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SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

U.S. Civil Service Commission
1. Maintain the Federal matching share for grant programs at 75

percent for an additional 3 years.
2. Increase the Federal share of Government Service Fellowships

from 25 percent to 75 percent of employees' salaries.
3. Extend coverage of the IPA programs to include Trust. Terri-

tories of the Pacific.
4. Provide for certain "technical" and "conforming" changes in the

mobility provisions of the IPA.
5. Include U.S. territories and possessions under the formula grant

provisions, rather than the discretionary provisions of the IPA.

American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees

1. Authorize public employee organizations to apply directly to CSC
for training grants without requiring the approval of State or local
governments.

2. Add to the findings and purposes of the IPA by including public
employee unions; recognizing their role in effective personnel admin-
istration.

3. Support the extension of existing matching formula for IPA
grant programs and an increase in appropriations ; Provided that
public employee unions may apply directly to CSC for training grants.

National Association of Counties
1. Firm support for the administration's proposals for amending

the IPA.
2. Support for the principle of public employee unions applying

directly to CSC for training grants.

National Conference of State Legislatures
1. Endorsed administration proposals for IPA.
2. Authorize State offices to administer State plan "in accordance

with State law," sections 202(b) (1) and 203(c).
3. Grants should "encourage", not "establish" or "strengthen" merit

systems 202(b) (5).
4. Assist State legislatures by enabling them to apply directly to the

IPA for training funds.

National League of Cities
1. Support for administration proposals.
2. Opposed AFSME-sponsored amendments on the grounds that

they are inconsistent with the purposes of the IPA.

National Governors' Conference
1. Endorsement of amendments offered by the administration.
2. Authorization for conference, National League of Cities, Na-

tional Association of Counties, and other similar groups to be eligible
to participate in mobility provisions of the IPA.

3. Opposed to the IPA amendments sponsored by AFSME on the
grounds that there is insufficient evidence of need.
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American Society for Public Administration

1. Supported the administration proposals.
2. Urged that evaluation of program be conducted by an outside

organization, in addition to the plans of the CSC.

Public Employee Department of AFL—CIO

1. Endorsed the proposals which were offered by the administration.

2. Endorsed the principle that public employee unions should be

permitted to apply directly to CSC for training grants.

International Personnel Management Association

1. Extension of existing Federal matching level of 75 percent for
IPA grant programs.

2. _Removal of prohibition of carrying over unexpended IPA funds
from 1 fiscal year into the next.

3. Increase of Federal share of employees' salaries to 75 percent for

Government Service Fellowships.

New Mexico Municipal League
1. Support for amendments to the IPA which have been offered by

the administration.
2. Add another merit principle to insure greater participation of

employee organizations in personnel administration.
3. Endorsement of amendments providing for direct application of

training grants by public employee unions and recognizing their role
to participate in the formulation and implementation of personnel
policies and administration.



AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL
PERSONNEL ACT OF 1970

TUESDAY, MARCH 4, 1975

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYEE POLITICAL RIGHTS,
AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROGRAMS,

Washington, D.0 .
The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m. in room 311, Cannon House

Office Building, Hon. William Clay (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.
Present: Representatives William Clay, James M. Collins of Texas,

Herbert E. Harris, Patricia Schroeder, and Charles H. Wilson.
Staff: Lloyd A. Johnson, subcommattee staff director; Ms. Gail

Weiss, staff assistant; Robert Lockhart, committee counsel; and
Anthony Raymond, minority staff assistant.

OPENING STATEMENT BY CHAIRMAN WILLIAM CLAY

Mr. CLAY. The hearing of the Subcommittee on Employee Political
Rights and Intergovernmental Programs will come to order.
This morning we had scheduled representatives of four organiza-

tions to testify. However, we find that the American Federation of
State, County, and Municipal Employees representatives have a con-
flict in schedule and are presently testifying before a Senate commit-
tee, and we have postponed their appearance until tomorrow morning.
The city of New York, Department of Personnel representative is

ill and cannot be with us this morning.
And from the National Civil Service League, Mr. Daniel Price won't

be able to make it this morning, either.
This morning's hearings will be on the program effectiveness and

the merits of the administration's legislative proposals for the Inter-
governmental Personnel Act of 1970. The program is administered by
the U.S. Civil Service Commission and aims to strengthen the person-
nel and management and administration systems of States and locali-
ties through a partnership arrangement with the Federal Government.
The IPA grew out of the administration's concern for implementing

its policy of New Federalism. It recognized that increasing demands
being made upon States and localities made their personnel systems
ill-equipped to meet the demands of the 1970's. The solutions to these
problems, of course, rest with State and local governments. Yet their
limited resources makes it in the national interest for the Federal

(1)
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Government to assist them in devising answers to these pressing
problems.
The IPA of 1970 contains among its major provisions:
A mobility program in which States, localities, and universities and

the Federal Government temporarily assign and exchange programs
with one another;
A grant program through which States and localities are assisted

in strengthening their personnel systems;
Technical assistance to States and localities by the Civil Service

Commission;
Cooperative activities in recruitment, examination, training, and the

establishment of personnel merit standards; and
Government Service Fellowships which provide further educational

training for selected personnel administrators.
Responsibility for the legislative oversight of the IPA has only

recently- been transferred to this subcommittee. The enabling authori-
zation is open-ended and "for such sums as may be necessary." It is
my hope that my colleagues share the conviction that it is essential
for the Congress to assume its proper responsibility in more actively
exercising its oversight responsibilities. Accordingly, these hearings
should be considered preliminary in that regard. I anticipate that more
extensive public oversight hearings will be conducted by the subcom-
mittee later this year.
The public announcement of these hearings indicated that they

would focus upon proposals made by the administration during the
second session of the 93d Congress. Only last Friday evening the ad-
ministration proposed to the Speaker almost identical legislation for
consideration during the current Congress. Although these proposals
have not yet been formally introduced in the House, these hearings
will focus upon those proposals which suggest the following:
Maintaining the Federal share of the IPA grant program at 75

percent instead of permitting it to decrease to 50 percent on July 1,
1975;

Increasing the Federal share of thet Government Service Fellow-
ships to 75 percent, from the existing 25 percent of the employee's
salary;
Including the Trust Territories of the Pacific among those locali-

ties which are eligible for participation in the IPA program;
Covering the U.S. Territories and Possessions under the grant for-

mula allocation provisions of the IPA ; and
Certain modifications in the provisions of the mobility program.
Because there are other pressing legislative priorities which this

subcommittee has indicated it wishes to consider
' 

it is my hope that we
will be able to conduct a markup session on this legislation shortly, or
as soon as next week.
The Chair has received a copy of the administration's le 0;islative

proposal, a section analysis. and a statement of purpose and justifica-
tion. In addition. the staff has requested and received from the Civil
Service Commission a statement of the cost implications of the pro-
posed legislation.
Without objection, these documents will be inserted into the record

at this point, along with the subcommittee paper detailing the pro-

•



3

MOB. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

i sions of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970, and showing
the proposed administration amendments.
[The documents referred to follow:]

U.S. CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., February 28,1975.

DEAR Mn. SPEAKER: The Commission is resubmitting for the consideration of
the Congress proposed legislation "To amend the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act of 1970 to provide more effective means to improve personnel administration
in State and local governments; to correct certain inequities in the law; and to
extend coverage under the law to the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands."
There are enclosed: (1) a draft bill; (2) a section analysis of the proposed bill;
-and (3) a statement of purpose and justification.

The proposed bill would continue for three more fiscal years, to October 1, 1978
(conforming to the revised fiscal year) the Commission's authority to make
grants for up to 75 percent of the costs of programs and projects to improve per-
sonnel administration in State and local governments. Under the current law, the
Federal share will be reduced to 50 percent on July 1, 1975.

Also, this bill would authorize reimbursements to State and local governments,
Indian tribes and Trust Territories for up to 75 percent of the salary of a recip-
ient of a Government Service Fellowship. Currently, such reimbursements may
not exceed 25 percent of the recipient's salary. This feature of the IPA has been

used very little, primarily because it is a financial burden which State and local

governments are reluctant to absorb. Increasing the Federal share to 75 percent

was recommended by the Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Personnel Pol-

icy in its January 1973 report to the President and the Congress. In addition, this

bill would establish an obligated service requirement for Government Service

Fellowship recipients equal to the length of the Fellowship.
The legislative proposal also includes several amendments to the IPA mobility

provisions. These amendments, for the purpose of providing greater flexibility

and assuring fairness and equity, are discussed in the four paragraphs which
follow.
The IPA does not exempt Federal employees from Federal conflict of interest

statutes while they are on mobility assignments. This has become a real problem

in some cases. At issue is the possible conflict of interest in cases where the

Federal employee would act on behalf of a State or local government in represen-

tations before a Federal agency. To prohibit such assignments would be an un-

fortunate and unnecessary limitation on the intergovernmental mobility pro-

gram. It is in such positions that a Federal employee can probably make the

greatest contribution to improved public services and better intergovernmental

relations. Therefore, the IPA should be amended to permit a Federal mobility

assignee to act on behalf of the organization to which assigned on matters pend-

ing before a Federal agency, other than his employing agency. The only exemp-

tion from these statutes is that provided under the Indian Self-Determination and

Education Assistance Act (Public Law 93-638) to Federal employees on mobility

assignments to Indian tribes.
State employees in Cooperative Extension work and employees of the District

of Columbia are entitled to Federal employee benefits (e.g., retirement, health

insurance, etc.) even though they are not Federal employees. However, if they

are temporarily appointed to Federal service on mobility assignments, they for-

feit those benefits while so serving. The legislative proposal prevents forfeiture

in such cases.
Another proposed amendment to the mobility provisions would permit agencies

to supplement the pay of some State and local government employees assigned

to Federal positions, to bring this pay in line with Federal compensation for

work of equal responsibility. State and local employees may be assigned to

Federal agencies on a leave without pay basis (LWOP) or on detail from their

jurisdiction. In some jurisdictions, LWOP jeopardizes tenure and other em-

ployee rights, and only the detail process is feasible. Detailed employees con-

tinue to receive their salaries, however, directly from their jurisdiction. These

salaries are usually different from the salaries received by assignees on LWOP,
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who receive Federal appointments and are paid according to Federal pay
schedules. This proposed change would permit State and local employees doing
work of equal responsibility on mobility assignments to be paid the same,
irrespective of employment practices in their jurisdictions.
There has been some question as to whether Federal agencies may reimburse

a state or local government for the costs of various fringe benefits (e.g., retire-
ment and life and health insurance benefits) for State and local employees
detailed to Federal agencies. The proposed amendment would incorporate into
the IPA, as law, the determination of the Comptroller General (Decision
B-157936, dated September 16, 1974) that such reimbursements for fringe bene-
fits may be made to State and local governments.
The legislative proposal would also include the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,

Guam, American Samoa, and the Virgin Islands in the allocation of formula
grant funds (80 percent of appropriated grant funds). The current law defines
"States" for the purpose of allocating formula grant funds as "the several States
of the United States and the District of Columbia." As a result, awards to Puerto
Rico, Guam, and American Samoa and the Virgin Islands have come from the
20 percent (discretionary) allocation of grant funds. Including these jurisdic-
tions in the allocation of formula funds simply recognizes that they should be
entitled to the same guarantee of formula funds as are the States and the District
of Columbia. The provision would also release the discretionary funds now used
for these jurisdictions for truly discretionary distribution.

Finally, the proposed bill would provide, for the first time, full coverage under
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act to the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands, enabling this governmental entity to obtain benefits which are now only
available to State and local governments, territories and possessions of the
United States, and Indian tribes. These benefits include: grants-in-aid to
strengthen personnel management systems and to train employees; direct par-
ticipation in Federal training programs; comprehensive technical assistance to
strengthen personnel systems; and participation in intergovernmental mobility
assignments.
The IPA program has now been in effect for four years, and we believe it

would be desirable to evaluate its impact and effectiveness. Accordingly, we are
undertaking, with funds provided in our fiscal year 1976 budget, an evaluation
of all aspects of the program, including a review of matching fund requirements.
This study may suggest further changes which we may recommend to Congress
next year. The amendments proposed in the attached draft bill will, however,
provide for improvements we believe are needed now.
The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection from

the standpoint of the Administration's program to the submission of this
proposal.
A similar letter is being sent to the President of the Senate.
By direction of the Commission:

Sincerely yours,

Enclosures.
ROBERT E. HAMPTON, Chairman.

A BILL To amend the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 to provide
more effective means to improve personnel administration in State and local
governments; to correct certain inequities in the law; and to extend coverage
under the law to the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of Representatives of the United'

States of America in Congress assembled, That the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1909-1929) is amended as follows:
(1) Section 202(a), section 203(a), section 303 (a), and section 304(a), relat-

ing to grants to State and local governments and other organizations, are
amended by striking out "after the expiration of three years following the,
effective date of the grant provisions of this Act" and substituting therefor "on
and after October 1, 1978".
(2) Section 305, relating to Government Service Fellowships, is amended—

(A) by striking out from paragraph (2) of subsection (a) "one-fourth",
and inserting "75 per centum" in place thereof;
(B) by renumbering paragraph (3) of subsection (e) as paragraph (4)

and deleting therefrom the words "and continuation";
(C) by striking the word "end" at the end of paragraph (2) of subsection

(C) ; and
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(D) by inserting in subsection (c) a new paragraph (3) as follows:
"(3) require, as a condition for the award of such fellowships, that the

recipients enter into a written agreement, enforceable by the government
concerned, to serve with such jurisdiction upon the completion of the fel-
lowship, for a period equal to the length of the fellowship. Such agreement
shall provide that in the event the recipient fails (except for good and suf-
ficient reason, as determined by the jurisdiction concerned) to carry out
such agreement, he shall be liable for payment of all expenses (excluding
salary) of such fellowship. Any amount for which a recipient becomes
liable shall be paid to the jurisdiction concerned within the three-year
period beginning on the date he becomes so liable; and shall be available
for use by such jurisdiction for advanced education of its employees; and";

(3) Section 502, relating to the definitions of eligible jurisdictions, is amended
by inserting in paragraph (3) "the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,"
immediately before "and a territory or possession of the United States,";
(4) Section 506, relating to the distribution of grants, is amended by striking

out of section 506(b) (5) "and the District of Columbia," and by inserting in
place thereof ; ", the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, and the Virgin Islands."

SEC. 2. Title 5, United States Code, is amended as follows:
(1) Section 3371, relating to definitions of eligible jurisdictions for the pur-

pose of intergovernmental mobility assignments, is amended by inserting "the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands," after "Puerto Rico," in paragraph (1) ;
(2) Section 3373, relating to the assignment of Federal employees to State

and local governments, is amended by adding the following at the end thereof:
"(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 203 and 205 of title 18, an

employee of an executive agency assigned under this subchapter to a State or
local government or institution of higher education may act as an agent or
attorney on behalf of that State or local government or institution of higher
education before any other agency, other than his employing agency or an ogency
with which he was employed during the one year period previous to his assign-
ment under this subchapter, in connection with a proceeding, application, con-
tract, claim, or controversy in which the United States is a party or has a
direct and substantial interest.";
(3) Section 3374, relating to assignments of employees from State or local

governments, is amended—
(A) by adding the following flush sentence at the end of subsection :

"However, the above exceptions are not applicable to employees who are subject
to coverage under chapters 83, 87 and 89 of this title by virtue of employment
immediately prior to assignment and appointment under this section.";

(B) by striking out the semicolon at the end of paragraph (1) of sub-
section (c). and by adding the following: "except to the extent that the
pay received from the State or local government is less than the appropriate
rate of pay which the duties would warrant under the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of this title, or other applicable au-
thority :" and
(C) by striking out the period at the end of subsection (c) and adding

the following ",or for the contributions of the employer, or a part thereof.
to employee benefit systems.";

(4) Section 3375 (a), relating to the travel expenses of a Federal, State,
or local government employee while on a mobility assignment, is amended by
striking out "and" after paragraph (4) ; renumbering paragraph (5) as para-
graph " (6 )" and inserting the following

"(5) Section 5724a (b) of this title for miscellaneous exnenses related
to change of station where movement or storage of household goods is in-
volved; and"

SEC. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall take effect after the 90th day
following its enactment or any earlier date following the date of enactment that
the Commission may prescribe.

SECTION ANALYSIS

Paragraph 1 of section 1 continues for three more fiscal years, to October 1,
1978, the Commission's authority to make grants to State and local governments
and other organizations up to 75 percent of the costs of programs and projects
to strengthen personnel administration in State and local governments and to
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train and develop State and local government employees. Under the current law,
the Federal share of such costs will be reduced to 50 percent by July 1, 1975.
Paragraph 2 of section 1 raises the limit on reimbursements to State and local

.governments for Government Service Fellowships from one-fourth (25%) to 75
percent of the salary of a recipient of a Government Service Fellowship, and
establishes an obligated service requirement for recipients.
Paragraph 3 of section 1 defines the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands as a

jurisdiction which is eligible to participate in all of the IPA programs.
Paragraph 4 of section 1 includes the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam,

American Samoa, and the Virgin Islands in the allocation of formula grant funds
(80% of appropriated grant funds).
Paragraph 1 of section 2 defines the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands

;as an eligible jurisdiction for the purpose of participating in intergovernmental
/nobility assignments.
Paragraph 2 of section 2 permits a Federal employee on a mobility assignment

to act as the attorney or agent for a State or local government or institution of
higher education in representations before another Federal agency, except his
employing agency or an agency with which he was employed during the year
prior to his assignment. Currently, conflict of interest statutes prohibit such
representations by mobility assignees except for Federal employee mobility as-
signments to an Indian tribe which are authorized under provisions of the Indian
Self-Discrimination and Education Assistance Act (PL 93-638).
Paragraph 3 of section 2 provides technical amendments to assure fairness and

equity for persons participating in mobility assignments. If enacted, Federal
retirement and other benefits, in the rare case where such programs apply to
certain State and D.C. Government employees, would not be lost by such em-
ployees while they are on mobility assignments. Federal agencies would also be
permitted to supplement the pay of State or local employees on detail to Federal
agencies to assure comparability of pay with other State or local employees
doing work of equal responsibility. Federal agencies would be authorized to
reimburse State and local governments and institutions of higher education for
various fringe benefit costs (e.g., health and life insurance, retirement, etc.) of
employees on detail from such organizations.
Paragraph 4 of section 2 authorizes an executive agency to reimburse mobility

assignees for certain miscellaneous relocation expenses related to a geographic
move for purposes of a mobility assignment on the same basis such payments are
authorized on a permanent change of station (e.g., automobile registrations,
drivers' licenses, etc.).

Section 3 provides an effective date for these amendments of not later than
90 days after enactment or an earlier date after enactment if the Commission so
decides.

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND JUSTIFICATION

PURPOSE

To provide more effective means to improve personnel administration in State
and local governments; to correct certain inequities in the law; and to extend
coverage under the law to the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

JUSTIFICATION

Section 202(a).203(a), 303 (a) and 304(a) of the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act of 1970 provide that grants may be made for up to 75 percent of the costs
of programs and projects for strengthening personnel administration in State
and local governments and for training State and local government employees.
Under the current law, the Federal share will be reduced to 50 percent on July
1, 1975.
The IPA program has now been in effect for four years, and we believe it

would be desirable to evaluate its impact and effectiveness. Accordingly, we are
undertaking, with funds provided in our FY 1976 budget, an evaluation of all
aspects of the program, including a review of matching fund requirements. This
study may suggest further changes which we may recommend to Congress next
year.
At this time we are recommending the continuation for three more fiscal years,

to October 1, 1978, (conforming to the revised fiscal year) of the present author-
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ity to fund up to 75 percent of the costs of grant-aided programs and projects to
provide continued inducements to State and local governments to give sufficient
priority to improving personnel administration. The proposed amendments would
authorize grants to State and local governments for up to 75 percent of the
salary of recipients of Government Service Fellowships for State and local per-
sonnel. Currently, these grants may cover reimbursement to State and local gov-
ernments not to exceed one-fourth (25 percent) of the salary of each fellow
during the period of fellowship. We recommend raising this level to 75 percent.
In addition, the amendments would establish an obligated service requirement
for recipients of Government Service Fellowship grants, for the length of the
Fellowship. This provision would assure State and local governments of a return
on investment in these grants through benefiting from the service of grant
recipients.
The Government Service Fellowship feature of the IPA has been used very

little by State and local governments, primarily because it is a financial burden
which State and local governments are unable or unwilling to absorb. The Ad-
visory Council on Intergovernmental Personnel Policy, in its January 1973
report to the President and the Congress, recommended that the Federal portion
of the funding for salary costs of Government Service Fellowships be increased
to 75 percent. The Advisory Council also noted that "at no time, however, should
the Federal Government assume the full cost of the program::
Next, the proposed amendments provide for several technfcal changes in the

intergovernmental mobility provisions of the IPA. These amendments will pro-
vide greater flexibility to Federal, State and local agencies and help to assure
fariness and equity for mobility assignees.
The Intergovernmental Personnel Act ( U.S.C. 3371-3376) does not exempt

Federal employees from Federal conflict of interest statutes (18 U.S.C. 203 and
205) while they are on mobility assignments. This has been a problem is some
cases. At issue is the possible conflict of interest in cases where the Federal em-
ployee would act on behalf of a State or local government in representations be-
fore a Federal agency. Currently, conflict of interest statutes prohibit an em-
ployee from acting as an agent or attorney or in a representational capacity on
behalf of a State or local government or an institution of higher education be-
fore any Federal agency. The only exemption from these statutes is that pro-
vided under the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (PL
93-638) to Federal employees on mobility assignments to Indian tribes.
The law now prohibits a Federal mobility assignee from representing the or-

ganization to which assigned in matters pending before a Federal agency. We
have proposed an amendment to the IPA which would allow a Federal mobility
assignee to act on behalf of the organization to which assigned on matters pend-
ing before any Federal agency, other than his own agency or an agency in which
he was employed during the preceding year.
To prohibit the temporary assignment of a Federal employee to a position

involving representation duties would be an unfortunate and unnecessary limita-
tion on the intergovernmental mobility program. It is in such a position that the
Federal employee can probably make the greatest contributions in terms of im-
proved public services and better intergovernmental cooperation. In addition, a
mobility assignment to such a position would be an invaluable experience to the
Federal employee, his employing agency, and the State or local jurisdiction. It
would provide knowledge and insights into the complexities of intergovernmental
relations which cannot be duplicated in any other setting.
We have also recommended amendment of 5 U.S.C. 3374(b) to prevent the

potential loss of Federal employee benefits (e.g., retirement, health insurance,
etc.) in the rare case where such benefits apply to non-Federal employment, by
certain employees (Cooperative Extension Service employees in the States and
employees of the District of Columbia) while they are on mobility assignments
to Federal positions. Under current law these benefits would be lost, since Federal
benefits do not apply to employees on mobility assignment, under temporary
appointment to Federal agencies.
We have proposed a change in 5 U.S.C. 3374(c) (1) to permit agencies to sup-

plement the pay of some State and local government employees assigned to
Federal positions,, to bring this pay in line with Federal pay for work of equal
responsibility. State and local employees may be assigned to Federal agencies
011 i et-kve without pay basis (LWOP) or on detail from their jurisdiction. In some
jurisdictions, LWOP jeopardizes tenure and other employee rights, and only the
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detail process is feasible. Detailed employees continue to receive their salaries,

however, directly from their jurisdiction. These salaries are usually different

from the salaries received by assignees on LWOP, who receive Federal appoint-

ments and are paid according to Federal pay schedules.
This proposed change would permit State and local employees doing work

'of equal responsibility on mobility assignments to be paid the same, irrespective

•of employment practices in their jurisdictions.
We are also proposing an amendment to permit Federal agencies to reimburse

'State and local governments for costs of fringe benefits (e.g., health and life

insurance, retirement, etc.) of employees on temporary details to Federal agen-

cies. This is in line with a recent decision of the Comptroller General of the

United States authorizing such reimbursements.
An additional amendment would permit the payment of miscellaneous expenses

related to a geographic move for the purpose of a mobility assignment. These

payments would be in line with expenses now paid by the Federal government in

connection with permanent changes in duty stations. It would not include reim-

bursement for real estate fees. The incidental expenses, now provided in regula-

tions on permanent changes of station, cover such costs as automobile registra-

tions, drivers' licenses, and similar miscellaneous expenses. An employee who

accepts an extended temporary assignment which involves obtaining a place of

residence incurs these expenses. In fairness, he or she should be able to claim

them.
The Intergovernmental Personnel Act does not provide for participation in

any way by the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. Full coverage under the

IPA is recommended to provide comparable benefits that are now available only

to State and local governments, territories and possessions of the United States,

and Indian tribes. By comparable benefits, we mean the opportunity for this

government to fully participate in IPA grants, technical assistance, training and

intergovernmental mobility. Such participation would enable the Trust Territory

to improve its personnel resources and strengthen its system of personnel ad-

ministration. IPA grants could be used by the Trust Territory of the Pacific

Islands to establish or improve its personnel management system, and to train

and develop employees to better plan and manage their own programs.
Finally, we propose amendment of the IPA to include the Commonwealth of

Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, and the Virgin Islands in the allocation of
formula grant funds (80 percent of grant appropriations). Section 506(b) (5)
of the IPA defines "State" for the purpose of allocating formula grant funds as

"the several States of the United States and the District of Columbia." As a

result, awards to the territories and possessions of the United States in FY

1973 (about $330,000) and FY 1974 (about $233,000) came from the allocation

of discretionary grant funds (20 percent of the grants appropriations).
Our proposal to include these jurisdictions in the allocation of formula grant

funds merely recognizes that they should be entitled to the same guarantee of

formula funds as are the States and the District of Columbia. This amendment

would also have the effect of releasing the discretionary funds now used to fund
projects in these jurisdictions for truly discretionary distribution.

