifically, those impediments, as identified by NIST, are the restrictive hiring process, the complex job classification system, the poor tools for rewarding and motivating employees and the system that does not assist managers in removing poor employees.

Since the pilot project conducted at NIST has successfully demonstrated that certain innovative changes could improve human resources management, at present DOC is launching a demonstration project, piloting new systems in several agencies to replicate the interventions of the NIST project. The demonstration project will be in place by the spring of 1998 and is expected to run for five years unless OPM decides to extend it for further testing and evaluation.

THE MULTI-RATER SYSTEM (360-DEGREE)

The multi-rater performance appraisal system, commonly known as 360 degree, is relatively new to government. This is a method by which organizations can learn more useful performance information about employees and make them more accountable to their various customers. The 360 degree appraisal differs from the traditional supervisor-subordinate performance evaluation in that a single person is no longer the judge. All those who actually deal with the employee create a pool of information and perspectives on which a supervisor may act. This group of individuals is made up of both internal and external customers. Ideally anyone who has useful information on how the employee does the job may be a source in the appraisal. The assumption is using such a system could provide a broader view of the employee’s performance. Although this system has been in place in the private sector for a number of years, it is a relatively new experiment in the Federal government.

Agencies in the Federal government who have adopted 360-degree systems use a variety of forms of multi-rater assessment for employee appraisal and development. According to OPM, there are no prohibitions in law or regulation against using a variety of rating sources in addition to the employee’s supervisor for assessing performance. Research has shown assessment approaches with multiple rating sources provide more accurate, reliable, and creditable information. For this reason the Office of Personnel Management supports such systems for performance appraisal as well as other evaluative and developmental purposes. As with any system, there are some obvious contributions attributed to 360-degree as well as some cautions one will have to address.

CONTRIBUTIONS

· This form of evaluation includes the evaluation of superiors, first-line supervisor and peers as well as customers.

· Self-assessment which is integral to such systems focuses on development which usually results in improved communication between supervisors and subordinates.

· Allows for peer ratings and feedback which are found to be useful as input for employee development and are proven to be reliable predictors of future performance.

· Allows for a formal upward-feedback program that can give supervisors a more comprehensive picture of employee issues and needs.

· Allows for customer feedback expanding the focus of performance and shifting the focus to service to customers as opposed to satisfying the standards and expectations of superiors.

CAUTIONS

· In instances where superiors are not able to observe and measure all aspects of one’s work, to make a fair evaluation could be a challenge yielding ratings that may be less reliable.

· At times discrepancies could occur between self-rating and other sources of ratings that can lead to defensiveness and alienation.

· In addition to the possibility that peer evaluations may not be practical in some work situations, its use for purposes other than developmental may not be prudent.

· Anonymity may be important when using subordinate ratings as supervisors may feel threatened and perceive their authority has been undermined.

ARMY MANAGEMENT ENGINEERING COLLEGE (AMEC)

AMEC is one of the first Federal agencies to use a 360-degree approach as the main appraisal process. In 1992, AMEC established six expert, self-managed work teams and adopted a multi-rater, 360-degree assessment process to enhance teamwork and emphasize participation. Performance ratings were de-linked from awards and assessments were used strictly for developmental purposes. This particular appraisal process uses a six step process and employees are involved from the beginning. First, all employees collectively determine the criteria to be measured and the universal performance standards for each employee, regardless of title, series or grade. Employees then collectively determine the performance areas, and each employee chooses his or her personal evaluation team. There are two requirements for raters one, that they must have first-hand and thorough knowledge of the individual’s performance and two, the number of raters cannot be below four. Then an outside consultant mails the assessment forms and collects them to analyze the information and prepare a report that includes a complete performance profile for each employee along with an overall rating. A management official who is the equivalent of a rating official reviews the reports and approves them before they are distributed to the employees. In the final analysis the focus in this process is on using the information as a useful form of feedback for improvement. This particular appraisal system is claimed to have been successful at AMEC and is accepted overwhelmingly by managers and employees alike.