COST IMPLICATION'S OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE IPA

SECTION ANALYSIS
Paragraph 1 of Section 1

Maintaining a 75%-25% division of costs as opposed to a 50%-50% division of
costs would not have a discernible effect in reducing the costs for the grant pro-
gram. See the attached discussion paper on "Some Cost and other Implications
of Retaining the 75/25 Matching Share Provisions of the IPA." This amendment
would have no impact on Commission costs for administering the grant program.

Paragraph 2 of Section 1
Increasing the percentage reimbursement for the Government Service Fellow-

ships would not increase the amount of grants, even though the Federal share
of the cost of Fellowships could rise (see attached discussion paper). Presently,
State and local governments can use IPA grant funds for Government Service
Fellowships. Increasing the Federal share of support for these fellowships will
make it more attractive for State and local jurisdictions to take advantage of that
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provision of the IPA. This amendment would have no impact on Commission
costs for administering the grant program.

Paragraph 3 of Section 1
Making the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands a jurisdiction eligible to

participate in all of the IPA programs will not have a discernible effect on costs.
Grant funds for these governmental units would be provided from whatever
grant appropriation was available. The Commission's costs for administering
grants to these jurisdictions would be relatively low, and would be covered by
existing funds for administration.

Paragraph 4 of Section 1
Including the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, and

the Virgin Islands in the allocation of formula grant funds would not have a
cost impact since discretionary funds are presently earmarked for these juris-
dictions on an informal basis.

Paragraph 1 of Section 2
This change relating to eligibility for intergovernmental personnel mobility

assignments, would not have an effect on costs.

Paragraph, 2 of Section 2
Permitting a Federal employee on mobility assignment to act in a represen-

tational capacity for a State or local government, or institution of higher edu-
cation before another Federal agency, other than his employing agency, would
have no effect on costs.

Paragraph 3 and Paragraph 4 of Section 2
Both of these changes relate to paying certain benefits and travel costs for

mobility assignees, and would have a slight impact on the costs of some individ-
ual mobility assignments. However, since the costs of mobility assignments are
borne by the participating jurisdictions, there would be no cost implications in
terms of Commission expeditures. It should also be kept in mind that mobility
assignments are made to help improve program effectiveness through making
better use of limited talent. The proposed amendments would remove impedi-
ments that presently discourage such assignments.

SOME COST AND OTHER IMPLICATIONS OF RETAINING THE 75/25 MATCHING SHARE
PROVISIONS OF THE IPA

Our experience to date shows that there is a growing appreciation for the
need for personnel management improvements and training on the part of State
and local governments. All States are participating in the program to the full
extent of their formula allocation and all funds have been applied for and
awarded. Assuming a continuing increase in utilization of the IPA by State and
local governments to strengthen their central management capability, retaining
a 75/25 match ratio would not in itself affect IPA grant appropriation levels
because all the funds available would be utilized.
In theory, it could be said that a 50/50 matching ratio would permit the grant

appropriation to support a larger total program (e.g., a $15 million appropria-
tion could support a $30 million effort under 50/50 funding, but only a $20 mil-
lion effort under 75/25). However, this "larger" program effort could well be
more apparent than real because it could lead to increased use of in-kind and
indirect or other overhead type costs to meet matching requirements. In many
cases, the increased match would not amount to a larger cash investment by
the jurisdiction, but merely "more imaginative bookkeeping." This could also
increase the need for Federal grant administration efforts to audit total costs.
More important, the 50/50 ratio would have significant negative impact on the

total IPA program by making it difficult for many jurisdictions to participate in
the program, either because they actually cannot meet the matching requirement
or because of political decisions not to invest available resources in such an ex-
pensive Federal program—this is particularly significant when the trend is to-
ward reduced or no match requirements. Additionally, those jurisdictions which
would have difficulties in coming up with sufficient matching funds would often
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be the very ones most in need of financial support and management improvement
assistance.
Under 75/25 matching, the IPA grant program is serving as a real incentive

for jurisdictions to make an attempt to determine what their most important
management improvement and training needs are. A change to 50/50 funding,
however, could encourage jurisdictions to consider IPA projects for their ability
to generate significant match (e.g., short-term training projects involving travel
and tuition) rather than their ability to get at the most critical needs.

COST IMPLICATION OF IPA SUPPORTING 75% OF GOVERNMENT SERVICE PFTALOWSIIIP.
SALARY COSTS

Specific Example Comparing IPA Costs of a one-year fellowship under current
law vs. proposed amendment.

Cost item

Current Proposed'
maximum maximum.

Total IPA IPA
cost share share

1. Salary $12, 500 $3,125 $9, 375
2. Tuition and fees 2, 650 2,650 2, 650-
3. Travel and expenses 1, 100 1,100 1, 100

Total 16, 250 6,875 13, 125

NOTES

(1) Currently IPA may pay a maximum of 25% of salary costs. Under proposed'
amendment IPA could pay a maximum of 75% of salary.
(2) For all other costs IPA may pay 100% of costs under both the current and'

revised proposals.
Impact of Change in Salary, Match for an Individual Fellowship:

Increase of IPA share would be $6,250 or 90%.
IPA's share of total cost would increase from 42% to 81%.
State and local share would decrease from 58% to 19%.

Impact of Change in Salary Match on Total Government Service Fellowship
Program Cost for a year (based on above example) :

Assume 15 fellowships per year at $16,260.
Total cost of all fellowships would be $243,750:

Maximum IPA share of costs under current law would be $105,000,
(42%).
Maximum IPA share of costs under proposed law would be $200,000-

(31% ).
IPA costs would rise by a maximum of $95,000 or 90% under the proposed

changes ($105,000 to $200,000).

INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL ACT OF 1970 (P.L. 91-648)

The Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 (IPA) seeks to strengthen State
and local governments through improved personnel administration and more
efficient recruitment and training or personnel. It is the first comprehensive Fed-
eral aid program for improving and strengthening State and local personnel ad-
ministration. It focuses upon the interchange of Federal, State and local employ-
ees; training programs; and personnel management.

PURPOSE

The IPA seeks to achieve the following ends:
(1) To achieve intergovernmental cooperation, through an advisory council, in

the development of policies and standards for the administration and training;
(2) To authorize the Civil Service Commission (CSC) to make grants thatwould assist States and localities in improving their systems of personnel admin-istration ;
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(3) To transfer to the CSC responsibility for establishing standards of merit

systems for certain Federally-funded programs in which States and localities are

engaged.
(4) To permit Federal ageneies to admit State and local governmental officials

and employees to Federal training programs.
(5) To authorize Federal agencies administering grant programs to States and

localities to provide special training to State and local officials who have respon-
sibilities related to those programs;
(6) To permit the CSC to make grants available to State and local governments

and other groups to conduct approved training and fellowship programs;
(7) To authorize the CSC, in collaboratioon with State and local governments,

to conduct cooperative recruitment and examining and to provide advice and
technical assistance •
(8) To provide Congressional approval to interstate compacts which would

improve personnel administration and training for State and local government
employees;
(9) To permit the temporary exchange of personnel between the Federal gov-

ernments and State and local governments; and
(10) To direct the CSC to coordinate Federal activities in providing training

to States and localities.

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION

There was widespread agreement on the need for this legislation. Testimony
and communications reflected deep concern that States and localities are subject
to increasing demands for services which they are unable to meet without Fed-
eral a§sistance. Rapid populatiOn growth and urbanization are extending the re-
sponsibilities of States and local governments. In addition to their limited finan-
cial capabilities States and localities suffer from a shortage of qualified per-
sonnel to meet the responsibilities of modern-day management.
The needs of these governments are (1) merit personnel systems that would

maximize their effective use of personnel; (2) training programs: (3) transfer-
ability of personnel among local, State and Federal governments; and ( 4) sub-
stantial Federal assistance in funding.

PRINCIPLE PROVISIONS

The IPA seeks to help the needs and problems of States and localities by
authorizing the following activities:
(1) Intergovernmental cooperation in the development of policies and stand-

ards for the improvement of State and local personnel administration and train-
ing;
(2) Grants to States and localities to plan and improve their systems of per-

sonnel administration;
(3) Administration of Federal Statutory provisions requiring merit personnel

administration for State and local employees involved in certain Federally aided
programs;
(4) Grants to local and State and other groups for developing and conducting

approved training, fellowship and training programs for State and local govern-
ment employees and officials;
(5) Cooperative recruitment and examining activities with States and locali-

ties; .
(6) Advice and assistance to State and local governments fOr personnel ad-

ministration ;
(7) Coordination of Federal technical activities to provide assistance and

training activities to States and local governments.
Title I of the law provides for intergovernmental cooperation in the develop-

ment of policies and standards of programs authorized by the IPA through a
Presidentially-appointed Advisory Council.

Title II aims to assist States and localities in strengthening their career
staff § and to improve their systems of merit personnel administration. It
authorizes the CSC to (a) furnish technical advice and assistance to States
and localities; (b) make matching grants to assist in the development of personnel
administration programs; (c) cooperate with States and localities in recruiting
and examining activities; (d) coordinate Federal support and technical assistance

49-280-75-2
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activities to State and local governments; and (e) administering Federal statutes
requiring merit standards for certain Federally-assisted State and local programs.

Title III aims to strengthen the development and training of State and local
,employees and officials, particularly professional, technical and administrative
personnel. It authorizes (a) matching grants to States, localities and other
groups for developing and conducting approved training and educational activi-
ties; (b) grants in support of Government Service Fellowships; (c) reimburse-
ment to Federal agencies for initial additional developmental and overhead costs
for admitting State and local personnel to Federal training programs; (d) cover-
ing CSC training costs for admitting State and local employees to CSC's inter-
agency training programs.

Title IV provides for the temporary assignment of personnel between Federal
government and State and local governments and institutions of higher education.

Title V provides for the administration of the IPA and establishes certain ad-
visory committees.

MAJOR ISSUES
(1) The bill was opened-ended in duration and amount. The CSC estimated

annual budgetary requests of $20 million and $40 million thereafter.
(2) The allocation of costs was to be weighted to distribute 20% to States andlocalities by including a factor of program, and urgency 80% to be distributedto States without that factor. Within States, 80% was to be weighted to include,among other factors, State and local expenditures. At least 50% of monies withinStates was to pass through to localities.
(3) Federal share of cost sharing for Title II programs was to drop from 75%to 50% the third year following enactment of the law.
(4) Eligilble grantees were defined as States, general local governments in-cluding the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, territorial possessions, or a Federalinterestate agency.
(5) maintenance of effort by States and localities was required.
(6) States were to be in a leadership, but not dominating, role in the processingof grants. Coordination and avoidance of duplicative program efforts were to beavoided.
Approved January 5, 1971.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

House Report No. 91-1733 (Committee on Education and Labor).Senate Report No. 91-489 (Committee on Government Operations).Congressional Record: Vol. 115 (1969) : October 27, Considered and passedSenate. Vol. 116 (1970) : December 21, Considered and passed House, amended.December 22, Senate concurred in House amendment.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENTS TO THE IPA
(1) Authorize Federal share of up to 75% of grant program costs for an addi-tional three years, through October 1, 1978. Under present law, this share will bereduced to 50% on July 1, 1975.
(2) Authorize reimbursement to State and local governments of up to 75% ofthe salary of recipients of Government Service Fellowships. Currently, such reim-bursements are limited to 25% of salary.
(3) Authorize greater flexibility and equity in IPA's mobility program by thefollowing provisions:

(a) Exempt Federal employees from Federal conflict of interest statuteswhile on mobility assignments by permitting them to act on behalf of assignedagency before a Federal agency other than their employing Federal agency.(b) Prevent forfeiture of Federal fringe benefits by State CooperativeExtension and District of Columbia employees while assigned to temporaryFederal positions.
(c) Permit Federal agencies to supplement the pay of some State andlocal employees on temporary assignment, thereby bringing their pay in linewith Federal compensation for work of equal responsibility.
(d) Authorize Federal agencies to reimburse State and local governmentsfor the costs of various fringe benefits for some State and local employeesdetailed to Federal agencies.

(4) Exempt Government Service Fellowships from the formula grant appro-priation and establish an obligated service requirement for these Fellowships.
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(5) Provide full coverage of the IPA. to the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands.

Mr. CLAY. Mrs. Schroeder, do you have an opening statement?
Mrs. SCHROEDER. No, I don't.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Harris?
Mr. HARRIS. No; Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
Mr. CLAY. This morning we have with us, as the first witness,

Mr. Joseph M. Robertson, who is the Director of the Bureau of
Intergovernmental Personnel Programs of the U.S. Civil Service
Commission.
Mr. Robertson, we have copies of your statement, and without objec-

tion it will be entered into the record as though it were read in full.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH I. ROBERTSON, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF
INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL PROGRAMS, U.S. CIVIL
SERVICE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD LEVERONE,
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF EVALUATION AND PROGRAM MANAGE-
MENT; ALLAN HEUERMAN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR GRANTS;
DOUGLAS I. IVIcINTYRE, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE; AND ANDREW BOESEL, DIRECTOR,
OFFICE OF FACULTY FELLOWS AND PERSONNEL MOBILITY

Mr. ROBERTSON. First, I would like to say that I have with me this
morning the people responsible for running the program in the U.S.
Civil Service Commission.
On my left is Mr. Leverone, the Director of the Office of Evaluation

and Program Management.
On my immediate left is Mr. Allan Heuerman, Associate Director

for Grants Administration.
On my immediate right is Mr. Douglas I. McIntyre, Associate Di-

rector for Personnel Management Assistance.
And on my far right is Mr. Andrew Boesel, who is responsible for

the Office of Faculty Fellows and Personnel Mobility.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am glad to meet

with you today to discuss the IPA. We are pleased to have this sub-
committee assume a leadership role in advancing the Intergovern-
mental Personnel Act (IPA) .
IPA programs of financial and technical assistance, talent sharing,

and training to assist State and local governments to improve their
central management capacity are in only their fourth year of operation.
We have numerous indications that they are enjoying a high degree of
acceptance among State and local government officials. For example,
Governor Richard Kneip of South Dakota reported that—
In South Dakota the IPA program made it possible for us to establish a career

civil service system several years before we would have hoped to accomplish such
a change.

Former Kentucky Governor Wendell Ford referred to IPA fund-
ing as: "extremely beneficial in our efforts to modernize our personnel
program."
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Michigan. Governor William Milliken reported that IPA funds—

Have permitted the development and implementation of invaluable training

and personnel improvement projects, enabling employees and officials ,of State-

and local government to improve their services to the citizens of Michigan.

County Commissioner Ludvig Browman of Missoula County, Mont.,.
in expressing his appreciation for the results of -the IPA financial and
technical Assistance to the county, stated that—

The community benefits from these positive a'spects of the program through

increased awareness and productivity on the part of their county employees.

Mobility . .
Since May of 1971, more than 2,000 key employees and college facul-

ty members have participated in the talent sharing or mobility pro-
vision of the act. All 50 States, 250 local governments, 200 colleges
and universities, and 33 Federal agencies have made use of the pro-
visions of the act permitting temporary assignments back and forth
between Federal agencies and State and local governments and in-
stitutions of higher education.
Some examples of individual mobility assignments may provide a

clearer picture of the use being made of this authority:
(1) Eddie McGloin, an employee of the Seattle office of the Depart-

ment of Housing and Urban Development, has been assigned to the
mayor's office in Detroit as an adviser on community development and
housing programs.
(2) The Labor Department has assigned one of its employees,

Joseph Rogers, to the mayor's office in Pittsburgh, Pa., to serve as
Director of ManpowerPlan_ning.
(3) Mary Earnheart, one of our own Civil Service Commission em7

ployees, was- assigned to the Texas House of Representatives to work
with a subcommittee on personnel.'

(4). Melvin Rousseau, an employee of the Department of Interior,
was assigned to Northern State College in South Dakota to develop,
staff, and direct a training program for Indian students. (Under the
Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act, Indian
tribes and. tribal -organizations are now eligible to participate in the
mobility program.)
(5) Grace Davis, an employee of the- Department of Labor, was as-

'signed to the mayor's office of the city of Los Angeles as Director of
Human Resources to develop an areawide human-care-services plan.
• (6) Raymond Urquhart, an AID employee, was assigned to Green-
ville County, S.C., as the county's first county executive.
(7) Henry Decker, a Department of Agriculture employee, went to

South Dakota to serve as the State budget officer.
(8) Thomas I'avlak, an assistant professor at the University of

Missouri, led a project team in evaluating HUD's compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.
(9) Robert Bradford, an associate dean at the Alabama Agricul-

tural and Mechanical University, served as Deputy. Assistant Admin-:
iStrator of the Cooperative State Research Service at the Department
of Agriculture. --
(10) The Internal Revenue Service has assigned employees to nine

States and Guam to help improve the effectiveness of State and localtax agencies. One of these assignees served as the first commissionerof New Hampshire's new Department of Revenue Administration.
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Among the many State and local officials who have been complimen-
tary of the mobility program, are a number of Governors and mayors:
Governor Mike O'Callaghan of Nevada said—

I think the interchange of experience at different levels of government is very

valuable for employee development in the public service.

Mayor Richard Lugar of Indianapolis indicated that—

If other cities are experiencing similar successes with personnel assigned to

them under the auspices of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, we should

attempt to have more federal employees working with state and local government.

.Grants
IPA grants are helping State and local governments strengthen

their management capacity. For example:
(1) The California Legislature initiated a series of orientation ses-

sions for newly elected State legislators with IPA grant funds. The
series was so well received that the legislature decided to continue it
with State financing.
(2) IPA funds helped set up similar training programs in Alaska,

Illinois, Maryland, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, and Wash-
ington. The program in Minnesota drew this comment by the State
senate majority leader:
The Minnesota Horizons Seminar was not only a tremendous and innovative

idea but also an extraordinary success in the way it was carried out. In my many
years of involvement with both public and private informational programs, I
have never participated in a more interesting, informative, and well-planned
presentation. I continue to be impressed by the enthusiastic remarks of my fellow
Senators. How you managed to uniformly please a group such as this is almost
beyond comprehension.

(3) Following both the 1972 and 1974 gubernatorial elections, the
National Governors' Conference used IPA funds to conduct orienta-
tion seminars for Governors-elect and their executive assistants. These
programs consisted of presentations by present and former Governors
on topics ranging from organizing a Governor's office to development
of productive executive-legislative relations. The 1974 program also
included on-site management assistance for the Governors. This pro-
gram was praised by the Wall Street Journal.
(4) IPA funds helped set up coordinators in three States (New

York, North Carolina, and Utah) to provide training and technical
services to elected and appointed county officials. Two of these States
(North Carolina and Utah) have continued these programs with their
own funding. New York is expected to follow shortly. The success of
this program in these three States attracted private foundation sup-
port (Lilly) to set up similar programs in Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio.
This $488,000 grant was the largest government-oriented grant made
by the Lilly Foundation.
The fact that these three programs have been picked up and con-

tinued with local money is some indication that they were worthwhile
efforts.
Some other examples of positive results include:
(1) In Kinloch, Mo., an IPA-trained finance director took actions

which lowered delinquent city taxes and fees by over 10 percent and
reduced the city's outstanding debt by more than 25 percent.
(2) In Fresno County, Calif., an IPA-funded occupational safety

training project lowered the county accident rate thus saving the
,county over $40,000 in lost employee time.
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(3) In Indiana, State tax auditors who were trained in an IPA-
sponsored course, increased the dollar amount of taxpayer error they
found per audit by over 65 percent and increased the amount of new
tax revenue they generated each month by over 48 percent.
(4) In San Francisco, employees trained to analyze city operations,

identified improved work procedures which saved the city an estimated
$1.2 million on an annual basis.
(5) In Atlanta, Ga., an IPA-supported study of height require-

ments for police officers demonstrated that shorter persons can perform
as police officers as well as taller persons can. This study was published
in the Crime Control Digest and led to liberalization or elimination
of height requirements in a number of jurisdictions across the country.
A few of the 1975 grants to national organizations may give you

some insight into the way the IPA is addressing problems common
to many jurisdictions:
(1) The National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs is training top

municipal personnel involved in the delivery of municipal services
to develop the public services necessary to reverse the trend of de-
terioration in specific neighborhoods in Boston, Baltimore, and Toledo.
(2) Howard University's Joint Center for Political Studies is pro-

viding training to newly elected State and local officials to help them
develop management, planning, and budgetary skills.
(3) The National Association of Counties is providing management

development services to county elected and appointed officials.
(4) The Council of State Governments is developing a program for

training State auditors in postaudit techniques for areas beyond tra-
ditional fiscal compliance auditing.
Technical assistance
We have made extensive use of the IPA provision authorizing the

Commission to respond to requests from State and local governments
for technical help in improving their personnel systems. This help
took the form of technical advice and recommendations in most in-
stances, but in some areas included project work in which we devel-
oped systems for the requesting governments. Before I continue. I
want to call your attention to one particular part of Commission tech-
nical assistance policy. The Commission will not provide services
that can be procured by State or local governments reasonably and
expeditiously through ordinary business channels.
In fiscal year 1974 alone, Commission staff made nearly 11,000 rec-

ommendations for specific improvements in State and local personnel
operations. More than 8,000 of those recommendations are at some
stage of implementation.
Here are some specific examples of projects we have undertaken:
(1) The State of Massachusetts received extensive help in a major

modernization of its State personnel function which also serves local
government. One effect was expanded opportunity for the job-seeking
public to compete for State and local government positions and re-
duced operating cost for the State.
(2) When Lancaster County, Nebr., asked for Commission help in

implementing its new legislation for a central personnel system, we
responded by developing a set of operating rules.
(3) Commission staff advised and assisted Erie County, N.Y., in

the development of a manpower planning system.
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(4) Charleston, W. Va., requested and received our help in cen-
tralizing its city personnel operations.
(5) In Missoula County, Mont., the county's efforts to develop a

personnel policy manual and a classification and wage system under
an IPA grant were supported by technical advice and assistance from
the Commission.
In addition, the Commission entered into a contract with the Man-

power Administration of the Department of Labor to help State
and local governments meet the personnel requirements of the Com-
prehensive Employment and Training Act.
Cooperative recruiting and examining
The Commission has joined with State and local governments in

cooperative recruiting and examining activities to provide one-stop
service for job information on 39 State and local jurisdictions and one-
stop examining for jobs in 24 jurisdictions. In addition to better
service for the public, these centers reduce operating costs for the
participitating jurisdictions. The Mobile, Ala., Register and Press ap-
plauded the cooperative efforts of the county and the Civil Service
Commission for the establishment of an Intergovernmental Job In-
formation Center in Mobile.
Amendments
The IPA program has now been in effect for 4 years and we believe

it would be desirable to evaluate its impact and effectiveness. Accord-
ingly, we are undertaking with funds provided in our fiscal year 1976
budget, an evaluation of all aspeets of the program, including a review
of matching fund requirements. This study may suggest further
changes which we may recommend to Congress next year.
However, our experience during the past 4 years has turned up a

few problems with the IPA which changes in the law would improve.
Most changes we are proposing this year are of a perfecting nature—
to fill (Yaps in program coverage and to co ‘rectinequities. One pro-
posed ..change would maintain the matching formula at 75-25 for 3
more years.
The legislative proposal to amend the IPA which your subcommittee

is now considering incorporates the changes we consider necessary at
this time. I will touch on the main points here.
Maintaining the cost-sharing ratio for grants

Titles II and III of the IPA authorize grants to State and local
governments for personnel management improvement and training on
a matching fund basis. The Federal share currently can be up to 75
percent, the State or local share at least 25 percent of the cost of a
project. By July 1, 1975, under present law, the match will change to.
50 percent Federal, 50 percent State or local. We believe continuation
of the present formula is desirable to provide continued inducements
to State and local governments to give sufficient priority to improving
personnel administration.
Increasing Federal share for Government service fellowships
One of the possibly high potential features of the IPA is the author-

ity in title III to support graduate-level fellowships to strengthen
the capabilities of public administrators. So far only a very small
number—maybe a couple dozen of these fellowships—have been
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awarded, but the reports we have received on those awarded havefl been

highly favorable. For example, the city manager of Port Arthur,

'Texas described his experience as: "perfectly designed for a city

manager who needs to update his skills to do a better job for his com-

munity."
This feature of the IPA has been used very little, primarily because

it is a financial burden which State and local governments are relucant

to absorb. Under the present provisions of the Act, grant funds can be

used to pay all costs for tuition and books and up to 25 percent of the

.employee's salary. This leaves State and focal governments with hav-

ing to pay 75 percent of the employee's salary, as well as the salary

cost for a replacement during the period the employee is away. The

President's Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Personnel Policy

recognized this problem and in its January 1973 Report recommended

that the Federal funding for fellowship salary costs be increased to 75

percent. This provision would insure State and local governments of

a return investment in these grants through benefiting from the service

of grant recipients.
It is our hope that increasing the Federal share for the employee's

salary from 25 to a maximum of 75 percent would allow greater oppor-

tunity for State and local governments to use this potentially impor-

tant tool for strengthening their management capabilities.

Extending IPA programs to the Trust Territory of the Pacific

None of the provisions of the IPA currently apply to the Trust

'Territory of the Pacific (the Mariana and Marshall Islands and the

other islands of Micronesia, population 100,000 plus), although it is,

to all intents and purposes, a governmental jurisdiction. Although the

chief executive is appointed by the President, the Trust Territory has

its own legislature. In fact, the legislature has taken the initial step to

permit part of the Trust Territory, the Northern District of the Mari-
anas, to affiliate permanently with the United States. Our proposed

amendments would enable the Trust Territory to participate fully in
TPA grants, technical assistance, training, and mobility. The Trust
'Territory government receives many of the same types of categorical
grants that States do and has many of the same types of personnel

administration and training problems as a result. The need for IPA

assitance here is just as great as it is among currently eligible

jurisdictions.

Technical and other changes in mobility title
Our proposal includes a series of amendments to other sections of

the mobility title. They are basically technical in nature. One involves
continuing entitlement to certain Federal benefits for the District of
Columbia employees and State Cooperative Extension Service person-
nel. Even though they are State and local employees they are by law
'under the Federal Retirement System and related benefit programs.
'Under existing law, if they accept a temporary appointment to a
Federal position under the mobility provisions of the act, their par-
ticipation in the Federal Retirement System and other benefit pro-
grams temporarily ceases. But, as temporary employees of the Federal
Government, they are not eligible to particinate in the retirement and
•benefit programs. So, during the length of their mobility assignment,
they are not eligible for participation either way.
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A second would permit Federal agencies to supplement the pay of a
State or local employee detailed to a Federal agency to bring it into,
line with Federal pay for the same work. Currently, two State employ-
ees on mobility assignments doing the same work—perhaps even side-
by side—could be paid at different rates if one were on a detail and the
other had taken leave from his State job and received a Federal
appointment. .
A third amendment would permit Federal agencies to pay the em-

ployer's share of State or local employee benefits for employees detailed
to Federal agencies. Even though a recent ruling of the Comptroller
General authorizes reimbursement for these benefits, we believe that.
it would be desirable to include this provision in the law itself. These
three amendments would eliminate possible hardship to State and
local employees.
A fourth proposed amendment concerns the application of Federal

conflict of interest statutes to Federal employees while they are on.
mobility assignments. These laws now prohibit such employees from
acting in a representational capacity on behalf of a State or local'
government before any Federal agency.
Our proposed amendment would exempt the Federal assignee from

this. prohibition when he appears before any but his own Federal
agency. The Federal Government has extensive dealings with State,
and local governments, and vice versa. To totally prohibit a Federal
employee from representing a State or local government he is tempo-
rarily serving is an unnecessary limitation which stands in the way of
making full and appropriate use of the employee during his
assignment.

A7fifth amendment is needed because more than half of all assignees
have had to move geographically beyond- their commuting area. The
Federal Government is now authorized to reimburse employees for
miscellaneous expenses in connection with permanent changes in duty
stations. Employees who are given extended temporary mobility
assignment to other locations for more than just a few months (the.
average is 13 months), also incur the same kinds of expenses associ-
ated with moving and change of residence, that is, costs of automobile
registration, drivers' licenses, utility- hookups, et cetera. The proposed
amendment would extend this miscellaneous expense authorization
to cover mobility assignments. The GSA regulations authorize a maxi-
mum of $200 for married couples.

Coverage of U.S. territories and possessions under grant formula
allocations

Section 506(b) (5) of the IPA defines "State" for the purpose. of'
allocating formula grant funds (accounting- for 80 percent of grant
appropriations) as the "several States of the United States and the
District of Columbia." This means that grants to territories and
possessions of the United States must come from the more limited
discretionary funds which account for 20 percent of the total. We'
would like to see territories and possessions (Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, American Samoa, and Guam) brought under the formula
grant provision.
Awards to the territories and possessions of the United States came.

to $300,000 in fiscal year 1972 and fiscal year 1973, and $233,000 in.
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fiscal year 1974. The fiscal year 1975 allocations for territories and
possessions is $330,000. Our proposal to include these jurisdictions in
the allocation of formula grant funds merely recognizes that they
should be entitled to the same guarantee of formula funds as are the
States and the District of Columbia. This amendment would also
have the effect of releasing the discretionary funds now used to fund
projects in these jurisdictions for truly discretionary distribution.
We believe these proposed changes, taken together, would help im-

prove administration of the IPA.
I cannot overestimate the importance of sound personnel manage-

-Ikea to effective Government performance, particularly at thkState
and local levels. The size of the State and local work force, excluding
teachers, is almost three times the size of the Federal work force. The
quality of this work force and how well it is managed can make a real
difference in the quality of Government programs in this country.

SUMMARY

We are very glad to be here with this subcommittee this morning
to consider the operation of the IPA, and possible improvements in
the enabling legislation. This is a program that is relatively new.
It is a nationwide program designed, as the chairman indicated, to
help State and local units of government improve their management
capacity through programs of financial and technical assistance and
talOutf-sharing.
Chairman Clay indicated and outlined the main provisions of the

act: Temporary interchange of employees grants to State and local
units of government for training, for personnel management im-
provement, government service fellowships, and a number of other
provisions.
This year marks only the fourth year of the operation of this act,

and we have a number of indications cited in my statement that the
program is enjoying a high degree of acceptance among State and
local government officials. Nevertheless, our experience to date sug-
gests some changes, largely of a perfecting nature which we hope
this Congress will take favorable action on as promptly as possible.
And the chairman outlined what these were.
We believe, Mr. Chairman, that these proposed amendments to the

Intergovernmental Personnel Act will make possible a higher degree
ofsuccess in its future than it has enjoyed in the past.
Mr. CLAY. Did anyone else want to make a statement before we get

into the questions?
Mr. ROBERTSON. No, sir, I don't think so.
Mr. CLAY. In reading your prepared text, which was submitted to

us late last week. I note that on page 10 you speak in terms of a prob-
lem that is caused by the matching funds, the 75-25, and then empha-
size what would happen if the 75-percent was reduced to 50 percent.
You say that the President's Advisory Council on Intergovernmen-

tal Personnel Policy recognized this problem and, in its January 1973
report, recommended that the Federal funding for fellowship salary
costs be increased to 75 percent.
The Advisory Council, before it was dissolved, issued two reports,

as I understand, one in 1973 and one in 1974, with certain recommenda-
tions to improve the effectiveness of this program.
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What steps have been taken so far to implement those recomi
mendations ?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, one of the major steps is the pro7

posed legislation before the Congress at the moment. As you indicated
in your statement, this is similar to the legislation that was introduced
in the closing days of the last Congress. There were no hearings held
last year because the legislation was introduced so late, and actually
got to the Hill so late that there wasn't time for appropriate hearings.
That is one thing that was suggested.
Another thing that we have done as a result of the experience with

that Advisory Counkl iSthat over a period of time we,haiie•-beefed
up our technical assistance to State and local units of government—
:nonreimburseable technical assistance, at their call. When they have
problems in their personnel systems, we work with them in that
•connection.
We have emphasized one of the recommendations in the second

report. It talked about renewed emphasis on training. We have given
-that emphasis this year in the meetings Chairman Hampton has an-
nually with the Under Secretaries from the various departments,
urging those departments of Government, when they conduct training
-either in Washington or in the field, to admit State and local govern-
-ment employees into that training if they are interested in availing
themselves of that opportunity.
'Another thing that we have ,elorie -as 'a -result of that- first, report is

-to initiate conversations witiv the Federal agencies where- there are a
number of personnel requirements in the various granting agencies
that are laid on the State and local governments, to see if we can
rationalize those and begin reducing some of those and bringing a
_little higher degree of uniformity into them.

Both the first report and the second report were printed by the Sub-
committee on Intergovernmental Relations of the Senate Operations
Committee and we wrote an order for several thousand copies of these
reports, and they have been distributed fairly widely so interested
persons and interested groups could see this and take action or initiate
action in connection with that.
Another thing we have done as a result of this report is that we

have had a renewed interest in the area of equal employment oppor-
tunity and affirmative action plans with State and local governments.
We 'began about 2 years ago reciftirihg the detelopment of affirmative
:action plans by the State and local governments involved* in the grant-
:aided programs that we have oversight of through the merit system
standards.

Those are some of the things we have done.
Mr. 'CLAY. Have you been effective in getting implementation of

the affirmative action programs through the Stare and local agencies?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, we have made a beginning. I do not

want to say 
is 

you for a moment that we have been sufficiently effec-
tive. There s progress that we need to make in the future, sir.
But this is the first time that we began with this requirement that

an affirmative action- plan-must be submitted, a .copy of it submitted to
us for our review. Now we are working with them in an attempt to
improve those plans, sir,
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Mr. CLAY. In your statement when you get to the subject of grants,.
you speak in terms of grants helping State and local governments
strengthen their management capacities, and cite a number of
examples.
Some of the members of this committee, in talking with certain em-

ployee organizations, find that this is one feature of the program that
they object to. They seem to think it is a sort of unfair, kind of biased
expenditure of Federal money tó help perfect the skills of management
and at the same time exclude them from being able to benefit from this
money in terms of their being able to train some of their people to
come out just as sophisticated and just as educated as those in the
management area. 
Would you care to comment on that objection that has been raised

to the bill ?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, in talking with some of the manage-

ment people, they think that some of our friends in the employee
organizations starts in better trained and more sophisticated than
they do.
I think unquestionably the thrust of the Intergovernment Personnel

Act in the first instance was to strengthen the hand of management, to,
improve the management capabilities of Governors and mayors and
public executive to do a better job of delivering services to the public.
Now, early on there was some discussion witli Mr. McClennan's fire-

fighters' organization about a possible grant under the Intergovern-
mental Personnel Act. And we secured a legal opinion at that time
that concluded that employee organizations per se were not eligible
for grants directly.
A a result of that discussion, we did develop some guidance, Mr.

Chairman, that permits officials of State and local employee organiza-
tions to participate in joint training with management officials.
To date we have had one application for such training from one

State. That grant was awarded and was later withdrawn or termi-
nated—canceled—before it was launched by the grantee, by the State
government involved.
We have another grant application now that is under very active

consideration, and although this program is managed on a decen-
tralized basis and determinations of this sort will be made at the re-
gional director's level, all the indications that I have at this point indi-
cate that that grant will be awarded providing for joint training of
the employee organization officials involved there.
What we can finance under such joint training, Mr. Chairman, is

training to understand the terms of the collective bargaining agree-
ment, orientation to public sector labor relations laws, administrative
orders, amendments thereto, and some briefings and instructions on
those areas of personnel administration that may affect the conduct of
collective bargaining.
Mr. CLAY. I think the big objection is, as I have been able to as-

certain from those in the employee's union, that you cannot give a
grant directly to an employee organization.
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct, sir.
Mr. CLAy. It has to 0-o through some other agency.
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct, sir.



23

Mr. CLAY. And we are all: iww.in this area of legislation,. Our sub-
committee just got jurisdiction.
Can you explain to us. what these areas of jurisdiction are, the State

plans, et cetera? • • . .
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, sir, I would be..happy to.
The grant program provides for grants to State and local .units„ of

government, general-purposeunits of government. Every general-pur-
pose local unit of government. or combination of local governments
with. 50,000 population or :more is eligible for a grant. The Intergov-
ernmental Personnel. Act .urges local, units of government with less
than 50,000 population to cooperate in developing :a plan for the bene-
fit

.
of all of them. •
This can be a training plan this can be a recruiting plan. I think

you can see that this can involve, a number of aspects of the program.
Then there .are certain other organizations. which are eligible .for

grants. These. are . organizations which have as a major purpose re-
search or training.. Is that right, Allan.?
Mr. HEIIERMAN. Yes, - -
Mr. ROBERTSON. That makes organizations like some of. the public

interest groups available for grants,. • .
These other organizations can receive grants. only for training pur-

poses,. and they can receive grants only when the State or local govern-
ments indicate that they are interested in having such grants pro-
vided them.
The purpose of putting that in the act was, again, to emphasize the

thrust towards strengthening the -arm of the State and local man-
agers by constraining :us from making grants to people for them to go
out and sell trainineState and local managers must indicate that they
are interested in the proposed training, afore these other organiza-
tions are eligible for a grant.- • . •

Allan, would you like to add to that?
Mr. HEUERMAN. That is essentially it. The grants to the non-profit

organizations, Mr. Chairman, are, as. Mr. Robertson has indicated,
essentially to allow a slight degree of flexibility in awarding the grants,
that is, to allow us to make a grant direct to an organization where the
State and local goverhments themselves which are interested in the
training have requested that it. be set up on such a basis, rather than one
of them becoming .a grantee and trying to administer it on behalf .of
many governments that are participating in the training program.
Mr. "'C.LAY. You keep referring to State • and local governments.

What happens in the event that a local .government objects to, a State
plan?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, in a case of that sort, any eligible

local unit of government or combination of local units of government
has the option of applying .directly to the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission. " • , • . •
There is a provision in the law that that application must go through

the Governor's designee for the administration of the IPA. This des-
ignee can, hold that application for a maximum of .60 days, is it? ,
Mr. HEUERMAN. Yes.
Mr. ROBERTSON. And. then it has to ,be submitted to the Commission

for action, whether or not it is approved. If he doesn't approve it at
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the expiration of that 60 days, it has to be submitted to the Commis—
sion for independent action.
I should say to you in all candor that to my knowledge there has .

not been an instance of a Governor objecting to a proposal submitted
to the Commission by a local government. I think that is due to the fact,
Mr. Chairman, that the need, as we perceive it, is pretty broad out
there, and in most of the States—all the States, I guess—there is an
advisory council set up for developing the plans, working coopera-
tively and doing this developmental work. And there is a heavy
input into these advisory councils from State and local government
officials, as well as the university personnel.
I think that is one reason for the success of it, that there has been

a high degree of cooperation in the first instance.
Mr. CLAY. Do we have State plans in all 40 States?
Mr. ROBERTSON. In 44 States at the moment. All States have this

year, except Alaska, Delaware, Idaho, New Hampshire, Rhode Is-
land, and Vermont, and in five of those six States there is a joint plan
for the local governments' share of the funds, sir.
The only State that doesn't have some sort of joint plan is Alaska.
Mr. CLAY. Well, where they don't have State plans, then the local

governments apply directly for grants?
Mr. ‘ROBERTSON. They apply, directly to the Civil Service Commis-'...

sion for the grant, sir.
Mr. CLAY. If the grant is approved, do they have to share the money

with the State?
Mr. ROBERTSON. No, sir, there is an allocation of funds for State

purposes and for local government purposes. This is developed on the
basis of a formula, sir, which provides each State a relative share.
The State of Missouri share vis-a-vis the State of Colorado share, for
example is based on the relative population of Missouri or Colorado
compared to the total national population, and the relative amount
of public. employment in general purpose governments in Missouri or
Colorado versus the national total.
Then, when you get to the State of Missouri, the allocation is made

within the State, between the State and local, based on the proportion
of local government employment to total government employment in
the State, and the proportion of local public expenditures to total
public expenditures in the State.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
Mrs. Schroeder.
Mrs. ScHRoEDER. -Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I had a couple of ques-

tions that I was interested in.
Do you have any breakdown of how much of your program goes

into training versus recruitment and more action-type things?
Mr. ROBERTSON. We do have that, Mrs. Schroeder. On the average,

about 40 percent at the present time is going into training, and about
60 percent, roughly 60 percent is going into personnel management im-
provement grants.
And we have a further breakdown on that. If you will give me just a

minute, we'll find it.
In fiscal year 1974, of the $10 million that was available that year,

$7 million of it went into personnel management improvement, and $3.
million went into training.
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The year before, in 1973, there was $15 million available
' 

and $10
million went into personnel management improvement that year; $5
million went into training.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Now, by improvement, what exactly do you mean?
Mr. ROBERTSON. This would include such things as strengthening

the central personnel agency, for example. I know two States that have
set up State personnel agencies as a result of this. A number of local
jurisdictions have done this.
Another thing that would be included under personnel management

improvements would be what we call interjurisdictional central per-
sonnel services.
For example, a subject that is very important these days is selection,

you know, whether or not the selection device that is used for selecting
people 'measures the person's ability to do the job—validity, I think
the experts call that.
Out In. the Midwest, in the Chicago region a very interesting thing

has been done with what is called the Great Lakes Assessment Council.
This is where those six States in that area pool their resources in the
selection area. They are familiar with all the projects that we are fund-
ing in the selection area in that Middle-Western region. They play
an important role in the allocation of resources. They have a high
degree of responsibility to see that we don't invent the wheel in this
jurisdiction and then in another, and so on—interjurisdictional serv-
ices cooperative services of that sort.
Other areas are recruitment, examination, and placement. These

would classify as personnel management as would classification and
pay systems.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. But the recruitment and the actual action—you

know, really trying to get your governmental places to comply with
affirmative action—that portion of 'what you are doing is probably
fairly small compared to these other things.
Mr. 'ROBERTSON. I think I can say, Mrs. Schroeder, that there is an

affirmative action EEO component to many of our grants as we im-.
prove the system. If the system really works on a professional-merit-
system-oriented basis, that is true.
I have some data that indicate there are about $500,000 each year

for direct EEO efforts, and that in 1973 and 1974, out of the $25
million, about $3 million went for EEO-related efforts.
For example, in the city of Chicago, they developed manuals and

training tape to enable departmental personnel to conduct interviws
in Spanish in that city.
We have developed a number of publications in this area. We have

done this centrally, and the State and local governments have, too.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Let me give you some examples. I think this sounds

great on paper, and I have heard great praises of it, but let me hammer
away at this.
I have had a lot of experience with the State and local governments

as a hearing examiner and in personnel matters, and I was not all
that impressed with what centralized personnel would do, because I
found the first thing they would do was protect their own, put their
wagons in the circle. And we would see Federal programs coming
through managed by the States. Maybe the requirements for the Fed-
eral programs say that an employment situation would be that the
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Ve'rson had to have counseling experience, let's say a B.A. from college
and 3 years of experience with the department o,f labor or department
of employment or something, so they knew what jobs were available.

would see our central group take all that and hire, instead, someone
who had been with the department for 25 years and graduated from
high school and was a white, rather than a minority—and let's say this
'program would be for minorities. They would say, "What we do is take
each year of experience with the department and correlate that to
graduate education."

• And so there was no way—because in our State, for example, I don't
think we had any blacks, and I doubt that we had any women, even,
in The employment system until about 1965.
So they very effectively could modify all of these and have a phe-

nomenal explanation for why that was so much more important—
experience over education. And they could do it every single time.
• Eventually, if you wanted to go to court and appeal it, and hire at-
torneys, you could dump it because it was thwarting. But when you
see that sort of thing going on, what can you do?
Mr. ROBERTSON. ''When we see that sort of thing going on, Mrs.

Schroeder, we work with the State and local units of government to try
to improve the situation.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. How? The only way you can do it is if they think

they'll be embarrassed to death. Because you can talk 'til you're blue.
Mr,. ROBERTSON. We have made suggestions, and as a result of our

suggestions requirements have been changed in a number of
jurisdictions.
For example—and Mr. McIntyre can add to this—in a number of

imisclictions, in working with the State and local governments, we
have persuaded them to change the entry requirements for certain
jobs, pointing out to them that in our opinion it seems that a college
degree might not be applicable here, and they should take a look at
this; that certain physical requirements, particularly in the law
enforcement area—do you have to have a 5'10" person for law
en forcement ?
We make a number of suggestions to State and local governments

about improving their systems. As I indicated to Chairman Clay
earlier, there is a lot to be done in this area still, but we think that we
are sensitive to a number of the problems and work on them.
Doug. would you want to add to that?
Mr. MCINTIRE. In our efforts under our merit system standards pro-

gram and our technical assistance program, ever since this act was
passed we have given our toy priority to this area of equal opportunity.
Our technical assistance instructions tell our regional people who do 

the work that they should look for the opportunity to include recom-
mendations which will help the equal employment opportunity area in
every type of technical assistance that they perform. And, in fact, from
some counts we made a couple of years ago, we found that more than
half of the recommendations that they make—more than half of the
total—do have a direct bearing upon equal employment opportunity.
The kinds o,f things that we have been able to get some movement

on have been, for example, in terms of making sure that each of these
State grant-in-aid agencies and each State personnel agency goes to a
point of thinking through the kinds of equal employment opportunity



27

problems they have, and setting down on paper some assessment of this
and some action steps that they can take to improve the situation.
This, you know, may sound like a paper exercise to you, but it's a

beginning. It does actually lead people to think through the problems
they have.
And as a result of this, we have begun to see some action. We have

begun to see doing away with kinds of requirements which really are
not pertinent, such things as height requirements, for example, for
police and firemen—either going down so they don't exclude as many
women, don't exclude as many Spanish-surname people, or in some
cases actually being eliminated.
In some cases in the past they have used sort of arbitrary blanket

educational requirements, such as to do a clerical job you have to be a
high school graduate; to do other sorts of jobs, you have to be a college
graduate—not that this requirement can never be shown to relate
specifically to the kind of job to be done.
I don't mean to say we want them willy-nilly to eliminate educational

requirements if they have a direct relationship to the kind of job that
is to be performed, but not just an educational requirement for the sake
of having an educational requirement.
We have been encouraging them to open up their systems. In the

past, in certain kinds of programs, everyone came in as a clerical or
fairly low-level technical worker and moved up in the system, and it
was kind of a closed system. But many, many more of these agencies
are opening up jobs throughout the system so that people can come in
at higher levels.
I wouldn't want to try to convey to you that the situation has been

resolved, but we do think we see movement.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Let me follow that along because everybody keeps

saying—I have heard a lot of good things about the program, so let
me ask you in all candor what some of the problems of the program
are other than money.

ill.. ROBINSON. Oh, I think some of the problems that are involved,
Mrs. Schroeder, are that although we have done a good bit of evalu-
ation in the past, we need to take a comprehensive look to be able
to show people we get this sort of impact from a comprehensive
standpoint.
I can talk to you about instances in this area, and instances in that

area. We need to be able to indicate in a comprehensive manner what
the situation is with regard to impact.
I think we need to work with the State and local governments to

increase their capability to do a lot of this helping themselves, you
know; that we look upon our money as a seed money effort, so we can
help start programs that become self-supporting.
I think I can give you a good example. The National Association of

Counties is going to be here and testify at one time, and there is men-
tioned in our statement the grant we made to them, where they worked
with the States of North Carolina and Utah, and the State of New
York, where two of these States picked this up on their own.
We need to work with the States to plan in a more comprehensive

fashion and take a look at the needs of the States and jurisdictions to
allocate these scarce resources as well and as rigorously as we can
according to their standards.