EDUCATION

The Department of Education is another agency where the multi-rater system has become popular. In May 1996, the employees at Education decided to change the traditional appraisal system and started using an automated 360-degree appraisal program in conjunction with a two level summary rating (Pass/Fail). Under this system managers, co-workers, customers and subordinates evaluate one another via a computer program that is stated to be quick and easy to use. This new approach is not used to determine raises or promotions, instead the focus is mainly on performance improvement. Similar to the private sector, under this system employees are no longer operating independently and are forced to think and operate as a team. At Education, the planning before the new system was introduced took about a year and included input and involvement from all staff. To

date, the program seems to be working well but the department is looking forward to doing a formal evaluation of their system in three to five years. Other agencies such as the Voice of America, Veterans Affairs, and the General Accounting Office use other variations of the multi-rater system as a tool for improving employee and organizational performance, not for rating performance.

THE TWO -TIER SYSTEM (PASS/FAIL)

The two-tier system, also known as Pass/Fail, is also very new to the Federal government. The majority of agencies in the Federal government have appraised performance using five levels since 1979. In 1995, OPM granted agencies the option of, among other things, using as few as two levels to assess performance on elements or to summarize performance. Such a system will have performance at the fully successful level as pass and anything that does not meet this level will be labeled as failing. If an individual’s performance is determined unacceptable which amounts to fail, the employee could lose certain entitlements such as within grade increases, competitive promotions etc. With Pass/Fail, there is no distinction above the fully successful level. If an employee fails, he/she would also be placed on a PIP and no new standards would have to be written for the PIP. If the employee failed the PIP, a performance based action could also be taken.

Very limited information exists regarding the experience of organizations using Pass/Fail appraisal systems in either the public or private arena. Although this system is known to have been used by some private entities, it is said to be unpopular in the private sector. In the Federal government, the use of Pass/Fail was not even a choice until the reform of 1995. However, it was used in some government corporations not subject to coverage by the performance appraisal laws and regulations applicable to most Federal agencies. The two corporations that are known to have experimented with such a system are the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (PBGC) and the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC). These corporations were able to experiment with Pass/Fail appraisal systems before the new performance management regulations which extended this flexibility to all Federal agencies. At PBGC, Pass/Fail was used as a pilot program involving about 52 non-bargaining unit employees who were volunteers. The main purpose of the pilot was to simplify the appraisal process and to focus on employee feedback and development. The new process was well received among the participating supervisors and they thought of it as a very useful way of providing constructive feedback. On the other hand, the reaction from the nonsupervisory employees was not positive. They saw the system as benefiting mediocre performers who would be given the same pass rating as high performing employees. There was also a concern about being disadvantaged in the event of reduction in force as performance ratings would no longer be used to add years of service. As a result, PBGC decided to discontinue piloting this system and they are still working on finding a single system which can be embraced by all employees.

Pass/Fail as an appraisal system was also adopted at OPIC because of a high level of dissatisfaction with the traditional five level rating system. There were problems in communication between supervisors and employees and employees were too preoccupied with their ratings to listen to any feedback about their strengths and weaknesses. Partly the decision to move to the two level system was made to get employees to shift their focus away from the rating label. OPIC officials also found different ways to meet the needs of their star performers such as special recognition and awards. The Pass/Fail system at OPIC is working very well with no grievances reported to date.

The adoption of the two-tier system by almost all agencies opting to change the traditional performance system confirms that the system is perceived to have several advantages. First, the five level traditional system is known to be flawed and subject to supervisor inconsistency in making distinctions based on unwritten standards between levels three, four and five. Meanwhile, similar to the multi-rater systems, there are several perceived benefits and potential limitations associated with the two-tier system (Pass/Fail) as identified by the Office of Personnel Management.

BENEFITS

· Employees no longer complain about ratings.

· Paperwork and administration are reduced.

· Appraisal does not get in the way of performance improvement.

· Pass/Fail may improve credibility.

· Rating inflation can be eliminated.

· Individual competition is reduced.

LIMITATIONS

· Connections to other personnel programs could become meaningless.

· Programs that use Pass/Fail summary levels cannot use non-critical elements.

· Programs that use Pass/Fail cannot factor a team’s performance into the determination of the summary level.

· Administration of personnel programs overall could become more complex until the law for making certain personnel decisions which are tied to performance appraisal changes.

· Performance feedback to employees could suffer.

· Employees might not accept Pass/Fail.

· Stakeholders might think employees will not have to perform or be held accountable.

· Individual equity must still be addressed.

Several of the agencies that have been under a new system at least one cycle are now thinking of reviewing and evaluating their performance management processes. From interviews with human resources personnel and/or individuals who worked on committees responsible for the change, there seems to be excitement about the new systems. Employees are enthusiastic overall about the alternatives to the traditional system as it was plagued with numerous issues. Managers and supervisors alike express strong support for the increased emphasis on continuous performance improvement. As a result, the focus has shifted to assisting employees to contribute their best to the organization and from appraisal to performance.

Even though we learned of agencies that have changed their performance management system and interviewed some individuals associated with the process leading to the changes, we were not able to develop a set of case studies that can be used as models by this organization in designing a new performance management system. Meanwhile, regardless of the system or approach in practice, the following innovations and practices seem to have revolutionalized the traditional performance system.

SIGNIFICANT INNOVATIONS

STANDARDS

In some organizations, standards are now written to link individual performance goals to the overall mission or strategic plan of the organization similar to practices in the private sector (the Navy Project, IRS). Generic standards are used in place of individualized standards with the flexibility to include some modifications, as necessary. Some organizations have initiatives to develop standard position descriptions and performance standards together (EPA). Other organizations have developed techniques of measuring team performance against baseline measurers of the quality of the process, product or service and customer satisfaction.

TEAMWORK

A review of the literature regarding the reinvention of performance management shows the number of agencies where work is conducted in teams is growing and has required different approaches to performance management. In some work teams, employees are required to learn every aspect of the job and individuals are evaluated on a variety of job skills. Some approaches use a combination of group and individual performance measurements. In such work settings, an individual’s overall performance appraisal would be a function of both team performance and an individual’s contribution to the overall team performance. Most agencies operating with the work teams concept have provisions for team based awards (DOE, Navy, IRS). Some agencies have non-monetary recognition systems and overall there seems to be a movement in the direction of recognizing and rewarding more team achievements.

MULTIPLE INPUT

Like some companies in the private sector,~ the number or organizations that have adopted appraisal systems incorporating input from both supervisors and peers is also on the rise. This practice also known as the 360 degree format as stated earlier accommodates subordinate input into managers’ appraisals. Based upon discussions with some agency representatives, the subordinate feedback aspect of the appraisal system seems to be the one which has not worked smoothly. However, several organizations within EPA and the Department of Education do use this approach to augment the other adopted systems specifically, the Pass/Fail system. Although input from customers is commonly utilized in the private sector, it is still not very widely used by most government agencies. In some agencies, customer input is solicited to remedy problems or deal with specific issues on occasion outside the appraisal system.

RATING LEVELS

Several companies in the private sector are reported to have eliminated rating levels and appraisals are only a narrative description of the employee’s work activities. Most of the corporations that have eliminated rating levels have also de-linked performance evaluations and awards/bonuses. The literature referenced a proposal for a demonstration project within the Department of Labor whereby the appraisal system will have no summary rating, just a narrative description. Standards were to be developed by the group and performance was also to be appraised by the group. In addition, awards were no longer to be associated with appraisals. We contacted OASAM personnel officials in an effort to identify the specific agency and learned that two to three years ago OSHA had considered such an approach but did not implement it. Within the Department of Labor, according to information gathered from the reinvention office and OASAM, no agency has elected to change the current appraisal system. To date, the only entity that has modified their system is the National Council of Field Labor Locals (NCFLL) which has adopted a three tier system. Some agencies are experimenting with team appraisals whereby team members are appraising each other as an input to the final evaluation.