49-280-75 3
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I say as long as the priorities are within the ballpark of reason and
are legal, the State and local units of government know more about

what their problems are than we do, sitting in Washington or in a
regional office.
I think that although we have State plans in 44 States, we need to

improve the comprehensiveness of these—nothing fancy, but you know,
until this act was passed and signed by the President in 1971, there

wasn't a great deal of interest at the national level in helping State
and local governments in the very important area of managing the
workforce, where the bill is now running about $96 billion a year for
salaries out there. I think that is something we need to work on.
I think that we need to work in the mobility area along the lines

that some of our amendments in that area go to. I think particularly
we need, as we can, to use more State and local people on mobility
assignments to the national establishment.
I happen to believe very firmly that the Federal system is a pretty

good system, you know, and that we are all in this governmental busi-
ness of delivering services together; that the people down at the local
level in my community aren't really particularly concerned about
where the service delivery comes from, so long as it is done prudently
and effectively and with some degree of humaneness and compassion.
I think that we can do that better if we know more about the opera-

tion of State and local governments, and State and local governments
know more about the operation of the National Government; that
we need to encourage, to the extent that we can, more State and local
people into the national system to just get a familiarity with it.
I think that another thing that we have to work on constantly is im-

proving our own organization, particularly at the regional level where
they are working on a daily basis with the people in Denver and the
people in the State of Colorado; and you have people there who appre-
ciate those problems at the local level, yet they don't roll over and play
dead, you know, but point out to the people in a real partnership
manner some of the things that need to be done.
Those are some of the things we could do, I think.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. You don't think you need more clout, though? You

are finding the positive, low-key 
Mr. ROBERTSON Mrs. Schroeder, I think that we can be more success-

ful working in partnership with these people than we can using clout
at the moment. I am a firm believer in that.
One of the amendments that I hope is going to be introduced and

be considered by this body is to extend the 75-25 funding ratio for
3 more years.
The chairman indicates that these hearings are going to continue at

a later date. I think this is something we should always look at to see
whether or not we need more clout.
But my experience is that State and local people, as I individually

am, tend to be very resentful of clout, you know, until you go the last
mile. I happen to believe what the President said, "Speak softly and
carry a big stick," is only a last resort.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mrs. Schroeder.
Mr. Harris.
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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want to express my appreciation for being able to be here today
with you, because I have been very enthusiastic about the program
because of the fact of my experience in local government.
I have a little bit reverse reaction. I think some of the fellows going

out to local government may learn as much as they teach. There isn't
anything like being close to the people's problems and finding out some
of the problems in local government are different.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Harris, if I left the impression that it was all

a one-way learning experience, I wouldn't want the record to indicate
that.
Mr. HARRIS. I don't think so, but I wanted to make that clear. In

northern Virginia „Tames Keyes, an AID management analyst has
served as director of administration for the Fairfax-Falls Church
Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services Board and Jeffrey
Human of HEW is serving as executive director of the Comprehensive
Health Planning Council of northern Virginia. They have come out
and helped us in mental retardation and many health matters, and I
want to put that on the record because they have done an excellent
service.
Very specifically, what is your budget in 1975?
Mr. ROBERTSON. The budget in 1975 for grants, Mr. Harris, is $15

million.
MT. HARRIS. It is $15 million.
Mr. ROBERTSON. If you are talking about the total budget, I'll find

that for you in just a minute.
The total budget for 1975 is $19,073,000. The administrative costs

are $4,073,000.
Now, that includes more than just the grant programs, you under-

stand—the merit systems Mr. McIntyre talked about, the nonreim-
burseable technical assistance that I talked about. The grant com-
ponent of that budget is $15 million in 1975.
Mr. HARRIS. That would explain what I was going to ask you next:

Does it cost you $4 million to give away $15 million?
Mr. ROBERTSON. No. As a matter of fact, Mr. Harris, the grant por-

tion of that is $1,464,000.
Mr. HARRIS. OK. If we are enthusiastic about this program, as ap-

parently the Nation is and the administrations is, why haven't we
gotten any more money put into the program?
Mr. ROBERTSON. I think quite candidly, Mr. Harris, the problem

that is involved—and let me just review the history a bit.
The first appropriation—I am talking entirely to grants now—was

in 1972. The act was signed by the President on January 5 of that
year, I believe. The budget was already on the Hill. It was a matter
of negotiating a budget amendment with OMB, and we got $12.5
million that year.
The next year there was an increase to $15 million—in 1973.
The administration asked for $22.5 million in that year, an increase

of $10 million over the first year.
And my impression is that the Congress was considering revenue

sharing at that particular time, and so we were sending a lot of dollars
back to State and local units of government, and that year's budget
was pared down as a result of that.
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And then in 1974 it went back to $10 million in 1975, up to $15
-million again.
Mr. HARRIS. How much did you ask for in 1975?
-Mr. ROBERTSON. How much did we ask for in 1975? This is what

the administration asked for, Mr. Harris.
Mr. HARRIS. I have just one other quick question.
As I recall, last year the President abolished, under statutory

authority, the Advisory Council. Does the Commission have any plans
to reestablish such an Advisory Council under its authority?
Mr. ROBERTSON. There is a provision in the act for the establish-

ment of advisory committees, Mr. Harris. The Council that was termi-
nated by the President was a special Council that was provided for in
the act to do a number of things.
To answer your question specifically, the Commission does not in-

tend at this time to set up an advisory council structure of any sort.
Let me tell you why: The reason is that we think we are not insulated.
We bring in ad hoc groups from time to time to discuss with the Com-
mission various subjects.
For example, a project that we were working on in the selection

area—we had a number of State and local people in to work with us
on that. We have done this three or four times since the act has been
in existence.
We meet regularly with State and local officials in meetings of

theirs—the National Association of Counties, the League of Cities.
I was in Houston at the National League of Cities meeting.
And my experience with State and local officials is that they are

not very reticent about telling you where they think you can make
improvements.
Mr. HARRIS. You don't see a need for a continuing body at the Com-

mission level? You like the ad hoc approach better?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, sir.
Mr. HARRIS. You don't feel that this insulates you from views that

may be contrary to your views?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Harris, in all candor I don't know the county

manager in your county of Fairfax. I do know the county manager of
Arlington 
Mr. HARRIS. The latter is Bert Johnson the former is Bob Wilson.
Mr. ROBERTSON. I have found those people not reticent about pierc-

ing my insulation if I tended to develop it.
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you.
Mr. Clay. Thank you, Mr. Harris.
Mr. Collins.
Mr. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am interested in this whole broad subject that we have here about

mobility and the grants and training.
Could you give me some advantages, any mobility advantage, be-

tween State and city and Federal government?
Mr. ROBERTSON. _Advantage of people who have had that?
Mr. COLLINS. Transferring between the two branches of govern-

knent. Do you advocate that as a program that should be developed?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, sir.
Mr. COLLINS Why?
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Mr. ROBERTSON. I think it is very beneficial for people who are em-
ployed by the National Government, Mr. Collins, to have had the
experience of sitting in a State capital, working in a State capital or a
city hall, to see what life is like in those jurisdictions.
By the same token, I think that it is helpful for State and local

people to have some experience at the national level—not everybody,
but people primarily in managerial positions.
I am of the opinion that our society is in such a state that it is

going to be very beneficial in the future for managers in the private
sector and in the public sector to know something about the organiza-
tion.
Mr. COLLINS. We have a civil service system. Would you be sug-

gesting they be selected any other way than by a civil service appoint-
ment?
Mr. ROBERTSON. No, sir, I would not.
Mr. COLLINS. If we have a civil service system and they apply and

go through it, why need we worry about a mobility system at the
Federal Government level?
Mr. ROBERTSON. A problem that is involved, Mr. Collins, is that

it is very difficult for people—you know, once an individual gets
established and puts down roots, he tends to stay there. I think if the
odds are in favor, everything indicates he will.
Mr. COLLINS. What is the advantage of change if he has to go that

route?
Mr. ROBERTSON. I don't advocate cutting those roots off perma-

nently, Mr. Collins. The mobility that I advocate and the mobility
advocated and contemplated in the Intergovernmental Personnel Act
is for 2 years, with the option to renew for another 4 years—an-
absolute 4 years.
Mr. COLLINS. Do we in some way waive or give him special priori-

ties in the civil service ratings when we make that transfer? Do we
allow a veteran's preference differential?
Mr. ROBERTSON. No, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. Do we jump him above other people who are better

qualified?
Mr. ROBERTSON. It works like this, Mr. Collins. Let me take a cut at

it, and then if I don't answer it, I'll try again.
Let us say the State of Texas—a responsible manager in the State

of Texas or at the local level, had a project, a task, to perform that
they didn't have somebody who could do this, and they ,thought they
could get better expertise from the National Government—from a re-
gional office in Dallas, or, indeed, in -Washington, wherever this might
be in existence, to work on a special project. They would simply nego-
tiate for that individual's assignment to them for a period of time to
do that project.
Now, there are three conditions that have to be met.
The individual jurisdiction that is seeking this expertise obviously

has to want it, or they wouldn't be looking for it.
The manager at the national level who is giving up this expertise,

making it available, has to be willing to let it go.
And the individual involved has to be willing to go.
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Mr. COLLINS. I have been up here five terms and never had the sub-
ject come up of being short on people. Usually agencies want more
money and have other problems. Do you have quite a few people
around here requesting that Federal Government people come in? Or
are these Federal Government people the ones who originate the idea
themselves?
Mr. ROBERTSON. We have had, Mr. Collins, a number of Federal

Government people who have gone out on such assignments.
Mr. COLLINS. Did they initiate the idea?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, I can't answer that definitely because

I am not familiar with every one of the cases. I am sure in some cases
they do, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. Let me go on to one other thing. Why did you think it

iwas timely to come in and recommend that we change n the legislation
to a 75-25 from a 50-50 before we had a complete evaluation? And why
should we change the participation from the base of 50 up to 75 before
we had this evaluation of the IPA program? Isn't that getting the
cart before the horse?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, we didn't think so or we wouldn't have

been here. As I pointed out earlier, we have done a number of things in
the evaluation area. For example, we have looked at the training that
we have done. We have looked at the technical assistance that we have
done. We thought we were far enough down the road to take a compre-
hensive look weaving all of these together, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. I understand you have spent $52.5 million in the IPA

program through the end of 1975. Is that right, about $52.5 million?
Mr. ROBERTSON. About $52 million; yes.
Mr. COLLINS. What yardsticks do you have to measure this pro-

gram's effectiveness, and how could you show us an accounting of how
this money has been spent and used effectively?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, we have some yardsticks here.
Mr. COLLINS. What I am primarily concerned with is: Do most of

these programs lead into more governmental spending? Or can you
show me where you have made consistent Government savings as a
result of this?
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is one of the things that we want to do with the

evaluation, to attempt to answer questions of just that sort. I can tell
you in an anecdotal fashion where we have made savings.
Mr. COLLINS. Just name about 10 examples. Run some off.
Mr. ROBERT,SON. The city of San Francisco reports that they have

saved about $1.2 million as a result of the training project that we
financed there for management analysts.
Mr. COLLINS What did you do about it? What kind of study did you

make?
Mr. ROBERTSON. We made the city of San Francisco a grant to train

some people as management analysts, who improved the operations of
the city of San Francisco, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. Then how did that get to the sewer system or whatever

you said? What was it you said they saved the money on?
Mr. ROBERTSON. They saved the money on improvement of opera-

tions of the city generally. I think the bulk of the work was actually
done in the hospitals, Mr. Collins.
Mr. COLLINS. Was it?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes.
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Mr. COLLINS. I wish you would show me how they reduced the
budget in the hospitals in San Francisco. That's a pretty free-spending
city, and I am interested in what happened from year to year as a
result of that.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, I would doubt that I can show you that

they have reduced the budget in the hospital $1.2 million. The state-
ment is that it would have cost them $1.2 million more if they hadn't
done this, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. We spent $1.2 million and it cost them $1.2 million

less, but what do they have to show for it? So wouldn't you say we
would be better off if they hadn't spent it?
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is a point of view, sir.

COLLINS.Mr. . Would you just supply me for the record 10 solid illus-
trations of how you have, through these grants, led into savings year
after year on city and State expenditures. Because I am interested in
budgetary economics. And if this is just another agency to help people
spend more money, it is something we sure don't need.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, I'll be happy to do that.
Mr. Comm. Fine. Let me go into another subject here.
We have increased the deficit to $435 billion here in the Federal

Government. Frankly, we've just begun, because this year many of
us in Congress estimate that the deficit this year will be $80 billion
it might he $100 billion. It is way beyond the $52 billion that we first
heard about.

Let's say that we have an $80 billion deficit. What worries my people
at home as much as anything about the recession is inflation. And our
country economists, our bankers, the man in the street, know this is
due to excessive government spending.
Why should we be giving more to the State and local governments

when we are the worst spenders in the world here in the Federal
Government? We are not giving them anything. We are going out and
borrowing money to give them.
In Texas they recently increased the State employees' salaries

13 percent as the State is so rich, and yet you are saying, "Go down
there and match them and give them a bigger part of the match when
the State is better off than the Federal Government." How do you
figure that out?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, the only way I figure this out is that in

1971 the Congress of the United States, in cooperation with the Presi-
dent—he signed the act—concluded as national policy at that time—
national policy—that State and local government institutions, effec-
tive ones, were very important in the operation of the Federal system,
and that personnel was a key role in that, and that as a matter of
national policy we had an interest, a high-level interest, in having
sound and effective personnel systems as they contributed to State and
local governments.
I grant you that everybody is having financial problems now.
M7. COLLINS. Your reasoning is that in the Federal Government we

are blessed with more knowledge than they are at the State and local
level, and therefore we should take the lead in helping them get
started. Is that the idea?
Mr. ROBERTSON. No, sir, I would not take that position for a minute,

because half my lifetime has been spent in State and local government.
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Mr. COLLINS. If they are as smart as we are, why do we need to
inject ourselves into their affairs?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, I would guess that the Congress and

the President, when he signed the act, thought that we had access
to resources that would be useful to them in a seed money sort of
undertaking in bringing these improvements about.
Mr. COLLINS. Of course

' 
one of the problems you have when you talk

about seed money projects, you know, is that we wreck their budgets
unless we continue to participate. They have more of a budget
problem.
But in my State—my city and county and State have a balanced

budget, and that is why we have low unemployment, because we op-
erate on a sound fiscal basis.
The Federal Government has a boondoggle plan where we have ab-

solutely no fiscal responsibility, and here we are talking about more
spending when we have an $80 billion deficit facing us—going out and
increasing these matching funds.

Let's g back to it again. Is that justified, or is it sound economics?
Mr. ROBERTSON. I think that our expenditure is justified, Mr. Col-

lins, inasmuch as we have launched this program. It is a small pro-
gram; it is 4 years old; it is the only program of its sort, the only
time in the history of the National Government that we have attempted
to work on a cooperative basis with the State and local governments,
where the payrolls now are running $96 billion a year, to improve
those systems.
I think personally, sir, that that is a sound investment.
Mr. COLLINS. I understand State and local expenditures have been

going up proportionately faster than Federal expenditures—is that
right ?—in fiscal matters?
Mr. ROBERTSON. In personnel matters.
Mr. COLLINS. In other words, they told me the other day we have

actually cut our Federal payroll by 200,000 people, but the State and
local are adding considerably faster than that.
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct, Mr. Collins. I do have some data on

that.
For example, in 1970, State and local employment was 10,147,000.

That went up to 11,353,000, an increase of 1,206,000 in a 3-year span
from 1970 to 1973. At the same time, employment of the Federal
Government went down 95,000, from 2,881,000 to 2,786,000.
Mr. COLLINS. I think it is deplorable what States have done. They

don't have a sound program. But at least they are fiscally responsible,
and, if they are keeping solvent, they can work it out.
You say in your statement "financial burden which the State and

local governments are reluctant to absorb" is why we should go into
this partnership. It is not because money is the issue, because they
have more money than we do. States raise the question: Is it worth
it? They will put in $1 if they get $3, but not 1 for 1.
Mr. ROBERTSON. The reason for that item in the statement is simply

this:
In 1958, the Congress of the United States passed the Government

Employees Training Act that provided for a fairly comprehensive
trairOnp: program for employees of the National Government. Most of
the State and local units of government have not even touched the
surface in this area.
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As the subcommittee chairman was pointing out earlier, one part of

the Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Personnel programs had

to do with improving the training at the State and local level of State

and local government employees.
What this Government Service Fellowship program does is make

available the resources to State and local managers who want to send

an individual for full-time training for up to 2 years, graduate train-

ing. Obviously, this should be used in a very prudent manner, that

we don't send just every individual involved. But I think one of the

monuments that sound managers make is that they leave the institu-

tion. whether it is a public one or a private one, a little bit better than

when they found it in the first instance.
And I think one of the finest ways that they can do that is to leave

a little more competent work force behind them than when they came
there.
From that standpoint, I think they are reluctant to make this move

because they are in competition.
You asked me earlier about State and local government. They are

out there, and people see the potholes in the streets every morning, and
it is a great difficulty to assign appropriate priority to sending an
individual to the University of Texas or to Southern Methodist or
the University of Houston or the University of Missouri or anywhere
else unless you have those potholes filled.
And this is just an added incentive for them to do that, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. You know, I have got four college degrees, and I

sometimes think that people with commonsense are better off than
people with book sense. This theory we load on in college doesn't
necessarily fill those potholes. I want to know what they learn in those
2 years about how to fill potholes and keep a balanced budget.
Mr. ROBERTSON. They may not learn anything about filling potholes,

Mr. Collins, but they may learn something that will enable the juris-
diction to be managed in a more effective fashion than it might other-
wise have been.
Mr. COLLINS. Just give me a few examples of what you have seen

these fellows learn and where they have put it to practical use.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Well, I guess, Mr. Collins, the best example I can

give you is a training program that we have had in the National
Government, sending people for advanced training for up to a year
or two at universities or colleges of various sorts, as managers in the
Federal Government.
And I can not cite you specifics, that they have accomplished this

or accomplished that.
I just have a theory or a hypothesis that the Government is better

managed than it would have been had they not been there.
Mr. COLLIN S. In the Federal Government we are going to spend

twice as much this year as we did 5 years ago. Does th%t mean we are
better managed? Do you see any signs in the Federal Government
that we are doing a better management job than we did 5 years ago?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, we have a lot of problems today, and

we had a lot of problems 5 years ago.
Mr. Com,iNq. Five years ago we had a war. We are in peacetime

now. It looks like everything would be in our favor.
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is certainly one great plus in our favor, sir.
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Mr. COLLINS. Let me ask you about this mobility business, on
changing Federal, State, or local employees.
Can a State or local employee assigned to Federal Government be

paid a salary in excess of the Executive Schedule 5? Is that called
Executive Schedule 5? It is the schedule for $36,000. Can a State
employee be paid more than a Federal employee's top schedule? Is
that possible?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. How many people are in that category?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins there are a handful of them-5 or 10,

something like that. I would like to supply- that.
Mr. COLLINS. Is there any justification for that?
Mr. CLAY. Will you yield? I heard the question, and I didn't hear

the response. Did you say there are?
Mr. ROBERTSON. There are.
Mr. CLAY. State employees who make more than the schedule 5?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. That comes about because the

act authorizes the payment of the salary that the employee was re-
ceiving at the State or local level at the time he came in on a mobility
assignment.
In every one of these cases, Mr. Collins, this is an employee who has

come to the National Government, an agency of the National Govern-
ment, from a State or local unit of government or from a university—
universities are eligible for participation under the act. And this is
simply reimbursing that institution for the salary that he was paid
there at the time.
Mr. CLAY. Will you yield?
Mr. COLLINS. I will be glad to yield, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. Can you give us a list of the persons making more than

$36,000, and where they come from?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes; I can give you a list of the names of the people

and the salaries and where they came from and where they are, Mr.
Clay. I would like to submit that for the record, Mr. Clay.
Mr. CLAY. I would like to have it for the record.
Mr. COLLINS. I appreciate the chairman's interest because I am sure

the Federal employees in the system, particularly being caught in the
cost-of-living squeeze like they are, would be discouraged and appre-
hensive of bringing in outsiders who would make more than they do
with all their experience.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Collins, may I say just one thing in elaboration

of this point, sir?
Mr. COLLINS. Yes.
Mr. ROBERTSON. One of the amendments would attempt to get at this

from another standpoint.
In a number of cases, State and local government employees come to

work with the National Government, and the work that they are doing
at the National Government is compensated for at a higher level,,
maybe, than in their jurisdiction out there. And there is an amendment
in here to enable them not to lose money vis-a-vis their Federal counter-
parts when they come into a Federal job of this sort.
So I wouldn't want you to think that all State or local government

employees are in this category, that they come in at this high salary
level. There are a number at very low salary levels.

.„.
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Mr. ComaNs. Let me follow up on the amendment which you have
suggested. You are going to permit agencies to supplement the pay of
some State and local employees assigned to Federal positions so you
can raise them up to the level of pay in the Federal Government, have
them on a Federal compensation level? Is that right? Do you propose
that?
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct.
Mr. COLLINS. Well—
Mr. ROBERTSON. And the purpose—excuse me.
Mr. ComaNs. I just wanted you to discuss your thinking on that.
Mr. ROBERTSON. The thinking on that, Mr. Collins, is that when they

are in the Federal Establishment doing work comparable to people
in the Federal Establishment, they should be paid commensurate with
the work that they do. This is just on a temporary basis.
Mr. COLLINS. How would you handle this in the civil service adjust-

ment?
Mr. ROBERTSON. How would we handle this? When the manager at

the Federal level negotiated for one of these people to come in on a
temporary assignment, his salary would simply be supplemented to the
level that it would be at the national level.

• If he came in on a leave without pay status, he would be appointed
temporarily in that position at that salary level.

If he came in on a detail basis, where he wasn't appointed but just
detailed and we reimbursed the State and local governments for what
he made, we would reimburse them for the difference between what
they paid him and what he would have made had he been appointed
to the particular Federal position.
Mr. COLLINS. Would you suggest the State and local governments do

the same thing for a Federal employee transferred in there, that they
pay him more? Or should the Federal Government pay him more?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Do you mean pay him more than his Federal 
Mr. COLLINS. Let's say the State level was a $15,000 job and he was

making $13,000. The differential—should the Federal Government pay
it to him, or the State Government pay it to him?
Mr. ROBERTSON. My personal opinion, Mr. Collins, is that the law

makes this negotiable;  they can work it out together. But the main
thrust of the law is that the employee not suffer any reduction in his
income or loss of rights as a result of going on one of these assign-
ments, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. In the present program, are the State and local gov-

ernments exercising the use of the full amount of money that is
available?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Under the grant program, sir?
Mr. COLLINS. Yes.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. You have complete requests? How much do you have

in the way of excess requests? In other words, are you just giving it
to everybody who applies?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Oh, no, sir. We had last year, at the national level,

requests for about twice what we had funds to fund.
In some of the States—and I don't have this detail by detail, but in

some States they have all they need, Mr. Chairman. But in a number
of jurisdictions—California, I believe—there was an indication that
they had requests for two or three times the funds they had available.
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Mr. COLLINS. And this was on a 50-50 basis?
Mr. ROBERTSON. On a 75-25 basis.
Mr. COLLINS. That's right, that's the way we are dividing right now.

Now, we haven't changed from that yet. If we changed and went

into a 50-50 system, what do you think would happen then? I wasn't

here when you gave that testimony.
Mr. ROBERTSON. If we changed and went into a 50-50 matching basis,

Mr. Collins, my opinion is that there would be a number of jurisdic-

tions, particularly the smaller, less affluent ones, that would tend not

to utilize the program to the extent they have.
I think another thing that would happen would be that there would

be a great deal of concentration on trying to develop additional in-

kind match to make up the difference in this.
Mr. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Collins. Mr. Wilson.
Mr. WILsox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm sorry I was late. I was

talking about revenue-sharing with some constituents of mine and was
tied up in my office.
I did get here in time just to hear that classic statement of Mr.

Collins though, and I would prefer it be left on the record.
Mr. Collins said it was fiscal management, as I recall, in his city,

county, and State that made it possible, for them to have low unem-
ployment in the Dallas-Fort Worth area, or in Texas generally.

Incidentally, the Dallas-Fort Worth area has an unemployment rate
of about 31A percent compared to the national average of about 10 or
12 percent. it is higher in my district in California and my people are
also dependent on the aerospace industry.
We haven't had the Federal Government throw money into our aero-

space industry, just to keep the production line open. as has been in
the case of General Dynamics and LTV and Bell Helicopter.
Mr. COLLINS. Let me just remind you for the record that our aero-

space industry has only half of the people that were formerly in it. I
don't know what your experience is, but we have some factories that
are down to one-fourth in aerospace.
Mr. WILSON. I might also add that you have plants in Fort Worth,

like the General Dynamics plant that was built entirely by the Govern-
ment. I know this is objectionable to the gentleman's philosophy, but
this does aid them in underbidding on some of the contracts that do
come up. In addition your State has a very powerful member of the
Appropriations Committee, Mr. Collins.
I am just suP.:ge,sting that there are other factors, other than the great

fiscal responsibility of your public officials in Texas, that perhaps con-
tribute to the very wonderful economic climate you enjoy in Texas.
Mr. CLAY. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. WILSON. Yes.
Mr. CLAY. Would you also suggest that those who can't find employ-

ment in Texas migrate to California because the unemployment bene-
fits are higher out there?
Mr. COLLINS. Keep that in the record. [Laughter.]
Mr. WiLso-N. Now. as Mr. Collins has indicated, I am not aware of

everything that has been discussed. There are some answers to ques-
tions, however, that I want to get on the record.
What are your views on the possibility of our recommending an

amendment to the IPA extending it for another 3 to 5 years at the

.;•



39

specified level of authorized funding? Would this not facilitate the
process of periodic progression program review?
Mr. ROBERSTON. Mr. Wilson

' 
my personal opinion is that I would

see no need for this, because I think that we are reviewed a very
great deal now. Just looking at it from my point of view as the pro-
gram manager, we are reviewed within the Commission; we are
reviewed at OMB; we are reviewed at appropriations hearings; and,
thank you, sir, this is the first oversight hearing we have had, but
the subcommittee chairman has indicated we are going to have more
of these.
We are reviewed by our constituents, public interest groups, the

Governors' Conference, the League of Cities, the personnel people,
the public administrators.
I think we have plenty of review.
But I grant you from where I sit, I may very well be prejudiced.
Mr. WiLsoN. Well, I think it is going to be valuable to have the

review of this particular subcommittee.
Mr. ROBERSTON. I think that will be helpful.
Mr. WILSON. I think one of the good things that came out of the

committee reorganization is that this subcommittee has been estab-
lished.
What is the staffing pattern of IPA in the regional offices? Would

you comment about that.
Mr. ROBERTSON. The bulk of our staff is located in the regional

offices.
Mr. WrLso-N. I am thinking in terms of numbers of people, and

their ability to monitor and evaluate grant program effectiveness.
Mr. ROBERSTON. Well, I think that they are fairly adequate at the

moment, sir. We have a total staff in 1975 of 264 people; Two hundred
four of them are in the regional offices; 60 are in the central offices,
sir.
That central office figure in 1972 was 59, compared to 60 at the

moment.
We try very hard to keep the central office staff as small as possible,

because the action is in the field. That's where the growth has oc-
curred from 108 in the field to 204 at the present time.
Mr. Wir.soN. Well, do you intend to beef up regional staff, since you

state that there will be more evaluation now?
Mr. ROBERSTON. We have no funds for that purpose in the 1976

bildo:et, Mr. Wilson. We would plan to accomplish the evaluation that
we tolk about by hiring somebody on a temporary basis, contract or
mobility assignment—something of that nature—not to have those
people permanently on the staff, but once this evaluation is
finished 
Mr. WILSON. You are going to have to add to the regional staffs,

though, for this purpose.
Mr. ROBERTSON. No, sir, this would be done 
Mr. WILSON. I mean through temporary people.
MT. ROBERTSON. Well, we might do this one of two ways. We mi(2,-ht

possibly let a contract for somebody to do this for ns. -We might just
possibly do this ourselves, largely ourselves, and if we did that we
would do this probably—and I am being very hazy here because,

frankly, we don't know -lust what we are going to do, how we are
going to accomplish it at the momelit.
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We might do it either on a temporary basis through mobility assign-
ments, or mobility assignments of State or local personnel to do this,
sir. But there is no large staff increase contemplated at the regional
level or the central office level.
Mr. WILSON. Do you have any firm indications that increasing the

Federal share of the Federal employees will make possible greater
utilization of the Federal service fellowships?
Mr. ROBERTSON. No, I have no firm indication of that. There have

been, Mr. Wilson, about a dozen of these so far. The finance director of
the city of Mobile, Ala. has been one of these people who comes to
my mind right away, Mr. Patrick Kelly. Mr. Kelly is very high on this
program.
Another individual who participated in the program and was very

high in the program is the city manager of Port Arthur, Tex. a couple
of years ago.
And our feeling was, based on the evidence and the discussions we

had, that when a State or local unit of government sent an individual
for long term training of up to a year or two, they were staffed fairly
thinly and normally would have to fill in behind that person.
It became pretty expensive from their standpoint if they had to pay

75 percent of the employee's salary. We thought this would be an
added incentive for them to participate in that program.
Mr. WILSON. Thank you very much.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Thank you.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Collins, do you have any further questions ?
Mr. COLLINS I just want to thank my colleague from California for

his very generous remarks on the aerospace industry, and expand a
little on that.
I ought to tell him the records I saw recently showed that California

was getting proportionately a larger share of aerospace contracts than
any State in the country, and that the decrease, compared to what it
was say 10 years ago, has been less out there than any major State in
the United States and that many of these contracts were not made on
a contract bid basis; many of them were negotiated contracts.
Mr. WILSON. I would certainly agree with the gentleman, if he will

yield, that we should put these negotiated contracts behind us. The
strange thing about the last contract that was let, however—the light
wing fighter—is that a couple of Californians list the contract, and
did give a firm price with no overruns possible at all. And we know
that General Dynamics got the contract for the F-111.
Mr. COLLINS. I might say that isn't in my district.
Mr. WiLsoN. I hope they do a better job on this than was done on the

other one.
Mr. COLLINS. I would state that the LTV, which also isn't in my

district, is probably the most efficient and well qualified air contractor
in the country.
Let me go on, though. I just wanted to supplement the record.
On the 204 regional personnel you have, could we have a break-

down of what grade jobs they are and where they are located?
Mr. ROBERTSON. I don't have the grade level of them. Mr. Collins,

but I have a breakdown of them, of where they are. Here it is, sir
[indicating].
I will be happy to provide the grade lAvel for the record, if you

would want. th t.
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Mr. COLLINS. When you go out to check and decide how you are
going to allocate this money, what is the most important factor you
measure?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Well, the law itself says that there are two factors

that there are two factors that must be taken into consideration:
employment and population.
The awards or the allocations are made to the States on the basis

of their relative populations and relative public employment in gen-
eral purpose governments in the State.
Mr. COLLINS. In other words, you would give more to New York

than you would to Rhode Island?
Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. In proportion?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes; in proportion to their population and the total

public employment, their relative proportion.
Mr. COLLINS. Yes.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Then, when the State and local units of government

develop their plan against that allocation, we have established no na-
tional criteria as such. As I said earlier, we operate the program on
the philosophy that we work with the State and local units of govern-
ment; and so long as the priorities they assign are legal under the law
and meet the criteria of reasonableness, we go along with the priorities
set.
Mr. COLLINS. How many States this past year received grants from

your program.
MT. ROBERTSON. All of them, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. All of them did?
Mr. ROBERTSON. All of them. All of-them received an allocation, and

all of them applied for all of it, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. Will you furnish us with specific illustrations of where

your programs have led to tangible results in some way? Do you think
you have any way that you could do that?
I realize it is a short time since they have been trained through the

program, but many times when these people return they immediately
inject new thoughts into their local programs.
Mr. ROBERTSON. We will do this. We'll try very hard—and we can do

some of this, Mr. Collins. This is one of the things we want to get a
little better hold on. When I was talking about a comprehensive
evaluation 
Mr. COLLINS. Yes.
Mr. ROBERTSON. You see, we have never had oversight hearings be-

fore, and as a result of this it is developmental for us, too, and the
evaluation is going to be helpful from that standpoint, to try to pin-
point with a little more precision and a little more accuracy the ac-
complishments in a comprehensive fashion.
Mr. COLLINS. Along this line, when you make the grant you let the

State or local government decide on which people are involved, and
they make the selection of the personnel?
Mr. ROBERTSON. The training, sir?
Mr. COLLINS. Yes.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Oh, yes, sir.
Mr. COLLINS. In other words, you make the grant and they decide

which people will be allocated to the program?
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Mr. ROBERTSON. Right, sir. They make the determinations of which

people participate in the program.
Mr. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Wilson, do you have anything further?

Mr. WILSON. I have nothing further.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Robertson, we certainly want to thank you and your

staff for this excellent presentation and testimony.
The committee will recess until tomorrow morning at 9 :30 in this

room.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, at 11 :40 a.m., the hearing was adjourned, to recon-

vene at 9 :30 a.m., Wednesday, March 5, 1975.]
[The following information was furnished the subcommittee in re-

sponse to the requests of Mr. Collins:]

IPP regional staffing patterns by occupation and grade Full time
permanent

Atlanta : 
position

Clerk-typist, GS-3  1

Clerk-typist GS-4  4

Clerk-stenographer GS-4  1

Secretary GS-5  1

Research psychologist  1

Personnel management specialist GS-7  3

Personnel management specialist GS-9  1

Personnel management specialist GS-11  3

Personnel management specialist GS-12  4

Personnel management specialist GS-13  3

Personnel management specialist GS-14 
Personnel management specialist GS-15  1

Total   25

Boston :
Clerk-typist GS-3  1

Clerk-stenographer GS-4  1
Clerk-stenographer GS-5  1

Research psychologist GS-12  1

Personnel management specialist GS-9  5
Personnel management specialist GS-11  1
Personnel management specialist GS-12  3

Personnel management specialist GS-13  1
Personnel management specialist GS-14  1

Total  
Chicago:

Clerk-typist GS-3  5
Secretary GS-5  1
Secretary GS-6  1
Administrative aide GS-4  1
Administrative assistant GS-7  1
Personnel staffing specialist GS-9 
Personnel staffing specialist GS-11 
Personnel staffing specialist GS-12 
Personnel management specialist GS-9 
Personnel management specialist GS-11 
Personnel management specialist GS-12 
Personnel management specialist GS-13 
Personnel management specialist GS-14 
Personnel management specialist GS-15 

1.5

Total  

2
4
1
1
4

2
2
1

33
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Full time
permanent

Dallas : position

Clerk-typist GS-3  1
Clerk-typist GS-4  1
Clerk-stenographer GS-4  2
Secretary GS-5  1
Research psychologist GS-9  2
Research psychologist GS-12  1
Research psychologist GS-13  1
Personnel management specialist GS-7  1
Personnel management specialist GS-9  1
Personnel management specialist GS-12  8
Personnel management specialist GS-13  4
Personnel management specialist G8-14  2
Personnel management specialist GS-15  1

Total   26
Denver:

Clerk-typist GS-2  1
Clerk-typist GS-3  1
Secretary GS-5  1
Personnel management assistant GS-5  2
Research psychologist GS-9  1
Personnel management specialist GS-9  3
Personnel management specialist GS-11  1
Personnel management specialist GS-12  1
Personnel management specialist GS-13  2
Personnel management specialist GS-14  2

Total   15
New York:

Clerk-stenographer GS-3  2
Clerk-stenographer GS-4  1
Secretary GS-6  1
Research psychologist GS-12  1
Personnel management specialist GS-5  1
Personnel management specialist GS-11  3
Personnel management specialist GS-12  3
Personnel management specialist GS-13  1
Personnel management specialist GS-14  2
Personnel management specialist GS-15  1

Total   16
Philadelphia:

Clerk-typist GS-2  1
Clerk-typist GS-3  2
Clerk-typist G___   2
Clerk-Stenographer GS-4  1
Secretary GS-5  1
Research psychologist GS-11  1
Research psychologist GS-13  1
Personnel management specialist GS-5  1
Personnel management specialist GS-9  1
Personnel management specialist GS-11 
Personnel management specialist GS-12  3
Personnel management specialist GS-13  1
Personnel management specialist GS-14  1
Personnel management specialist GS-15  2

Total   24
Seattle:

Clerk-typist GS-3  1
Clerk-typist GS-4  1
Secretary GS-5  1
Research psychologist GS-11  1
49-280-75 4
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Full time

permanent
Seattle—Continued positions

Personnel management specialist GS-11  2
Personnel management specialist GS-12  4
Personnel management specialist GS-13  2

• Personnel management specialist GS-14  1

Total  
San Francisco:

Clerk-typist GS-3 
Administrative aide GS-3 
Research psychologist GS-12 
Personnel management specialist GS-5 
Personnel management specialist GS-9 
Personnel management specialist GS-11 
Personnel management specialist GS-12 
Personnel management specialist GS-13 
Personnel management specialist GS-14 
Personnel management specialist GS-15 

13

2
1
1
1
2
1
8
1
2
1

Total   20
Saint Louis:

Clerk-typist GS-3  1
Clerk-typist GS-3  1
Secretary GS-5  1
Administrative aide GS-4  1
Research psychologist GS-13  1
Personnel management specialist GS-5  1
Personnel management specialist GS-9  3
Personnel management specialist GS-12  4
Personnel management specialist GS-13  1
Personnel management specialist GS-14  1

Total   15

STATE, LOCAL AND ACADEMIC PERSONNEL ON DETAIL TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EARNING IN EXCESS OF
$36,000

Name
State, local, or academic
position

Current position in the
Federal Government Agency/office Salary

Edward B. Cross  Vice provost for health science, Public health analyst
University of Maryland.

Wallas Armstrong  Professor and department head,
University of Minnesota, med-
ical school.

John Goldsmith  Medical doctor, State of Cali-
fornia, Department of Public
Health.

William Atchison  Professor of computer science,
University of Maryland.

Glenn Beck  Vice president for agriculture,
Kansas State University.

Scott Greer  Professor of social sciences,
University of Wisconsin, Mil-
waukee.

Daniel Fox  Assistant vice president for
Academic Affairs, Health
Science Center, State Uni-
versity of New York, Stony
Brook.

Agency for $47,595
International
Development
Africa
Bureau.

Special Assistant to the director, HEW/N I H  $41, 800
National Institute of Dental
Research.

Environmental resources analyst HEW/N IH  $40, 140

Educational computing specialist_ HEW/National $37, 700
Institute for 
Education.

Agricultural research specialist__ AID/Bureau for $43, 575
Technical
Assistance.

Senior Advisor, office of the HEW/HRA 
administrator, Health re- 

$36, 666

sources administration.
Associate director for Academic HEW/HRA  1 $36, 423
and intergovernmental
affairs, Health Resources Ad-
ministration.

1 The Federal Government is paying only $16,394 for Dr. Fox's salary. The balance is paid by the State of New York

IPA GRANT PROJECTS INVOLVING COST SAVINGS
Listed below are ten IPA grant projects which involve cost savings to the

State and local governments concerned. Although these projects did not result
in reduced budgets for the jurisdictions, they did reduce certain costs and thereby
prevented budgets from increasing (assuming the activities involved would have
been performed at a higher cost in the absence of the IPA project).
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1. Kinloch,, Missouri.—An IPA-funded city administrator took actions which
lowered delinquent city taxes and fees by over 10 percent and reduced the city's
outstanding debt by more than 25 percent.

2. Fresno County, California.—The IPA-funded occupational health and safety
training program enabled the County to reduce its previous three year accident
record during the six month project by 9.3 lost-time accidents. Using a National
Safety Council estimate that each lost-time accident represents $2,200 in average
direct costs to an organization, this reduced rate mean a cost avoidance to the
County of $20,460. During the 12 month period immediately following termina-
tion of the project an additional $20,240 was saved.

3. City and County of San Francisco.—This project was a pilot effort to train
underutilized employees as operations analysis and use them to identify improve-
ments and potential savings in City-County operations. In first year of program,
participants identified improved methods, procedures and employee utilization
practices at San Francisco General Hospital, the County Recorder's Office, and
the City Purchasing Department amounting to $1,273,000 in total annual dollar
savings.

4. City of Baltimore.—A study of existing sick leave policies by City led to
new program for controlling abuses of sick leave usage by city employees. Pro-
gram reduced absenteeism rate from 15 percent to 7 percent and produced sav-
ings of $42,000 in employee time in first two months, and about $200,000 during
the first year of the program.

5. Columbus, Georgia.—One of the two cities to implement a planned program-
ming and budgeting system as a result of an IPA training program for city coun-
cil and administrative staff of Georgia's six largest cities. The City has reported
a reduction of 40 employees to perform the same budgeting services and has
estimated approximate savings of $250,000 per year.
6. Union County, New Jersey.—Careful analysis of the workloads and 1974

personnel plans of 57 county departments by the IPA-funded personnel planning
and analysis unit led to recommendations to the County's Board of Chosen Free-
holders that certain agencies defer hiring and promotion until later in the fiscal
year. Recommended policy of prorating new hire salaries over 1974 by hiring in
June and July rather than January resulted in savings of $100,000.

7. Indiana.—With the assistance of IPA grant and Indiana University, State
Department of Revenue developed a manual for audit operations and conducted
training sessions for 44 new auditors. Detailed measurements of auditor produc-
tion before and after the training showed that, among those trained, the dollar
amount of taxpayer error found per audit had increased by over 65 percent and
the amount of new revenue generated by each auditor per month had increased
by over-48 percent.
8. Greensboro, North Carolina.—An IPA grant enabled city to evaluate and

recommend needed changes in existing personnel program and to develop com-
puter-based personnel system which provides information reports previously
prepared manually. This has enabled city to shift three clerical employees, for-
merly occupied full time on these reports, to other duties.
9. Manhattan Beach, California.—Seven southern California cities (Culver

City, El Segundo, Beverly Hills, Gardena, Inglewood, Santa Monica, and Manhat-
tan Beach) received IPA funding for a joint program to develop common test
and hiring procedures for all maintenance worker jobs. Costs for conducting
first joint examinations for maintenance job openings in all seven cities were
$1,600 or 13 percent less than if each jurisdiction had conducted separate exam-
inations. Annual joint examination costs for each city now run $600 per year
as opposed to $4,000—$5,000 each for separate examining.

10. Oklahoma.—The Oklahoma Municipal League's IPA-funded Handbook for
Oklahoma Municipal Officials has resulted in substantial savings of time and
money to cities and town in the State. The Handbook has been credited with more
than $18,000 in fiscal savings as well as hundreds of hours saved in employee
labor. The guide tummarizes in readable fashion numerous laws and regulations
affecting Oklahoma municipalities. Elected and appointed municipal officials have
found the Handbook to be an invaluable aid in their decisionmaking.

IPA GRANT PROJECTS FOR TRAINING

Here are ten examples of IPA-funded training programs for State and local
governments which we believe have had a significant impact. We are also en-
closing a copy of our recent report "Training Can Make A Difference," which
describes in further detail the use of IPA funds for training.
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1. Training for• State Legislators.—This IPA • grant to the Joint Rules Com-

mittee of the California State legislature provided orientation sessions for

newly-elected Assemblymen and Senators. This five-session program, spread over

a two-week period, was so well received that it was repeated in 1975 and entirely

financed with State funds. IPA funds have also been used to provide training

programs for State legislative leaders from across the country and for State
legislators and their staffs in Maryland, New Hampshire, Minnesota, Washing-

ton, Alaska, Illinois, and Montana.
2. Management Assistance for Governors-Elect—The National Governors Con-

ference (NGC) conducted two-day orientation seminars for governors-elect with
IPA support following the 1972 and 1974 elections. Seven newly-elected governors
and executive assistants from three other States participated in the 1972 session,
another nine newly-elected governors attended in 1974. Both programs consisted
of presentations by present and former governors on topics ranging from organiz-
ing a governor's office to executive-legislative relations. The 1974 program of
assistance to newly-elected governors also includes on-site management assistance
from NGC staff and the development of a guide "The Critical Hundred Days"
for the governor's personal use.

3. Executive Internships in Labor Relations.—This program provided "firing
line" experience in labor relations for 28 city and county executives through an
internship program administered by the Labor-Management Relations Service
of the National League of Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors and the National
Association of Counties. Each executive served on apprenticeship with experi-
enced management negotiator in a host jurisdiction. Interns moved into key
labor relations assignments on their return to home jurisdictions as a result of
the experience. Mayor W.H. McNichols of Denver noted that the "program bene-
fitted Denver and all other cities that participated by improving the competency
of city representatives in the collective bargaining process."
4. New York Metropolitan Regional Council.—IPA grants totaling $50,000

provided 17 training courses over a two-way closed circuit television system to
1,666 employees of city, county, and town governments in the tri-state New York
metropolitan area. Estimates, using New Jersey State training costs, show that
the same training, conducted by individual governments for their employees
would have cost over $70,000.
5. Arizona County Executives.—This IPA project provided an orientation

seminar on county government management for newly elected Supervisors,
Treasurers, Assessors, Sheriffs, and Recorders from Arizona's 14 counties. The
seminar was scheduled to brief recently elected officials on their new responsibili-
ties about two weeks before they took office.
6. Administrative Stab' in Kansas City Area.—A systematic training and

development program for administrative staffs of five Kansas City area com-
munities was provided under this grant. This was a year-long effort to improve
governmental effectiveness in the communities of Excelsior Springs, Gladstone,
Grandview, Lee's Summit and Liberty. For conducting the project, the Univer-
sity of Missouri-Kansas City has been nominated for a "demonstrated impact"
award by the National University Extension Association.

7. Village Supervisors in Freeport and .Ilempstead, New York.—This project
provided cooperative training for 52 first-line supervisors from the villages of
Freeport and Hempstead, New York. A joint application enabled these two ju-
risdictions to participate in the IPA program. Neither Freeport nor Hempstead
has the minimum population (50,000) required by law to apply for individual
IPA assistance.

8. Comprehensive Executive Development in Virginia.—The Virginia Public
Executive Institute provides a unified approach to meet training and development
needs of State and local executives. The Institute brings together resources and
talents of State-suppored institutions of higher education. Over 700 executives
have been trained during the first ten months of operation.
9. Interitational City Management Association.—This IPA grant sponsored'

the development and testing of a low cost self-administered training program
for cities under 25,000 population. Following pilot programs in Texas and Mis-
souri, this program was expanded at local expense to cities in Michigan, Florida,
New England, and Iowa. Cities in 12 other States plan to participate.
10. Statewide Training in Maine.—This IPA grant supported comprehensive

training for State and local officials throughout Maine. During the first two years
of the program, 1,285 officials participated in courses offered through the Uni-
versity of Maine in supervision, communications, and employee motivation. In-
creased funding of program in its second year by the University of Maine freed
up IPA funds to establish a technical assistance program for Maine municipalities,
and an EEO affirmative action plan for Maine State government.



AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL
PERSONNEL ACT OF 1970

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 5, 1975

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYEE POLITICAL RIGHTS
AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROGRAMS,

Washington, D.0 .
The subcommittee met at 9:35 a.m., in room 311, Cannon House

Office Building, Hon. William Clay (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.

Present: Representatives William Clay, James M. Collins, John H.
Rousselot, Stephen J. Solarz. and Gladys Spellman.

Staff present : Lloyd A. Johnson, staff director, Gail Weiss, staff
assistant, Iris Hunt, secretary, and Anthony Raymond, minority staff
assistant.
Mr. CLAY. The hearing of the committee will come to order.
The first witnesses this morning will represent the American Fed-

eration of State, County, and Municipal Employees.
Good morning, gentlemen.
Mr. WELsn. Good morning, Mr. Chaiiman.
Mr. CLAY. -We have a copy of your statement. We didn't get it in

time to go through it and analyze it, so perhaps you ought to read it
if it is not too long.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM WELSH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR
LEGISLATION AND POLITICAL EDUCATION, AMERICAN FEDERA-
TION OF STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES; ACCOM-
PANIED BY T. MICHAEL KERR, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE

Mr. WELSH. It is not too long, Mr. Chairman, and I think I can
read it very quickly for you.
Mr. Chairman, my name is William Welsh. I am executive di-

rector of legislation and political education for the American Federa-
tion of State, County and Municipal Employees.
I am accompanied by Mr. Mike Kerr, who is a member of our leg-

islative staff.
We have over 700,000 members and represent over 11/2 million State

and local employees through collective bargaining agreements.
I am here today to share with you our thoughts on the extent to

which the IPA has fulfilled the expectations of Congress and to sug-
gest legislative action which we believe would positively strengthen
the IPA.

(47)
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To a large extent AFSCME is uniquely able to discuss the impact
of the IPA at the State and local level. When IPA funds result in
agency reorganization, new personnel procedures or the creation of
new agencies and policies, requiring employee transfers or changes in
job descriptions, they directly affect our membership. When IPA
moneys fund reclassification, performance evaluation, motivation, pro-
motion and productivity studies, the program ultimately affects us.
Health and welfare, fringe benefits, safety and retirement plans drawn
up by management with the support of IPA funds affect the very
livelihood of our members. Often we would support the result of a
particular use of IPA funds at the State and local level. Sometimes
we would not. The problem is that employee organizations are not
today part of the processes funded and administered under the act. We
can only react after the decisions have been made.
However, what I principally want to discuss today is the effect of

the Intergovernmental Personnel Act on labor relations at the State
and local level.
A quick glance, for instance, at the "Summary of Selected fiscal year

1974 IPA Grant Projects" compiled and published by the Civil Serv-
ice Commission Bureau of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs
makes my point. Numerous grants have gone to train public sector
"managers, officials, top-level executives, and elected officials" in con-
tract administration and interpretation as well as contract negotia-
tion and negotiation dispute settlement techniques.
In Minnesota, one project is expected to "increase the professional-

ism of the managerial teamS at the bargaining table and their techni-
cal expertise in collective bargaining through increased training;
opportunities." It is explained that this will be accomplished by a con-
sultant, paid with "Federal funds, who "is currently organizing local
government management representatives to meet four to six times a
year for detailed instructions and assistance on collective bargaining
problems. This consultant will develop resource material, analyze pro-
posed contract language, and assist local governments in preparing
for arbitration and grievance processing."
The project descriptions contained in this book do not suggest ac-

cord. In Maryland we have a training project concentrating on "set-
tle or strike simulation." It is too bad that we often reach such a
situation through management's unwillingness to recognize employee
organizations or their grievances.
And I might say_ parenthetically the State of Maryland is quite

laggard in terms of the kind of collective bargaining it has both at
the state and local levels, in terms of dealing with employee relation-
ships, but they have no problems coming to the Federal Government
and getting a grant in order to assist management to study how to
settle strikes and deal with impass situations on the management
side of the table.
In Wisconsin, we have a management training project which the

Bureau feels might be of especial interest in States where "local gov-
ernment employees are just beginning to organize." There does not ap-
pear to be any discussion of unfair labor practices in this project, and
whoever wrote that description just doesn't understand the history of
State and local labor organizations in the public sector, because prob-
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ably Wisconsin was one of the first States in which public employees
began to organize.
Mr. CLAY. It is where your union was founded, is it not ?
Mr. WELSH. That is correct, Mr. Chairman—some 40 years ago, at

least.
Mr. CLAY. Yes.
Mr. WELSH. According to this document, IPA funds have sup-

ported the collection and cataloging of information necessary for col-
lective bargaining as well as the training of management personnel
in negotiating skills and techniques.
We have IPA-funded regional and State data banks and libraries

of labor relations. These clearinghouses contain regional and national
wage, salary, classification, and fringe benefit information. In many
cases IPA funds had financed the collection of such survey data. Such
information is extremely valuable at the bargaining table—as anyone
who has been at the table knows—especially when it is only available
to one party. One can release it selectively, when it supports one's own
position.
And I might say, parenthetically, there, Mr. Chairman, that we

have begun to make inquiries in the states where we know that such
data banks have been established and created on employee wage and
benefit information. We have been asking whether or not the unions,
employee organizations, in fact have full access to the data that has
been collected and financed through these Federal grants. And to date
we do not have a satisfactory answer as to where this information is
and how easily and how readily it might be available to employee
organizations engaged in bargaining.
And we believe this is one of the areas the subcommittee might very

well to look into in terms of its analysis of the operations of this act.
In Illinois we read that a grant will hire personnel for the state to

"conduct the necessary in-depth research to enable management to
accurately and effectively establish their position on unit determina-
tion." The reason for funding these individuals is explained thusly:
"The State of Illinois' position as to unit determination and con-

tract negotiation will be determined largely through the efforts of the
labor relations personnel of the department of personnel. The depart-
ment is currently conducting some of the research needed to accurately
argue management's position as to appropriate units, but the task is
straining their current manpower resources."
I might say, since this union is in process of organizing the State

employees of the State of Illinois, Mr. Chairman, the problem of deal-
ing with the issue of unit determination in Illinois is straining the
resources of this union. It is a very complex problem, who goes in the
unit. How the units are set up very directly affects the outcome of
certain elections. The Federal Government is, in fact, funding one
side of that discussion through a federally financed study of unit
determination by the department of personnel in Illinois, and to my
knowledge we do not have access to the information provided as a re-
sult of that study and that kind of analysis. But it could very well
directly affect the outcome of a major organizing drive of this union in
the State of Illinois in terms of how those units are determined.
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The Bureau suggests that this type of unit could be "helpful to many
State and local governments presently embroiled in labor problems."
For example, Mr. Chairman, one of the key persons in the State of

Illinois who was probably involved in this study has now been hired
as a private consultant by the State of Florida, to come to the State
of Florida and work with the department of administration in Florida
on the question of how to set up the State employees units in the State
under the new collective bargaining law.
In New York State one project ties all of these possibilities together,

and I quote in terms of what that is supposed to do:
"(1) A symposium for local government executives designed to up-

grade theil• skills in understanding and dealing with public labor-
management relations; (2) a course in advanced collective bargaining
to develop the skills needed to prepare for and conduct negotiations;
and, (3) the formation of a task force to plan and develop regional
wage-salary fringe benefit survey groups."
The Civil Service Commission's effect on labor relations through its

administration of the IPA goes beyond simple monetary support for
one side of the bargaining table.