VIII.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This review has addressed the three stated objectives and sheds some light on the status of performance management at the Office of the Inspector General. Since half of the workforce opted not to participate in this exercise, some caution must be applied in generalizing the results. However, the survey data has a distribution similar to the universe and, therefore, it may very well be that the responses could approximate the opinions of the non-responding employees. With this in mind, one can draw some tentative conclusions which could be considered as assumptions for any future actions on this issue. From what we have learned from this survey, either OIG supervisors have few performance problems or they are ignoring performance related problems in general. Neither responses to multiple-choice questions nor narratives to open-ended questions have indicated pervasive concerns about employees performing at sub-standard levels. On the other hand, the present performance appraisal process and its implementation are perceived to have several deficiencies and limitations. Both data and responses to open-ended questions from supervisory and non-supervisory employees reveal an overwhelming dissatisfaction with and mistrust of the current appraisal system. The current performance management system is perceived to be permeated by favoritism and subjectivity and, furthermore, the consensus is that the system does not motivate employees to improve their performance.

Both supervisory and non-supervisory employees acknowledge the shortcomings of the current system and seem willing and eager to try something new and different. However, the survey responses reflected limited knowledge about possible alternative approaches with no clear preferences and substantial ambivalence in response to the options we listed. For example, although a significant percentage of those responding to the narrative survey questions expressed a preference for a two-tier system (pass/fail), almost one-half of the non-supervisory employees did not complete the narrative section; when asked the same question in a check-mark format, more non-supervisory employees responded with a higher percentage opposing a Pass/Fail system.

Our best practices study has developed considerable information on the advantages, constraints and implementation problems encountered in piloting a variety of alternative performance management systems. As envisioned in OPM’s guidance, agencies will develop performance management programs that will meet their individual missions and needs, the culture of their organizations and support their strategic plans. Such a program is a comprehensive undertaking which includes the related personnel areas of classification, pay, awards and appraisals and may employ several of the practices we have cited in combination or entail the development of new approaches unique to our organization. Congressional and OPM initiatives are emphasizing a shift towards pay for performance, an approach which researchers who have studied both private and government organizations cite as particularly advantageous in providing the necessary incentives for employees to adopt major organizational and cultural changes. In view of the environment of significant change in process Government-wide in response to initiatives, such as reinvention and the Government Performance and Results Act, the merits of a pay for performance system warrant particular consideration.

To succeed in performance management reform, all of our research confirms that an organization must have the support of an overwhelming majority of employees at every stage of the process. As we have noted, the 44 percent of all OIG employees who responded to our survey express strong support for change but are vague on the direction, while the positions of the remaining 56 percent of employees are uncertain. In order to build a new, effective performance system for OIG. the next steps should explore in greater depth the reasons for concern with the current system and the specific practices which will, with the greatest level of acceptance, motivate our employees to achieve excellence on an individual basis and maximize the accomplishments of the organization.

RECOMMENDATIONS

As stated above, since no clear preferences emerged about what alternative system should be adopted and over one-half of the employees opted not to participate in the survey, OIG management needs to proceed carefully and should consider several options for designing a new performance management system, including:

· Conducting focus groups to explore in greater depth why employees and supervisors are so dissatisfied with the current system and what they would most expect to see in a new system. Based upon the results of the focus groups, management could be informed of the most important criteria for a new performance management system.

· The establishment of a task force or advisory team which includes representatives from all OIG component offices, supervisory and non-supervisory staff, field and National Office, etc. to design and implement the new system. This task force could draw upon the findings/recommendations of the focus groups and/or could rely upon their experience and on-going discussions with peers. To ensure organizational buy-in, the opinions of all OIG staff should be solicited on major decisions or upon the completion of draft design segments.

Regardless of the design and implementation of a new system, improved communications across the organization is a key element which must be addressed to ensure an understanding of performance expectations, the system and its relationship to other personnel actions.

Any new system should provide for some form of monitoring to ensure that performance expectations are applied consistently among Regions, between Regions and the National Office and among the component offices of OIG.

The new system should be formally evaluated after it has been in use for at least two appraisal cycles and periodic informal assessments should be sought prior to that time through channels such as the Career Level Councils.

Management’s Response to the Recommendations
Following discussion of the report with the Assistant Inspectors General, the Deputy Inspector General advised that the recommendations in this report will be addressed in OIG’s five year Human Resources Management Plan.
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