Title I of the act sets forth six merit principles and title II transfers
the administration of Federal merit standards from the Departments
of Labor, Defense, and Health, Education, and Welfare to the Civil
Service Commission. These standards are the broad personnel practices
which must be followed by every State and locality in the administra-
tion of Federal grant-in-aid programs. One of these standards involves
labor-management relations.
The Civil Service Commission seems to have taken these sections

as a mandate to bring State and local government personnel systems up
to "merit standards." In the interest of efficiency, the Civil Service
Commission not only urges the upgrading of local personnel systems
but also urges the adoption in a State or region of uniform systems.
Throughout this summary you will find references to uniformity in
approach to personnel management and labor relations. For instance,
a particularly ambitious project in Florida is expected to "lead to a
high degree of uniformity of public labor relations practices within
the State of Florida and consequent improvement in personnel admin-
istration at the local government level." Under this grant the IPA
will fund a labor relations center which will do this under the new law
that has just been enacted in Florida:
(1) conduct research to establish a comprehensive data system;
(2) publish a newsletter which will contain updated statistical and

contract information as well as information about current rulings and
legislative actions in labor relations;
(3) develop a handbook as a guide for local government officials

which will contain sample contracts, recommend procedural methods
for negotiating a contract, a description of the center, and its activities,
and a scheduled and list of topics for training sessions; and
(4) make necessary preparations for upcoming training sessions.
IPA moneys could have better utilized in funding start-up costs for

Florida's new Public Employee Relations Commission under its new
collective bargaining law. The Commission, the State's neutral board,
is severely underfunded. And, in fact, the whole key to how that law



51

is to operate is based upon that Commission becoming staffed. But in
contrast, what we are doing is in fact funding a center around which
the training and data and publications and analysis will all go to the
management side of the table.
Such an emphasis on uniformity raises some basic questions. When

workino.
b 
toward uniform personnel systems how much latitude do Civil

Service Commission field personnel have to promulgate specific labor
relations policies? Surely they are influenced by Washington. Are they
given guidance in how to respond to questions concerning the rela-
tionships between merit programs and a collective bargaining agree-
ment? Are they neutral on this subject? I believe your committee
might well wish to explore these policy questions.
IPA grants affect all local personnel—not just those working in

programs supported in whole or in part by Federal grants. And I
think this is a very important point. Uniformity is not required by the
Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970, but clearly the thrust of the
policy is to encompass all personnel. The implementation of those poli-
cies in the field affect all State and all local employees, whether or not
their agency or institution is in fact a recipient of Federal grants,
because then you can't go into a State and develop a collective bargain-
ing program and develop a personnel act and say, "This only applies
to this person in this department because his particular agency is get-
ting a Federal grant, but not to this person."
You must have some degree of uniformity.
So the full impact of this act, Mr. Chairman, is to in fact bring the

Federal Government into the business of setting standards and advo-
cating policies that affect all local Government personnel throughout
the country and it should be looked at in those terms.
The IPA does not contemplate that State and local merit systems

must meet particular Federal requirements. Instead, the act sets forth
general merit principles, to "be administered in such manner as, (1)
to recognize fully the rights, powers, and responsibilities of State and
local governments, and, (2) to encourage innovation and allow for
diversity on the part of State and local governments in the design,
execution, and management of their own systems of personnel ad-
ministration."
If the act does not contemplate uniformity, the President's Advisory

Council on Intergovernmental Personnel Policy, established by the act
and reported to the Congress, does.
In its "First Report to the President and Congress," the Council

calls for the abolition of all administratively established Federal per-
sonnel requirements imposed on grantees. Instead, a single Federal re-
quirement, administered solely by the U.S. Civil Service Commission
would be applied. This would consist of adherence to the six merit
principles inthe IPA, Hatch Act limitations on political activity and
the equal opportunity provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
The report also recommends a substantial increase in appropriations

for the IPA grant programs so that State and local governments can
develop comprehensive systems of personnel management based on
IPA merit principles, presumably as defined by the Civil Service
Commission.
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There have even been grants under the act to review collective bar-
gaining agreements for their compliance with merit system standards.
I would like to suggest to the chairman, who has taken the lead in

the House in support of Federal public employee collective bargaining
legislation

' 
that the situation I have just described, the administrationof the IPA. by the Civil Service Commission, indicates that the Federal

Government today is not neutral with regard to collecitve bargaining
rights for state and local employees. In fact, the Federal Government
has a policy, however vague it may be, reflected in the language and
administration of this act. The chairman and the committee will note
that those who have argued against Federal collective bargaining cov-
erage for public employees as an unwarranted intrusion into State and
local affairs before the House Committee on Education and Labor are,
in fact, all too supportive of this act.
I don't think we need to draw any additional conclusions from that

fact.
The extraordinary increase during the last few years in the number

of State and local government statutes authorizing collective bargain-
ing agreements between themselves and their employees has served to
highlight this and other imbalances between management and labor in
the administration of the IPA. When this act was passed, Congress was
concerned, and rightfully so, about the proper administration of the
increasing millions of dollars of Federal grant-in-aid moneys going to
cities and States who had little experience in handling such large pro-
gram budgets.
However, the Civil Service Commission's administration of the IPA

grant programs provided for in titles IT and III of the act reveals a
management bias which fails to take into account this growth of public
employee organizations and the role which they now play in the admin-
istration of merit systems and collective bargaining agreements. There
is a rather extraordinary change in the way that States and localities
are now moving to handle the relationships with their employee orga-
nizations in terms of the increasing States that are enacting compre-
hensive collective bargaining laws, and States negotiating with their
employees in a full collective bargaining setting.

Since its enactment the increasing number of statutory and informal
collective bargaining relationships and the increasing strength and
size of public employee organizations has created a tremendous change
in labor management relations in the public service. Since the act was
passed in 1970 eight States have passed comprehensive public employee
collective bargaining statutes. Others have instituted collective bar-
gaining through executive order and still others have partial laws.
Today another additional 8 or 10 are seriously considering such
lepislition.
It is now time for Congress to oversee the full consequences of its

IPA legislation which is now in its fifth year.
The Intergovernmental Personnel Act needs to be amended to ac-

count for the strength and acceptance of public employee unions and
organizations and to recognize the role that these organizations now
play in effective personnel administration.
I would like to offer for the consideration of the committee, draft

language which we believe would go a long way toward correcting
existing imbalances in the legislation. This language would permit
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public employee unions to apply directly for IPA training moneys for
their members and staff for training programs which the Federal Gov-
ernment now funds for the management side of the bargaining table.
They would be able to do so without sign-off by State and local
governments.
This last point is important. As we brought out in our testimony

before the Senate Appropriations Committee last year, joint labor/
management training programs are possible under the IPA. I might
say this is not something the Civil Service Commission has widely
publicized but it is something about which they drafted and circulated
internal guidelines.
And I might say, Mr. Chairman, it was only as a result of the very

real persistence of representatives of their union that we found out
about the existence of internal guidelines which, in fact, said that
under certain conditions a joint program of personnel training of man-
agement and labor would be possible under the grant. But it was only
in a sense accidental that we found out that that guideline had in fact
been adopted inside the agency.
From the beginning of the program the State of Washington has,

with the participation of AFSCME's two district councils in that
State, 'jointly administered its IPA funds. This has been a useful ex-
perience for all concerned. However, as far as we can tell, Washington
State must be the exception that proves the rule. We know of no other
jointly administered funds.

Until public employee organizations have the right to submit appli-
cations to be considered on their merits for IPA training funds with-
out having to wait for management approval, the present situation in
which millions of tax dollars go to support those on only one side of the
bargaining table will continue. Public employee organizations should
be treated by Congress as the labor relations equals that they have now
become in public service, and State and local labor relations.

Unless the act is amended to correct its imbalance in the labor rela-
tions area, we cannot support either additional funding under the act
or the extension of its 75-25 matching formula. If amended, we would
urge both the extension of the matching formula and have substantial
increased appropriations.
And I might say, Mr. Chairman, that we have brought with the

testimony a draft of suggested amendments to the act which we believe
would adequately meet the suggestions with regard to training that we
have outlined in our testimony.
We believe that this stays within the parameters of what is legiti-

mate in labor relations relationships and personnel administration in
terms of training employee representatives, and we would submit this
amendment to the committee for your consideration. Thank you very
much.
[The suggested amendments referred to follow:]
To Sec. 3, renumber present sub-section (2) to sub-section (3) and add new

sub-section " (2 ) to recognize the role of employee organizations in personnel
administration, including the right of public employees through such organiza-
tions to participate in the formulation and implementation of policies and pro-
cedures affecting the wages, hours or other conditions of their employment,
and".
To Sec. 301, delete the word "government".
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To Sec. 304, add a new sub-section "(c) The Commission is authorized to make
grants to employee organizations to pay up to 75 per centum (or, with respect
to fiscal years commencing after the expiration of three years following the
effective date of this provision, up to 50 per centum) of the costs of providing
training to enable effective participation in labor relations, including, but not
limited to, techniques of negotiation, interpretation of collective bargaining agree-
ments; use of grievance machinery; orientation in public sector labor relations
laws and administrative orders, orientation in the role of civil service commis-
sions, in antidiscrimnaton laws and procedures, statutory employee appeal pro-
cedures, position classification process, and mediation and arbitration processes
and machinery."
To Sec. 502 (definitions) add new sub-section " (5 ) 'employees organization'

means any organization, union, association, agency, committee, council, or group
of any kind in which employees participate which exists for the purpose, in whole
or in part, of representing State or local government employees concerning
wages, hours, or other terms and conditions of employment."
To Sec. 502, add new sub-section "(6) 'officials' includes, but is not limited to,

employees of employee organizations whose duties include training employees
of State and local government to enable their effective participation in the
formulation and implementation of policies and procedures affecting wages,
hours, or other conditions of their employment."

Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Welsh.
Did you have a statement, Mr. Kerr.?
Mr. KERR. No.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Welsh, when you talk about the funds that have gone

to "train public sector managers, officials, top-level executives, and
elected officials in contract administration and interpretation as well as
contract negotiation and negotiation dispute settlement techniques,"
have there ever been any instances where grants have gone to em-
ployee organizaitons in response to specific requests of States or other
localities?
Mr. WELSH. There have been several attempts to make applications,

that is correct, particularly after we have recently discovered the
guidelines that the Commission laid down.
But the only instance that I am aware of is this particular situation

in the State of Washington where, for some reason that is still some-
what unclear to me, the State at the outset, in Washington, made the
decision that they would like to have employee representation involved
and employee participation involved in that training.
But that was a decision made at the State level and then carried out

at the State level.
And to my knowledge, that is the exception.
Mr. CLAY. The only grant?
Mr. WELSH. The only grant that we are aware of. And I might say,

that there were situations in the State of Pennsylvania where an ap-
plication was made, but it was never carried out.
Recently there has been an attempt in the State of Florida by, I

believe, the Governor of the city of Miami Beach to suggest a joint
program, but when it got to the point of being considered, the fund
had run out apparently. And that may be resubmitted.
But I think the point that we want to carry with the committee is

that under the present procedures an application by a city or State
agency is in fact screened and approved by management personnel at
a State level. And the other condition is that it has to be a joint train-
ing program if there are employee representatives involved in the
training. It cannot be for the purposes of training only employee
representatives.
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A point we believe we could make in the case that is before you in
terms of the bias and weighing-in on the management side of the bar-
gaining- table with this data and expertise and all, is that we think for
good, basic employee relations at the State and local level, for good
bargaining sessions, for efficient bargaining sessions, it is equally im-
portant that the employee organizations be given the chance to de-
velop the data, the expertise, the training on their side of the bargain-
ing table. And in the long run this is the way to fulfill the kind of
commitment that Congress had made under the act of increasing
sound, effective personnel policy and relationships in our local gov-
ernments and in our State agencies.
Mr. CLAY. As I look at your proposed amendment to the act, I would

think that it proposes to change the purpose of the act rather than
simply its provisions.
The origin of this act was not management-centered programs.

And I note you have dealt extensively in your testimony this morning
with the reasons for changing it.
Would you like to deal specifically with the language in this act

and tell us precisely what it would do?
Mr. WELSH. In the amendment, you mean?
Mr. CLAY. In the amendment. I am sorry.
Mr. WELSH. We believe in the first section of the act that sets forth

the purposes, there should be an additional clause added, I believe to
section 3, in which the Congress makes a finding, which expands the
intent of the act and the reach of the act. And I quote:
"To recognize the role of employee organizations in personnel ad-

ministration, including the right of public employees through such
organizations to participate in the formulation and implementation
of policies and procedures affecting the wages, hours and other condi-
tions of their employment."
Now, I think Mr. Chairman, the thrust of that and the importance

of that is that there has been a very significant change, even in the
last 5 years, as to how States and local governments are approaching
the question of their relationships with their employee organizations.
And the ability to conduct effective bargaining relationships with
recognized employee representatives, is today a very important key to
effective personnel administration.
The reason that we believe that case is made is that in fact this is

what, to a very large extent, the management side of State and local
personnel departments are now coming in and asking for grants and
training aids to help them accomplish.
It is not as if they are ignoring the area of changing employee-

employer relationships in the public sector. They have in fact acknowl-
edged and recognized this. And in well over half of our States in the
country today there are State laws and executive orders that extend
this right to employee organizations within those States.
So management comes into the act and says "What we need for

effective personnel administration in our department is the ability to
have trained negotiators, data banks, and so forth, so when we go to
the bargaining table we are trained, equipped, adequately staffed, and
have done our research."
And what we are saying to the Congress is that that is a very valid

thing for management to be interested in, and for effective personnel
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administration and effective bargaining, effective conduct of _public-
sector employee-employer relationships, it is very important that the
Congress doesn't load into just one side of that bargaining table. Con-
gress should say, "Yes, we understand that. This is the way public
personnel administration is changing across this country and we be-
lieve this same kind of training, the same kind of data, the same kind
of expertise is equally important on the other side for good employer-
employee relationships."
We don't want impasses. We don't want the question of collective

bargaining between the public sector management and public sector
unions to be a detriment to good personnel administration and to the
conduct of the business of government. And we think at least one of
the ways you resolve this is to be sure, when the Federal Government
comes in with a problem, that it recognizes there are two sides to the
bargaining table and two sides to effective personnel administration in
great sections of our country.
Mr. CLAY. I have a number of questions to ask this morning, but I

will yield to Mr. Solarz at this time.
Mr. Solarz?
Mr. SOLARZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is good to be here.
Let me say before I put one or two questions to the witness, I have

had a good deal of personal experience with the work of the American
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees in New York
through District Council 37. And I have to tell you that I believe this
is really one of the most responsive and responsible labor organizations
in the entire country.
I do believe this is an organization that has demonstrated that it is

possible for men and women of every race and religion, every color and
creed, to work together. And I think it is a living demonstration—and
I mean this quite sincerely—of the possibility of the American Dream.
I mention that because, feeling that way, I am inclined to give a

good deal of weight to the views of its representatives. And Mr. Welsh
makes here an apparently valid point.
I would like to ask you one or two questions about your testimony

this morning.
First, to what extent, as a matter of reality, has the act in question,

by. funding management efforts to improve its bargaining skills and
ability, actually created an imbalance in the collective bargaining
process?
Mr. WELSH. First, thank you. May I say I appreciate your comments

and will be happy to convey them to DC 37 and all its associates there.
Before you came in, Congressman Solarz, some of the examples that

I cited—for example, under the new executive order in the State of
Illinois, there is a project which is funding, through the -personnel
department of that State, the question of unit determination, as to
how units should be set up within the system.
This is a critical issue, as you know, in terms of how one produces,

organizationally, representively, and so on in terms of dealing with
that type of evolving process.
To my knowledge, we have no access to the results of that study.

We do know that persons involved in that study are now hired as con-
sultants with the State of Florida where the same process is going on
under their new State collective bargaining law.
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I talk about one of the things that particularly concerns us, whichis the funding of very substantial data banks on wage benefits, com-parative wage studies, this type of thing, which is going on regionally.There is a project applied for in Florida. We know of one applied for inConnecticut.
We have been in correspondence with the one in the State of Con-necticut as to whether or not the local units, the bargaining agentthere, would have access to the full data that is available. And to thisdate we dont't know if we have access to that data, for example.Mr. SOLARZ. Would it be fair to say, to the extent Congress has aninterest in avoiding disruptions in public services at the State andlocal level throughout the country, that it is critical, if not essential, toprovide for equality in the collective bargaining process itself, and,to the extent this act funds only management but not labor efforts inthat regard, it tends to help facilitate the development of a situationwhich is not conducive to the successful workings of the collective bar-gaining process?
Mr. WELSH. I think that is exactly correct. And I think what we aredealing with here is that, whereas DC 37 in the State of New Yorkhas a very sophisticated staff and vast resources, this is not typicalof what the situation is across the country. As we merge into a new eraof employee-employer relationships at State and local levels, what weare finding is that when you send unskilled, untrained, or inadequatelyprepared individuals to the bargaining table, whether they be employerrepresentatives or employee representatives, what you are doing is pro-longing and complicating what, in itself, is a difficult process ofbargaining.
And if one side of that bargaining table has been through institutes,has access to ready data, and the other side doesn't, then what youare essentially doing is skewing the whole process and essentially creat-ing the kind of situation where we have difficulties in making that proc-ess work effectively.
Mr. SOLARZ. Do you have any estimate at all as to what the cost ofsuch an amendment would be if, in fact, it were adopted; that is tosay, how much money would flow to the labor organizations?Mr. WELSH. I think the appropriations for this year under the actwere $15 million total. We testified before the Senate AppropriationsSubcommittee last year, where there was a request to double thatamount basically by some of the city organizations and county or-ganizations and so on.
And what we said is we think it is unfair for Congress to act onthis appropriation—and we still believe that— until this imbalanceis worked out.
We would support basically a doubling of the appropriations andjoin with the city and county and governors conference in that requestif we felt this imbalance had been corrected in the act.
Mr. SOLARZ. Perhaps I didn't make myself clear. What I was tryingto get at was: If your amendment were adopted, thereby making labororganizations around the country eligible for the assistance providedunder this act, how much money do you think the Government might

be required to give labor organizations?
Mr. WELSH. Just the labor organizations? Well, I think there are

two aspects of that. Five hundred thousand dollars, $1 million, would
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be an extraordinary input in terms of meeting the needs of labor
organizations by themselves in this particular field, because I perceive
what would happen is that in many of these programs you would, in
fact, have a public policy that the facilities and the training and the
data and so on that is now going to one side of the table could be easily
duplicated and provided for the other side.
So if you had a training institute at a State university that is

presently training maangement employees and it develops the mate-
rials and data and so on, the actual cost of adding onto that a training
program that was available to employee organizations and represen-
tatives would be fairly small.
So I think there are real chances for use of joint or duplicate grants.

And I think in terms of the first 2 or 3 years, a relatively small amount
of $2 or $3 or $4 million, really—I am not ready to cost it out because
we have had no experience with it.
The experience in Pennsylvania when the new Pennsylvania law was

adopted—it was applied to jointly train those in collective bargain-
ing—it seems was in the neighborhood, by the State university, of
$180,000 or maybe $200,000; I am not sure. But that was the scope of
that particular program at that time.
With the increasing interest and expansion of these laws—the State

of California is presently considering such legislation. The State of
Ohio is considering it. I mean there is no stopping what is in fact
occurring.
Mr. SOIARZ. I want to thank you very much for your response. I

must say I think it is an eminently reasonable recommendation, and
as someone who is very much concerned about the viability of the
collective bargaining process and about the breakdown of efforts to
provide meaningful accords between labor and management in public
service, it seems to me we have a very real stake in adopting legisla-
tion which would effectively help to facilitate these procedures. To
the extent this would give labor, as well as management, the skills
with which to effectively bargain, I think it might in fact go a long
way toward preventing stoppages and disruptions which have tended,
unfortunately, to be the focus of so much of the public attention.
I think what we ought to be doing, instead of concentrating on

antistrike legislation, is concentrating rather on legislation designed
to avoid the necessity for strikes in the first place.
Mr. WELSH. There is no question about it, that where we have the

breakdowns and impasses and the strikes are the places where we either
have inadequate statutes to provide the mechanism, or we have a com-
bination of unskilled leadership on both sides, so to speak, of the
bargaining table. And I think the evidence of that is really
overwhelming.
Mr. CLAY. The gentleman's time has expired.
Mr. Rousselot ?
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Welsh, I appreciate your willingness to discuss this act with

us, and the proposed amendment and your suggestions.
You mention that you have over 700,000 members, 1.5 million State

and local employees. Could you define for us in writing the benefits
that you think this program provides for State and local governments,
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and give us direct examples of where it is really benefiting local gov-
ernment by having this program on the books?

Could you do that?
Mr. WELSH. Yes, sir, I think perhaps I can do it in the sense that

I believe that in the emerging areas of collective bargaining relation-
ships in the State and local governments, anywhere that a union is
dealing with an informed and skilled employer, we, as union repre-
sentatives, are better off as a result of that.
I don't have any difficulty with that fact.
And since this is a new area for both employee organizations and

employer organizations, the upgrading of the knowledge and skill and
factual data on wages and abilities of one side of the bargaining
table—it is always better to deal with a skilled person 
Mr. RoussEuxr. What I am asking is: This program has been on

the books for a while. We spend $20 million a year on it, or close to
that. Can you tell us the benefits that the local and State governments
get out of the program and give us some specific illustrations?
Do any come to your attention just offhand?
Mr. WELSH. Well, you are asking an employee organization repre-

sentative to justify a program that now is essentially administered
by employers.
I think there is no question in my mind, Congressman, that if in

fact a county board of supervisors is negotiating with its local mem-
bership, with the local union representatives, and we are dealing fac-
tually in that situation with comparative wage data in the public
wage sector for sanitation workers, for policemen and firemen and
what have you, and you have those facts in front of you for com-
parable-sized counties across the country, that data makes those nego-
tiations more responsive and more useful.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Do all your members in the field tell you this pro-

gram has worked or what?
Mr. WELSH. Our membership?
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Yes.
Mr. WELSH. In the State of Washington where we participate

jointly, our membership in the field is very enthusiastic about it be-
cause they think the training has been provided there, the experience
has been given to State agencies, and the fact that both sides of the
labor-management relationship 
Mr. RoussELoT. So in one State you have an example where you

think it has worked?
Mr. WELSH. In one State I have an example where we, as a union,

have had firsthand experience with it. There is no other State where
we, as a union, have been able to participate in the program. That has
been the thrust of my testimony.
So I can give you the Washington State program 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. And detail why you think it has been a success.
Mr. WELSIT. Yes.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. But there is no other State where, as far as you are

concerned, it has been a success?
Mr. WELSH. There is no other State where on the employee side, the

union side, I can give you firsthand information that it has been a
49-280-75 5
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success. Only indirectly can I say I believe that some of the programs
have been helpful.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. You are saying some of the money should go to the

unions or for your partial control as to expenditure?
Mr. WELSH. Yes.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. And only then can it be a success?
Mr. WELSH. It is only then that I think Congress will be fair about

it because I think now, as a result Of the act and its administration,
Federal money is giving one side of the bargaining table an unfair
advantage over the other side as a result of the way this act is carried
out.
Mr. RoussEurr. But you think, then, that if we designated that a.

certain portion of this funding would go directly to local union or-
ganizations to participate in the program—that is, county, State, and
local employees—only then would it really be a worthwhile program?
Mr. WELSH. Only then would we as a union be willing to support

an extension and expansion of the program.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Now, you mentioned that you thought if $500,000 or

$1 million or something like that was directly available for employee
union organizations to participate, how would we decide which States
that went to. Are you willing to leave that to the Civil Service
Commission?
Mr. WELSH. The amendment we have submitted, in fact, opens that

possibility up to the Civil Service Commission. We would in fact
be willing to leave it to them.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. You would be willing to leave it to administrative

practice to decide where it would go?
Mr. WELSH. Yes.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Would it be your local State organizations then that

would come in and apply for given dollar amounts?
Mr. WELSH. You would have two kinds of approaches, I think. I

think you would find a number of State universities who now have
study centers will come to the Civil Service Commission and say "We
would like to set up within our labor study center a program that will
train union employee representatives for purposes of bargaining and
development and make available to them the kind of data we in fact
are making available to the employer."
I think that would be the principal direction.
In addition to that, I think as a union where we have, for example,

the responsibility in a State that has recently adopted a new collecti've
bargaining law—we have a responsibility internally of training our
representatives in that State to be effective bargainers, to be effective
representatives.
And the union, itself, might make a direct application for training

of its leadership.
So I think both kinds of grants and approaches would be what

would occur.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. If I understand it, your position is that the only

reason it has been a success in your mind in Washington is because
the employee organizations or unions have been able to participate in
the program. Is that it?
Mr. WELSH. That is what we have firsthand information on.
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Mr. ROUSSELOT. Otherwise there is an imbalance, you say?
Mr. WELSH. Yes.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. It is all on the Federal agency management side?
Mr. WELSH. Right.
Mr. ROTISSELOT. And there is no input at all from the union?
Mr. WELSH. Right.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. It is zilch?
Mr. WELSH. That is right.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I see. So it is your judgment that this program is

presently in imbalance?
Mr. WELSH. Exactly.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. That everything is weighed on the side of manage-

ment. There is no capability of participation by the employees?
Mr. WELSH. That is correct.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Except in Washington as it relates to your unions?
Mr. WELSH. Oh, to my knowledge any union—any union.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Or any local employee organization?
Mr. WELSH. Exactly.
Mr. RoussELorr. It doesn't have to be an organized union?
Mr. WELSH. It doesn't have to be a union. It could be an association

of civil servants.
Mr. RoussEpar. How much time have you spent through your mem-

bers surveying this program throughout the country?
Mr. WELSH. A very substantial amount of time. We have discussed

it with our council directors throughout the States trying to find any
other instance where they have participated in a grant program. We
know of one instance in which it started and then for some reason
was turned down in Pennsylvania. -We tried very recently through
Miami Beach, Florida, jointly with the city to propose a joint training
program. That did not get funded because the State ran out of funds.
But to my knowledge, I believe that I am accurate as far as we can

tell—and in discussions with the civil service personnel, themselves—
the only place we know is the State of Washington.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Now, is it possible—your statement is incredible

to me, assuming I am hearing correctly—that the program has basi-
cally been worthless as it relates to employees' participation and capa-
bility, except for the State of Washington, to the best of your
knowledge.
Mr. -WELsir. And I say to you that I think in fact at the time the

Congress enacted this statute, in fairness, there was not the realization
of what was happening in terms of chancing employer-employee
relationship throughout the country. It has been there a long time but
in 5 years the growth in the public sector has been very remarkable.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Let's say you got the $1 million or $500,000 to help.

Would you then utilize that funding with your employees to encour-
age the right of public employees to strike?
Mr. WELsir. No. "What our amendment attempts to do, Congress-

man, is to say we are not interested in this money for purposes of
internal union organizing or publications or what have you.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. And you would be willing to have a prohibition in

the law that would prevent any of that kind of activity?
Mr. WELSH. You mentioned under this act.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Yes—I mentioned under this act.
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Mr. WELSH. No; we are not hung up on that. We are saying in fact,
if you are going to train an employer bargaining on one side in bar-
<mining techniques, let us have the same kind or training on our side
of the table. If you are going to provide a data bank in a State that
is accessible to local government employers, then let us have access
to that data bank.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Under the Freedom of Information Act, don't you

have access?
Mr. WELSH. Well, I have correspondence here to try to get that,

under the programs 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thought it was available to you.
Mr. WELSH. I think so but I don't want to have to go to court to

fight it out. I want to make sure that if Congress has set up a data
bank for employers in the States we don't have to ask management
if we can ask for certain runs of data and certain kinds of analysis
before we go to the bargaining table. And that is what I am driving at.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I am sure my time has expired but let me say I

would appreciate it if you would give us in writing why you think
it is good in Washington and why you think it has failed everywhere
else.
Mr. WELSH. I might say Governor Evans was an enthusiastic sup-

porter of the joint programs. They put employee representatives on
the State board that runs the program and we have had a very
remarkable experience with him in terms of the administration, the
whole process of the act.
Mr. ROI7SSELOT. Does the new mechanism that requires 50-50 partic-

ipation between States and the Federal Government bother you?
Mr. WELSH. If we can be a part of the action we would prefer to

go back to 75-25.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. You would like the Federal Government to pick

up the tab.
Mr. WELSH. Sure.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. It is always easier, is it not?
Mr. WELSH. No.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. I know, because it is a big fund in Washington we

can tap.
Well, Mr. Chairman, you have been very generous.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Rousselot.
Mrs. Spellman.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. I would like to say I wish we could change the

name of the organization from the American Federation of State,
County, and Municipal Employees to the American Federation of
State, County, and Municipal Employees and Members of Congress
because I think we need some kind of protection, too. The last 3 days I
have had three committees meeting simultaneously, every one of which
was of vital importance to my constituency. And, Mr. Chairman, this
is murder, having to try to divide yourself up into various pieces and
not being able to do a proper job anywhere.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Welcome to Congress. [Laughter.]
Mrs. SPELLMAN. The 75 Members of Congress who have just come

in won't allow ourselves to become part of the system but will start
screaming.
Mr. WELSH. Congresswoman Spellman, we have a jurisdic-
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tional problem. Our union does not get into organizing Federal
employees 
Mrs. SPELLMAN. Let's talk about it. [Laughter.]
I was interested in the questions Mr. Rousselot was asking. I want

to get something straight in my mind. We are talking now—and I take
it that his questions did not concern or were not addressed to IPA
as a whole but rather were addressed to this rather narrow part of em-
ployee political practices.
Mr. ROUSSELOT. No; I was talking about the whole program and

their experience with it. They admit their experience has been fairly
limited but they have a lot of employees across the country. I am trying
to get their experience with the whole program.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. And you are going to be presenting some informa-

tion on how it works. It has some very good factors in it and I would
not want to see those factors overlooked. As someone who worked with
with the program locally, I think I would know something about it.
You indicated something here, on the 75-percent funding. I under-

stand yesterday the Civil Service Commission indicated they were
going to be doing an indepth study of the program and doing an evalu-
ation, particularly as it relates to the matching share provisions.
Do you think in view of the fact that such a study is being under-

taken, we ought to be moving with the 75-percent funding?
Mr. WELSH. Well, I think without reflecting on anybody, anytime

a Government official wants to duck the issue, they do a study.
I think what is important here in terms of perhaps going back to the

75-25 formula, is that this is not an area in which problems are de-
creasing for local government officials or for public employees. This is
an area in which the thing is escalating at an enormous rate. And the
expansion and growth of the unions and expansion of collective bar-
gaining laws throughout the country in States really would argue, as
far as this part of the program is concerned, for the Federal Govern-
ment assisting local governments with good training programs. And
that means Et.substantial portion of that grant being picked up.
And that (roes to the total question of financial conditions of local

governments throughout the country. It is part of that total.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. Let me ask you this, because I am not really famil-

iar with the act to this extent: Can Federal Government pickup local
and State government people, a reverse exchange?
Mr. WELSII. I am not certain.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. For some reason or other we think that all wisdom

starts at the top.
Mr. WELSH. I don't think it works that way, but I would not be

certain.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. I frankly would like to see the Federal Govern-

ment be able to utilize the services of people who know what it is all
about because they have been working on the local side.
Mr. CLAY. If you will yield, Mr. Robertson can answer that question,

from the Civil Service Commission.
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mrs. Spellman, it is authorized under the act. For

example, any Federal agency can get, under so-called title IV mobility
provision on the interchange 
Mrs. SPELLMAN. It can be done the other way around?
Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes.
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Mrs. SPELLMAN. We ought to encourage that. When I was at Brook-
ings Institution we would have top-level Federal people in the classes.
And what they did not know about State and local government needs
and the way the whole system operates was sometimes appalling. They
really ought to be doing it the other way and we ought to be working
that.
But that is not something that you necessarily would be concerned

about.
How would you feel about the Federal Government authorizing a

continuation of IPA for a specific period of time, a period of 5 years
or something like that, for a given amount of authorized funding?
Would that facilitate it?
Mr. WELSH. I believe I am correct in saying there is not a terminp -

tion date on the act.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. There is not?
Mr. WELSH. There is not. But we are basically involved in this

question of shifting back to a higher percentage in the grants question.
We are involved in the question in front of other committees as to
whether or not the appropriation, which is an open ended appropria-
tion, should be extended and expanded as some of the county and city
organizations have recommended.
And we are involved before your committee with the question of

whether or not the act's purpose should be expanded and amended in
terms of some of the issues, for example, that I have raised.
I don't think we are confronted with the question of the extension of

the act.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. Just one other comment. The Advisory Council of

IPA was abolished by the President back in 1974. What are your views
on the appointment of an advisory committee under the authority
which is available to the Civil Service Commission?
Mr. WELSH. Well, I am somewhat neutral on that. All I would urge

is that if, in fact, a new advisory committee is set up to continue this
or the old one reactivated, very careful attention should be given by
members of the committee as to whether they should specify that a
larger number of employee representatives should serve on that com-
mittee. I believe our union had one representative on the last advisory
committee and the act, I think, provides for two. I certainly think that
should be expanded.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. I notice you use the State of Maryland here as an

example of some of the situations that you face.
Mr. WELSH. I was pointing out the fact that one of the grants that

went to Maryland was a grant involving a simulation of a "strike and
impass" situation and I was just making the comment that hopefully
Maryland will come along and adopt a more comprehensive collective
bargaining statute, and would perhaps have programs to simulate
what you do in a strike situation, but namely, that these kinds of grants
are going basically- to train employee representatives. I don't frankly
see if we are going to do strike simulation why we can't provide funds
to the union as to how to operate the strike.
I want to make the point in effect that that is what the Federal Gov-

ernment is subsidizing. We don't want strikes. We think if the act pro-
vided for funds to employee representatives so both sides of the table
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are skilled in the bargaining process and the impasse resolution proc-
ess, you would, in fact, see very substantial improvement in public
employee relationships, even where we have difficult situations, such
as in Maryland.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mrs. Spellman.
Mr. Collins?
Mr. COLLINS. I was interested in this testimony, Mr. Chairman. This

is an interesting approach that we are taking.
As I understand it basically, your union's position is that this is not

an effective or a really responsive way that we now operate; is that
right?
Mr. WELSH. No, Mr. Collins, I think what our union's position is,

in a sentence, is that when this act was adopted by Congress there was
clearly a need demonstrated that State and local personnel adminis-
trations could be improved. And that over that 5-year period we have
seen an onrush of expansion of public employee organizations growing,
entering into collective bargaining agreements, States adopting laws
covering public sector bargaining and organization; and that we have
a new time now in the question of the relationship of the employer-
employee relationship at the local and State level.
And if Congress intends to, in fact, deal with this new development,

in the area of personnel administration, and to provide resources and
training and grants to one side of the bargaining table to develop their
skills and to develop their information, it is only fair and only good
personnel administration policy for the administration of those pro-
grams and those systems that we attempt to provide that same kind
of training and skills and information to the other side of the bargain-
ing table.
Mr. COLLINS. Let me ask you: Do you know if there have been any.

Federal grant programs where they have made a direct award, a spe-
cific grant, to the employee organization or the union? Have there been
any direct grants?
Mr. WELSH. Not to my knowledge, under this act. I believe, in fact,

there have been Labor Department grants of that type.
Mr. COLLINS. But not under this program?
Mr. WELSH. Not under this act; no.
Mr. COLLINS. Under this program you mentioned the State of Wash-

ington, but you could not think of any other instance where you have
seen it. We have had nearly $60 million that has been spent, but you
cannot put your finger on any effectiveness that we have seen under
the program?
Mr. WELSH. No, I am not trying to say effectiveness. I am saying we

can't put our finger on any other instance in which the employee or-
ganization has participated in joint training or in other kinds of
direct involvement in the act.
Now, I don't believe, in fact, that was the intent of the Congress

when the act was adopted. We did discover, as a result of pressing,
there have been internal guidelines issued by the Civil Service Com-
mission that say in effect if an employer comes forward and suggests
that they might also like to have employees included in their training
program, we would consider that kind of application.
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But our knowledge at this point, other than the Washington situa-
tion—we do not know of any completed grant.
Mr. CorT.Tisrs. In any type of grant other than on training programs,

do you believe you should have participation, where they were trying
to improve an accounting system, where they were trying to figure out
a way—
Mr. WELSH. No, that is essentially not what we are concerned with.

We are not trying to run the local or State governments of this
country. What we are trying to do is to improve the employer-employee
relationships, and to provide the skills for the changing personnel situ-
ation, collective bargaining relationships.
Mr. COLLINS. Is this particular item covered in your present collec-

tive bargainging contracts?
Mr. WELSH. You mean the question of IPA?
Mr. COLLINS. The question of your participation.
Mr. WELSH. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. COLLINS. Then, basically, you do not have any right to partici-

pate, do you?
Mr. WELSH. Well, we are saying, Congressman, that if the Congress

is going to fund the skills on one side of the bargaining table, is going
to make a data bank on comparative wage data available to one side
of the bargaining table, is going to put the employer representative
through a training program of how he can become a better bargain-
er—the purpose of that is in fact to improve personnel administration
and general conduct of employer-employee relationships—then it
makes no sense to us and we think it is in fact unfair not to provide
that same kind of training and access to publicly-supported data and
skill training to the employee on the other side of the bargaining table.
Mr. COLLINS. I was under the impression that cities or States or any

other governing bodies—their primary concern was what they could
do in behalf of the citizens in the community, that their actions were
taken in behalf of the citizens. And I do not see how that concerns the
union.
Mr. WELSH. I think when you get to the bargaining table and you

are dealing with employees in the city over their wages and working
conditions, and how you handle grievances and all the other things
that go to that, that the well-being of those public workers in that
city, and effective handling of that negotiation, is of utmost concern to
all the citizens.
Mr. COLLINS. Well, should the Federal Government be a party to

paying for statistics to be used for wage negotiations? That is what it
boils down to.
Mr. WELSH. You are asking the question. I am telling you in fact

for 5 years the Federal Government has financed it ancr is in process
of financing it and continuing it.
And before you came in we went through this set of data on what the

grants have gone for under the act and you are in this business. It is
not a question of whether you should be or not; you are in it. And
I am simply saying why put it on one side of the bargaining table.
Everybody pays taxes. There are probably a lot more members of this

union involved in paying the Federal taxes that support this program
than there are personnel administrators sitting on the other side a the
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bargaining table, if you want to get right down to the nitty-gritty

of it.
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, that is a very interesting approach.

Mr. Chairman, I have a markup but I have very much enjoyed this
morning's discussion.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you very much, Mr. Collins.
Thank you, Mr. Welsh and Mr. Kerr, and we will be submitting ques-

t ions to you.
Mr. WELSH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and we will submit answers.
Mr. CLAY. The next witnesses will be a panel from the National

Governors Conference, National League of Cities, National Association

of Counties and National Conference of State Legislatures.
Are the representatives here from those organizations?
Mr. SPELLMAN. Mr. Chairman, may I, in advance, say hello to some

old friends. There is John Morrissey and may I say in advance that

whatever John says, I am going to buy. He is from North Carolina,
too.
And I see some old friend who started on the local level helping peo-

ple learn what it is all about, including a former Prince Georges
resident there on the end who is now in conference with Governors, and
I just want the conference to know how much we have missed having
you around. I know you are doing a good job for them. It is good to see
you, Don, and Senator. It is just a real pleasure to see these folks here.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
I might state that your written statements will be included in the

record in their totality unless there are objections from anyone on the
committee. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered.
[The prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HARMON OGDAHL, STATE SENATOR OF MINNESOTA AND

CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEE ON TRAINING, NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE

LEGISLATURES

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Harmon Ogdahl,

State Senator from Minneapolis, Minnesota. I am representing the National

Conference of State Legislatures at this hearing on the Intergovernmental Per-

sonnel Act. I have chaired the committee on training and professional develop-

ment of the National Conference of State Legislatures.
As a legislator I can appreciate the kind of testimony which is most appre-

ciated—concise and to the point. Therefore, I wish to address here these three

issues: The record of I.P.A. and State legislatures; support for the changes

suggested by the Civil Service Commission; and finally, suggestions from the

National Conference of State Legislatures for amending the law.
The I.P.A. has had only a limited direct impact on State legislatures. I will

address this point further when I discuss our proposed amendments. Neverthe-

less, the National Conference of State Legislatures has observed with interest

the I.P.A. activity in State legislatures and has encouraged both the legislatures

and the I.P.A. to expand such involvement. Since fiscal year 1972, eight State

legislatures have received a total of $173,552 for I.P.A. funded projects. These

projects include training programs for new members, internship programs and
sPeeiali zed training for legislative staffs. The National Conference of State

Legislatures also received a grant to provide a National Conference on State-
Federal issues for State legislative leaders.
The programs and a list of mobility assignments is included in this latest

article of State Legislatures Today. This issue also had a lead story on "Min-
nesota Horizons", a program partly funded by I.P.A. which provided an op-
portunity for Minnesota legislators to look at where the state had been and the
direction it appears to be heading.
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I would like to turn my attention now to the act and its proposed amend-
ments. We endorse the proposal to continue the 75-25 matching provision beyond
July 1. Personnel problems promise to be a major area of concern for State
legislatures over the next several years. State budgets are stretched very tightly,
and as small as the sum under discussion may be, the additional demand on
State appropriations could mean the end of some very worthwhile programs
while preventing the initiation of timely projects with considerable merit.
We also would like to see greater use made of mobility assignments and Gov-

ernment service fellowships. These are very useful efforts designed to improve
the capacity and capability of State and local governments. The proposed amend-
ments to these programs would, we believe, increase the utility and usefulness
of these programs.
In summary, the National Conference of State Legislatures supports the ad-ministration's proposed amendments to the I.P.A.
We also respectfully suggest the following changes in the law:
(1) We find an internal inconsistency to the act which we believe can beeasily corrected. The inconsistency lies in the authority to designate the appro-priate state office to administer I.P.A. funds. Section 202(b) (1) provides fordesignation, "By the governor or chief executive authority. . . ." While section203(a) (2) provides for an agency, "designated or established pursuant tostate law . . ." Section 3(1) states that, "this act shall be administered insuch manner as (1) to recognize fully the rights, powers, and responsibilitiesof state and local government." Therefore, we suggest that the latter phrasequoted above from section 203(a) (2) is the more appropriate from the stand-point of how such decisions are made at the state level, as I am sure they aremade at the federal level. By substituting the phrase "pursuant to state law"for the parts of the law which say "governor or chief executive authority", theCongress will protect the legitimate authority of the legislative branch to over-see the executive branch operations. The affected portions of the• act are:202(b) (1) ; 203(c).
(2) Section 202(b) (2) provides that a grant may be made only if it providesfor the establishment or strengthening of merit systems. We believe this re-quirement unduly restricts grant flexibility by not taking into account theprogress made in the area of collective bargaining for public employees. Wewould suggest that the encouragement of merit systems be included, instead,in section 202(b) (5) .
(3) Under section 202(b) (5) we suggest for inclusion two additional para-graphs designed to increase the usefulness and timeliness of I.P.A. grants.

One paragraph would provide for strengthening the operations, staffing and
procedures of the State legislatures and another would strengthen the capacity
of the State to deal with labor-management relations.
We believe that State legislatures should be clearly spelled out as eligible

bodies for funds such as paragraph (B) where grants are suggested for local
governments.
Public employee sector labor relations cannot be ignored by Government

officials, and we beleive the I.P.A. should assist State and local Governments
in Preparing the administrative machinery to deal with this issue.
In conclusion, Stato legislatures have a firm commitment to improved per-

sonnel systems for State and local Governments. We strongly endorse the
renewal of I.P.A., support the administration's amendments and present for
your consideration the amendments suggested above.
Mr. CLAY. I might also suggest that perhaps in view of the time

problem that we have that you summarize your statements rather than
read the entire statement, if you would like to, so we will have more
time to ask questions.

STATEMTINT OF SENATOR HARMON OGDAHL, STATE SENATOR OF
MINNESOTA, CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEE ON TRAINING, NATION-
AL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES

Senator OGDAHL. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I
am here as a representative of the National Conference of State Legis-
latures and as long as you have my statement I will paraphrase.
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I have been the chairman of the Training Committee of the NCSL
for the past 4 years. I have enjoyed it and feel that somewhere along
the line we have made some progress in training our legislators and
our staffs through this avenue.
What I really want to talk about today is legislative oversight or

whatever you might want to call it. I am sure Congress has some of the
same problems that we in the State legislatures have.
In your law it indicates rather specifically that grants to the States

under section 202(b) provides for designation "by the Governor or
Chief Executive authority" for development of the approved
programs.
What we are asking is that somewhere along the line the legisla-

tures have a part of this. If we could just go so far as to do this by
statute, we in the legislatures think that we could get a better hold on
some of the programs and make more appropriations where they are
due, allowing the legislature and the chief executive to perform where
we think they can perform best.
I know oversight is an age-old problem and I know that all 50

States
' 

as I travel around, have the same problem and are trying to
get hold of it. For the funds you do provide for us we would like to
have some legislative control in the appropriations process, in the
drafting, and in the framework of the programs that might be sup-
ported by your funds.
We have recently enjoyed the funds in the State of Minnesota. We

had a new orientation program this year and we did receive $10,000 of
funds from IPA which we think we used very effectively in analyzing
both the past and present and what we should be doing in the future
as it relates to our State in housing and other areas.

Incidentally, this is the first time we have had the experience of a
State demographer and that State demographer performed beautifully
because he showed us that a trend is taking place in our State that
we were not aware of: That not necessarily all our central city people
are moving to the suburbs, but they are jumping over the suburbs and
moving to the rural areas which will have a substantial future effect on
housing, education, and other programs. We very much appreciate
those funds.
That is primarily what we would like to talk about: the new sup-

port, the suggestions from the administration, and the amendment of
the law. We hope it will continue.
Mr. Chairman, if you have some questions, I will be happy to re-

spond to them.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you. I think we will have all the presentations

first and then go to the questions.

STATEMENT OF JOHN T. MORRISEY, SR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,

NORTH CAROLINA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

Mr. CLAY. Your complete statement will be made part of the record
after your presentation.
Mr. MORRISEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is a privilege to speak on behalf of the National Association of

Counties.
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I would like to summarize my statement by saying very briefly the
dramatic changes that have taken place across America in county
government today demand sophisticated management. The most ef-
fective tool to bring that about, in our opinion, is the services that are
and have been provided under the intergovernmental personnel
program.
And I would like to cite to you a personal circumstance to illustrate

how strongly we believe this to be true.
I have a very small staff. We have five professional people in the

State Association of Counties.
Four years ago, in 1971, we were the beneficiary of a subgrant under

this program. And we hired a person as a field administrator to travel
about the 100 counties of North Carolina to talk to elected officials
about the need for improving their managerial competency. In those
4 years North Carolina's counties went from 35 counties having a
county manager to 62 counties today. And I submit to you that that is
the remarkable record, speaking relatively. This is the greatest virtue
of a particular and specific benefit under this act.
I would say, too, that NAC endorses the administration amendments

to the program and we would be prepared to submit to questions of
the committee.
[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF JOHN T. MORRISEY, SR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NORTH CAROLINA
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF COUNTIES

Mr. Chairman, I am John T. Morrisey, Sr., Executive Director of the North
Carolina Association of County Commissioners.
It gives me great pleasure to appear before the House Subcommittee on Em-

ployee Political Rights and Intergovernmental Programs, on behalf of the Na-
tional Association of Counties, to express NACo's views on the effectiveness of
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 and proposed amendments.

America's counties are changing faster than any other unit of American gov-
ernment. Today, counties are faced with demands for new services, especially in
urban areas. In the rural areas, with population moving toward the urban locales,
counties are faced with the need to maintain current services with a decreasing
tax base and fewer personnel resources.
The change in county government from its traditional role to its new respon-

sibility has accelerated in recent years. Originally an administrative unit of the
state performing the functions of record keeping, justice administration and tax
collection, today's counties provide airport service, air pollution abatement, street
lighting, fire protection, cultural centers—an entire range of government func-
tions. People problems more than physical problems occupy the attention of
county governments.
Against this background of the change in county government and its recog-

nized potential for service in today's America, the major need is for improvement
of the management capability of elected and appointed county officials as they
carry out this new role. An essential means to meet this need is the federally
funded Intergovernmental Personnel Act Program.
Mr. Chairman, I can unequivocally say that my colleagues in county govern-

ment all across the United States, have benefitted from the IPA. Counties have
used the IPA program for tailored programs encompassing the entire range of
personnel administration and management. These programs include wage and
salary surveys, personnel institutes for training in labor-management relations,
joint city-county-state recruiting centers, orientation programs for newly elected
county officials, personnel systems based on merit, and many more equally valu-
able projects.
The key to the effectiveness of IPA is in its flexibility to tailor programs to the

specific management needs of a particular jurisdiction. My county colleagues in-
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dicate a high degree of success. For example, Brevard County, Florida Personnel
Director Daniel B. Hahn commented that:
"IPA is one of the most innovative, well thought-out and beneficial pieces of

legislation the Congress has provided for us in local government."
Montana Association of Counties' Executive Director R. Dean Zinnecker re-

ported that:
"our IPA program has enabled us to respond to the needs of county officials
much quicker than would have been possible without it. In addition, it has
provided a means to improve the management capabilities of county officials
and make them better informed. Consequently, improved decision-making and
governmental awareness have been an important result."

In North Carolina, Mr. Chairman, the Association of County Commissioners
participated in an IPA program which placed a field administrator in Our Associ-
ation offices. This field administrator facilitates the interchange of information
between counties with problems and counties with answers. The field adminis-
trator also develops conferences on specific issues, training sessions for county
officials and their staffs and provides direct technical assistance. The Utah
Association of Counties and the County Officers Association of New York also
participated in this IPA program by recruiting field administrators. One way of
measuring the success of this program is that since the completion of this three-
year project, both the Utah and North Carolina Associations of Counties have
appropriated funds to continue the field administrator's program. IPA is now
funding three new field administrators in the county associations of Louisiana,
Kentucky and Florida. The Lilly Endowment Fund of Indianapolis is funding
field administrators in the county associations of Indiana, Ohio, and Illinois,
based on the successful experiences of our IPA project.

AMENDMENTS

Mr. Chairman, NACo is in firm support of the Administration's amendments
proposed in the 93rd Congress. Because of the effectiveness of the IPA program,
tremendous strains are being placed on each state's IPA allocation. The State
of New York, which received $1,154,000 under IPA in fiscal year 1975, received
over $5 million in requests for IPA projects for the same year. In FY 1975, North
Carolina received $291,000 under IPA; Maryland received $238,000; California
received $1,187,000; Missouri received $262,000 and Virginia received $280,000.
Like New York, each of these states received IPA project requests well over the
allocated amount. Because of this, many worthwhile IPA projects are rejected or
consolidated. Without the 75 percent matching level, Mr. Chairman, only the
wealthiest of jurisdictions will be able to participate in this invaluable program.
Donald Cleveland, Executive Director of the Iowa State Association of Counties

says:
"the IPA program has been invaluable to local government in the state of
Iowa. Without it, and without the 75 percent matching level, many programs
that are leading to the improvement of county and municipal government in
Iowa would have been rejected out of hand."

Speaking for the National Association of Counties, I concur fully with Mr.
Cleveland's conclusions. Mr. Chairman, I urge you and this subcommittee to main-
tain the 75-25 matching level for the Intergovernmental Personnel Act.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a few words in support of the
mobility provisions contained in the proposed amendments to the IPA. Here
again, NACo is in complete support of the proposed amendment. Like a new car,
many pieces of legislation have to be tuned after an initial period. The Admin-
istration's proposed amendment would "tune" the mobility provisions of the IPA.
Many more counties and county personnel would be willing to participate in the
mobility program if the proposed amendment was implemented.
The National Association of Counties is in complete support of the Intergovern-

mental Personnel Act of 1970, the intelligent way it has been administered by the
Bureau of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs and the Administration's pro-
posed amendment to the IPA. NACo urges the House Subcommittee on Employee
Political Rights and Intergovernmental Programs to take the necessary steps for
implementation of the proposed amendments.
I wish to thank you on behalf of the National Association of Counties for pro-

viding me with this opportunity to present our views to this Subcommittee.

Mr. CLAY. Thank you. Mr. Galeotos ?
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STATEMENT OF LEE GALEOTOS, NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFER-

ENCE, PRESENTED BY JAMES MARTIN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE

Mr. CLAY. The complete statement of Mr. Galeotos will be made
part of the record after his oral presentation.
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I am James Martin, deputy director

of the National Governor's Conference. I must apologize. Mr. Galeotos
was called out of town suddenly and I am representing him. His state-
ment has been submitted for the record. It does outline specific quotes
from many Governors as to the many benefits they have received from
the program. I won't go through his statement but it does list programs
that specific Governors have talked about.
Two that I would like to mention are specifically and directly

funded through the IPA program.
Texas opened its first equal employment opportunity office, and

Wyoming instituted a statewide minority compliance and recruiting
program under the IPA grant program.
It lists many other benefits, but those are two that I think are un-

usual in the sense that those two particular States have not been very
active in those two fields, and yet they were able, through the flexibility
of the program, to establish statewide minority opportunity and re-
cruitment programs.
Many States have used the IPA grant program with their own

matching funds to establish statewide civil service systems, updated
and improved.
In terms of the benefits that the Governors were telling us they

are receiving, one is that through the improvement of their man-
agement and personnel systems they are seeing productivity gains.
Whereas they may have had four or five people doing the same thing
before, now, through computers and through improved management
systems, they can have one person do that job. So that the program
is resulting, in their minds, in a very high level of productivity.
In terms of the future of the program, I think it is significant that

this is one of the last programs passed by Congress in the rash of those
600 programs that Congress passed in 1960's. This is one of the last
five or six of them. And it wasn't until then that we finally got across
the need to Congress for some Federal matching funds to assist in the
improvement of personnel management systems.
I think if the match were changed to 50-50, like in many cases "last

hired, first fired," this may be a program, since it is new, if it is
changed to 50-50, we sense many States will not be able to come up
with the 50-50 match.
This afternoon we will be testifying before the House Public Works

Committee on the highway program, an $8 billion program. We've got
32 States right now who say they cannot match their highway
program.
That is a high visibility program, a program which is politically

very popular, and we have 32 States that are not going to be able to
match their own share of highway funds.
And I would think for a program like the Intergovernmental Per-

sonnel Act, which is not a high visibility program—it is a management
personnel program—this type of program might be one of the first they

•
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would say, "Well, if we don't have enough money to match our high-
way and health and welfare and keep up with our social services cost,
how can we do this?"
As you have been reading in the papers, one of the first things State

and local governments have done in the current fiscal crunch is lay off
employees. And if they are going to be laying off employees, how can
they afford to have increased funding for training?
So, therefore, the Governors are supporting the continuation of the

75 percent match, especially in the current economic conditions. Be-
cause this particular program might suffer more so than other pro-
grams under the current conditions.
I would like to also relate to the legislator's request. The Governors

have always supported the requests of the State legislatures for partici-
pation in Federal grant-in-aid programs. The Governors' Conference
supports in total the administration's recommendations for the pro-
gram.
Mrs. Spellman asked about reverse exchanges. For the 7 States rep-

presented by the eight members of this subcommittee, two from Cali-
fornia—those 7 States had 590 IPA transfers. In fact, only 15
Feds have gone to Missouri. Missouri State and local governments have
sent 35 State and local people to Washington. So Missouri is 60 per-
cent ahead of the Feds when it comes to exchange of information and
help.
On these transfers, the State and local government is paying 50 per-

cent of the cost. The Feds only picked up half the salary.
In Texas they have sent more State and local people from Texas to

the Federal Government than the Federal Government has sent to
Texas.
In Maryland there have been 74 IPA transfers, 42 Federal officials

have gone to Maryland; 32 Maryland State and local employees have
come to work for Federal agencies.

California has had 173, and it is the most IPA transfers.
Virginia has had 69; Colorado, 39; and I mentioned Texas, which is

88. But Texas and Missouri have sent more State and local people.
In that regard, the Governors' Conference unanimously passed in

June of last year a reorganization of the National Governors' Confer-
ence, one part of which was to create a National Governors' Confer-
ence Center for Policy Research and Analysis, calling for State and
local employees to come for sabbaticals to our office and make sure we
have the State input. I stay in Washington all the time and I am not
sure I have that all the time.
Part of that sabbatical States—I see from just these 7 states, 590

individuals highly qualified, going both ways, bypassing my office
and the office of the National Conference of State Legislatures and
the National Association of Counties.
We think it might be proper, if you put a maximum on it-20-5

for each one of us. If there is a first-class State employee—and this
is true especially in election turnovers—if you have a first-class em-
ployee who could be sent to our office for a year that would take an
amendment to the program so the State person, one of those 35 from
the State of Missouri or local governments in Missouri might be
able to come and work with us and then we, in turn, work with you so
they aren't all working for what I call the Feds.
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That is not in our testimony and it is something that I brought up

that I think is valid in the light of all these people moving around,

that we would like to have a couple of good ones, ourselves.

In terms of the management relation discussion that I heard this

morning, I had a feeling that there was a presumption that this money

is all being used for management-labor relation training programs.

And I only heard one illustration, Washington. I don't know how

many grants there have been from the IPA. There must be a thousand

or more of them. I heard one illustration.
In my mind at least—and the Governors do not have a policy posi-

tion on this—I was a little worried about the presumption that all this
money is being used for management-labor relations training pro-

grams, for public employee bargaining. And to open up this program

for that kind of an amendment that was offered across the board, under

the presumption that it is all being used for public employee relations
training—I think there is insufficient evidence and maybe the Civil

Service Commission should document for the members of the commit-
tee what, if any, of these funds have been used for that purpose.
Mr. CLAY. Just for the record, he cited in his testimony a number

of instances where the money did go for those purposes. So there
is more than one. In his written testimony he must have cited seven
or eight specific cases.
Mr. MARTIN. Right. And it is only my personal view, Mr. Chairman,

that in those situations where money is used for that purpose it is a
valid consideration that the other half of the party be given some
consideration. But I wouldn't think the whole program should be
opened up to that.
Or another type of approach would be to say the State and local

people can't use the money for that purpose, either—one of those other
types of approaches.
I would like to close by a personal commendation to Joe Robertson.

I first met him 8 years ago. He is probably, in my mind, one of the
top five outstanding civil servants in the Nation. He has worked for
both parties as a first-class administrator. And it has been a-privilege
for us to work with the intergovernmental personnel program, and
primarily because of a top-notch civil servant like Mr. Robertson.
Thank you.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
[The prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE
SUBMITTED BY LEE GALEOTOS, SPECIAL ASSISTANT

Mr. Chairman, my name is Lee Galeotos. I represent the National Governors'
Conference, where I am employed as a special assistant for fiscal affairs and
governmental operations. I am here today to talk to you about the Intergovern-
mental Personnel Act.
Prior to joining the National Governors' Conference, I was Director of Admin-

is1 ration for the State of Wyoming, where I had the opportunity to observe the
IPA in action. As Director of Administration, I also served as the Governor's
Designee responsible for statewide administration of IPA activities in Wyo-
ming. I saw first-hand that IPA can make significant contributions to state and
local governments. In Wyoming, IPA has been helping to establish a com-
puterized statewide personnel management information system (PMIS). Under-
taken in 1972 as the result of a recommendation by the Governor's Task Force
on Personnel, this project is now approaching completion and is expected to
produce numerous benefits, not the least of which will be lower overall adminis-
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trative costs—a most important benefit in today's economic climate. An IPA
mobility assignment to Wyoming resulted in the establishment of a classifica-
tion/compensation system for State employees; and the State is currently using
IPA seed money to establish a revolving fund training capability, using tuition
fees from participating agencies to finance additional training. Perhaps even
more importantly, Wyoming was able to utilize the IPA program to initiate the
first compliance and recruiting programs. Concentration on both areas is highly
important to a small rural state. In fact, the IPA has been so beneficial in Wyo-
ming that former Governor Sfanley Hathaway declared a special IPA Day in
1974 in recognition of the program's contribution toward "improving personnel
administration as well as stimulating communication between cities, counties, and
State."
IPA in Wyoming has led to improved management capability and, ultimately,

to higher quality public service. And this track record is not unique to Wyoming.
Based on my personal contacts with numerous officials from other State and
local governments, I believe that from coast to coast, IPA has been instrumental
in improving the management capability of chief executives, building effective
personnel systems, improving government staffing and training, and encouraging
intergovernmental cooperation.

Mr. Chairman, this brings me to the crux of my statement. The IPA is a vital
tool for State and local governments, but the proposed amendments to the Act
are needed to make it an even better tool. In particular, the amendment con-
tinuing the 75-25 match is needed to prevent the IPA from becoming an inaccessi-
ble tool.
The threat to the IPA is the country's current economic condition. Simply put,

the expenses of State and local governments are increasing while their revenues
are decreasing. This makes it more and more difficult for them to come up with
the matching share required for man* Federal grant programs, and more and
more inescapable for them to put their money in highly visible programs with
small matching fund requirements.
IPA programs are important programs that ultimately produce concrete results

in improved public service. The fact remtain, however, that IPA programs are not
highly visible. IPA functions behind the scenes, and the minority citizen who
enters State employment, the taxpayer whose money is saved through produc-
tivity improvement, the citizens whose elected officials function more efficiently
as a result of training—these people never know that IPA is a major reason
behind these improvements. But IPA results are no less tangible for being
unpublicized.
In no way am I trying to minimize the importance of bigger, more prominent

programs. But I do feel that IPA programs can be equally important, and I fear
they may be neglected in favor of programs with more conspicuous results.
In a statement on the floor of the Senate last month, Senator Hubert Hum-

phrey discussed the fiscal problems of local governments. "The Joint Economic
Committee has calculated," Humphrey stated, "that the real value of Federal
assistance to State and local governments has actually declined in the last year
by a full two percent." This is the effect that the present combination of infla-
tion and recession is having on State and local governments, forcing them to
increase taxes, lay off many employees, and make cutbacks in services.
IPA has not escaped the decrease in the real value of Federal assistance. Ac-

cording to "The Federal Budget and the Cities", a report by the National League
of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors, "The IPA program is without fiscal
year limitation, authorizing such sums as are necessary to carry out the intent
of the act. Initial expectations for adequate program funding have not been
realized, and inflation already has eaten away over $4 million of the program's
total $52.5 million appropriation since FY 72. The Administration's FY 76 request
of $15 million, therefore, can only be viewed as a net reduction for the IPA
program."
In light of all this, Mr. Chairman, I make a strong plea that the matching

fund requirement for IPA programs remain 75/25. If it is increased to 50/50,
I fear that many jurisdictions will be forced to curtain or worse abandon their
participation and I fear that many of these jurisdictions will be those who need
the programs the most.
The National League of Cities report which I mentioned above also had this

to say about the IPA: "It is a program in which small governmental investments
have had significant payoffs, and is currently the only federal program providing
flexible, comprehensive assistance in the personnel and management areas."

49-250-75 6
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Governors from coast to coast agree with this assessment. Nevada Governor
Mike O'Callaghan says, "The dividends of the IPA investment in Nevada repre-
sent what I am convinced is an excellent return on tax dollars, a giant step
forward in the efficient delivery of services, and a plan to give outstanding pub-
lic employees the distinction they have earned." Texas Governor Dolph Briscoe
says IPA has "made a significant contribution to improved State personnel sys-
tems and training," and cites his satisfaction at the fact "that we now have in
operation a State Equal Employment Opportunity Office as a result of the
financial support given Texas by IPA." South Dakota Governor Richard Kneip
says that IPA's "impact is immeasurably larger than the dollars spent on the
program . . . Here in South Dakota, the IPA program made it possible for us to
establish a Career Civil Service system several years before we could have
hoped to accomplish such a change." Tennessee Governor Winfield Dunn says the
IPA is "an invaluable source for improving personnel administration in both
State and local governments in Tennessee." Former Ohio Governor John Gilli-
gan said, "While there are still problems, IPA has given government a greater
capacity to deal with these problems and a greater reservoir of talented officials
to draw on for assistance." And Idaho Governor Cecil Andrus says, "I have heard
favorable remarks from all the Agencies which have participated [in the IPA]."
Time limitations prevent me from citing other, equally laudatory comments

about the IPA from municipal and county officials. The gist of all the comments,
however, can be pretty adequately summarized in a statement from a publication
of the International City Management Association: "It looks like the programs
carried on under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act will remain one of the
best sources of local government professional development support." One basic
reason for this is the reasonable flexibility allowed state and local governments
in administering their projects. The Congress and Civil Service Commission
should be lauded for ths fact. 0
In the latter part of 1974, in a series of meetings around the country and in

Washington, D.C., President Ford called on leading officials from both the public
and private sectors to give him their views on how to solve the nation's economic
problems. According to one participating expert—E. Robert Turner, City Man-
ager of Cincinnati and President of the International City Management Associa-
tion—one very important tool for fighting inflation is productivity improvement.
Turner then went on to cite the IPA as one Federal program which, "at relatively
small cost, can have major leverage in speeding up achievement of productivity
improvements that will result in significant savings." He also described the IPA
as one of "a number of relatively small and unknown federal programs. . . that
have already paid high dividends in helping cities and counties maximize their
effective use of local revenue and of federal grants."
This is the heart of the matter: IPA is important and highly effective, but it

is also small and unknown, and the latter qualities may destroy the former.
I hope this Committee will not let that happen.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Benninghoven ?

STATEMENT OF DONALD BENNINGHOVEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL
LEAGUE OF CITIES

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Benninghoven, your complete statement will be
made a part of the record after your presentation.
Mr. 13ENNINGHOVEN. I am representing today the National League

of Cities.
We very much appreciate the fact that you are looking at the effec-

tiveness of this program because it is a new program and needs to be
looked at. We very much support it.
I have some suggestions for slight changes in the approach and I

would like to go through those with you. But basically we think it is
an excellent program for a number of reasons.



It is probably the most flexible grant program we are aware of
which really encourages local government and State government to
think about ways of improving the delivery of public services.
I have a large book here I would like to leave with the committee

which I think isvery specific in illustrating the kinds of programs
and the results of those programs, which is very important, that have
been carried on in California this last year.
They range from the little city of Simi Valley, for example, which

decided there was too much entrenchment in their various departments.
You become a police officer and stay in that field or a recreation officer,
so they have developed a system of team management using an IPA
grant where they will go through and talk about transfers from one
department to another. You have police officers who now serve in the
department of recreation and are able to bring in a different per-
spective.
Livermore, another city in our State, has used these funds to look

at their whole fire delivery service manpower particularly. They
weren't able to reduce manpower, but were able to develop a far more
effective use of it—also using IPA. funds.
We think there has been too little attention paid in our State—and

I assume it is the same in others—to how personnel systems are actually
being implemented. They are there on the books, but really how are
they working?
San Francisco used these funds to come in and look at not only

the recruitment methods in that first entrance level examination and
appointment, but also at what happens to a person after he has been
initially hired. Does he have mobility on a career basis? They found.
they don't. They just have a whole series of middle management peo-
ple, and lower management people who are stuck in these grounds.
They have taken these funds and developed team analysts who have
retrained people who are in a job slot that they could not move out of.
It has been very useful in that city, which has a very old civil service
system.
Of the Federal programs we have been involved in, we think there is

probably less redtape in this one than in any other. The funds are
coming directly down to State and local governments. And the money
is not being used in bureaucratic review it is really going to the source.
It is the only program we are aware of that allows local government

and State government to implement equal opportunity employment. It 
is a very important, controversial, and new area, and the cities want
to be able to carry out the intent of the law.

Six cities in San Diego County have gotten together and used IPA
funds jointly and developed an affirmative action program that has
been accepted. They couldn't do it by themselves. They just don't have
that kind of talent.
The State of California has developed a testing validation center

and for any city in the State—it is under the State personnel board—
they will come down and validate the testing to see if there is any
discrimination involved, to what extent a written test can be actually
used for recruitment, and they: have indicated that in many instances
the tests were actually discriminating.
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Again, it is almost impossible for an individual city or county to
have that kind of expertise. They have been very helpful in providing
State services down to local government.
One very legitimate requirement, I think, for funds to go out in

California is that there must be transferability. There must be an
attempt after the experimentation has been completed and the funds
have been used to transfer that experience, good or bad, to other
levels of government within the State. That is a test and one that is a
followup on the use of the funds.
There was considerable discussion earlier about using these funds

for labor-management training.
We have done this in California. The University of California at

Los Angeles, UCLA, has an IPA grant on collective bargaining tech-
niques. It is open to employees of unions; it is open to the public; and
it is open to management.
It is our feeling that collective bargaining is only going to work if

both sides are able to understand the rules and the procedures.
I really feel, however, in our State it is on the other side. Our city

officials are really the ones without much expertise, very frankly. But
it is a joint effort and, as you probably know, it has a national reputa-
tion in this field.
One area of concern to us is that we feel it is very important that

there be a process for determining how those funds are used within each
State. That involves a mix of the agencies involved. We have a 17-mem-
ber advisory committee that really makes the decision how the funds
are going: city, county, public. And it has worked very well.
Usually it is a State staff person making those decisions, and in our

view that isn't good and there ought to be criteria developed at the
national level to assure that the parties involved are participating in
those decisions and that it is not a one-way decision.
We suggest where it does involve local government that there should

be an automatic pass-through of funds to local government. That
would be an incentive to their participation.
On the amendments that are being suggested by the Civil Service

Commission, we support the package of amendments, particularly the
continuation of the 75-25 matching. Because these are new programs
and very experimental, it is very difficult for a public agency to con-
vince the governing body that it is good to risk this kind of money on
these kinds of development programs.
So we think it is very important to maintain that 75-25; moreover,

smaller jurisdictions just don't have those kinds of funds.
We also think it is important that we raise the Federal matching

requirement for the government service fellowships.
This has been 75-25 the other way. We would like to see those in-

creased so they can be used, and also support the Civil Service rec-
ommendations for increasing the flexibility in the mobility portion of
the act. We have had good success with Federal and local people work-
ing back and forth but it has been difficult because of some of the built-
in criteria to use that portion of the act as much as it should be used.
I would just like to conclude by saying it just seems to us that the

purpose of the act was to improve public service, the training of em-
ployees to provide public service, and the development of better man-
agement techniques in the public service, and to the extent these funds
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could be used for training union officials to carry out union duties, as
opposed to being a better employee and providing public services, it
would be a mistake. I don't really see much difference between funds to
be used for training employees of a contractor for the city or to train
an attorney who is representing an individual employee.
This is a public service program and the funds ought to be used for

that purpose.
On the language of the amendments, there is no definition, as sug-

gested, of a "recognized" employee organization. It is unclear whether
such recognition is granted by its members, its State or national asso-
ciation, or State or local government. "Recognition" is not defined.
There is no provision included for States who do not yet recognize

public employee unions, and there are a number who don't—we do.
"Recognition" does not appear in a number of the other sections
proposed.
The language "including, but not limited to" is so broad that IPA

funds could be used to train union employees in political education
and organizing techniques, job actions, and internal union administra-
tion, and I think that would be a mistake.
The amendatory language would, provide training not only to mem-

bers of existing recognized employee groups, but to all organized or
unorganized employees of State and local governments. I don't think
this was the intent of the act.
And then, conspicuously absent from the proposed amendments to

this section are the requirements imposed on other training programs.
Those are that they be requested by the jurisdiction; that they meet
Civil Service Commission regulations; and that the capability to pro-
vide training in the subject area does not exist or is not readily
available.

Similar problems exist with the language proposed for other sections
of the act. in addition to the broad definition of an "employee organi-
zation" which appears in section 502, we are particularly concerned
about the proposed amendments to section 3 of the act.
The proposed amendments would directly contradict the Commis-

sion's existing mandate to "recognize fully the rights, powers, and
responsibilities of State and local governments" by providing the
Federal Government with yet another mandate— that of recognizing
the right of public employees to bargain collectively. I think that is
miother issue.
Those are generally our comments and thank you very much for

the tune.
[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF DON BENNINGHOVEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA
CITIES, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I am Don Benninghoven,
Executive Director of the League of California Cities. I have worked with the
California League for the last eleven years and have served as its Executive
Director since 1973. I am pleased to be able to appear before you today on behalf
of the National League of Cities. John Gunther, Executive Director of the U.S.
Conference of Mayors, wi1l submit a statement for the record at a later time.
Before speaking directly about the IPA program, I would like to express my

appreciation to the members of this Committee for allowing us the opportunity
to express our views on this important program. NLC and the other public inter-
est groups represented here today share the belief that the IPA program,
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although small in relation to the total amount of Federal assistance to State and
local governments, is extremely effective for improving personnel and manage-
ment resources and systems in our cities, counties and States.
My purpose in appearing before you is to provide the cities' perspective on the

IPA program. As background, it may be useful to note that the National League
of Cities has played an active role in bringing visibility to the critical personnel
and management issues confronting local governments since 1960, when it estab-
lished and staffed the Municipal Manpower Commission. Since that time our
organization has strongly supported IPA legislation since its introduction by
Senator Muskie in 1966.
Our support for the IPA program has been based upon our perceptions of two

important trends at the local government level:
The growing need for intergovernmental cooperation and resource coordination

to improve local government personnel and management systems;
The increasing need for improvements in overall local government management

capacity.
With respect to personnel and management systems, IPA helps cities meet

their most pressing needs through a wide variety of approaches. The program
not only provides funds for essential personnel improvements, such as the
development of personnel systems and classification plans and the improvement
of municipal recruiting and testing procedures, but also enables local jurisdic-
tions to undertake creative intergovernmental approaches to upgrade their man-
agement systems through the initiation of long-range programs in areas like
manpower planning, organizational development, and training coordination.
The improvement of overall management capacity is especially critical in this

era of rising citizen expectations and declining municipal revenues. The tradi-
tional role of local government as a service provided has been radically altered
by rapid urban growth, new Federal programs which impact and place addi-
tional responsibilities on municipal personnel systems, and increasing citizen
demands for improved governmental responsiveness and efficiency. Local officials
increasingly have relied on IPA as the key Federal program to fill the gap
between local government management resources and needs.
We have occasionally heard it suggested that this gap between resources and

needs is imaginary, and that cities could fund all personnel and management
improvements out of their general revenues. Such suggestions reflect an inac-
curate understanding of the urban fiscal condition. In our recent testimony
before the Joint Economic Committee, we noted that in 1974 state and local
government budgets had a deficit of $7.5 billion. The combination of inflation-
affected expenditures and recession-induced revenue shortfalls will make it
difficult for local governments to survive this year without tax increases, em-
ployee layoffs, and cuts in service levels. It seems clear to us that cities simply
cannot finance the personnel and management programs they need from a deficit
position.
I would like to take a few minutes now to explain why cities regard IPA

as one of the most useful sources of Federal financial assistance. First, IPA
emphasizes flexibility in program design to meet the priority concerns of local
government officials. It has a problem-solving orientation which permits local
chief executives to both build overall management capacity and improve basic
personnel practices. In my own state, for example, the city of Simi Valley used
IPA funds to develop team management leadership styles, decisionmaking sys-
tems, and conflict resolution procedures. The city then trained their manage-
ment personnel in this system and developed a flexible job classification and
employee incentive plan to complement the organizational team development
management system. In the city of Livermore, a small IPA grant was utilized
to examine manpower utilization in the fire service. The project also focused
on modifications in job descriptions to permit employment of women and to
achieve greater representation of minority groups in the fire service.
Second, IPA promotes the development of sound personnel systems based

upon merit principels. In San Francisco, for example, the city undertook a
project to recruit and train a team of operations analysts from within the ranks
of the regular city workforce. Although designed primarily as an upward mo-
bility effort, the program has also produced a dramatic increase in employee
productivity, and has been expanded to provide training for nine additional
operations analysts for three municipal departments.
Third, the IPA program has avoided the cumbersome bureaucratic procedures

which inhibit participation by local governments in many Federal programs.
IPA emphasizes the delegation of maximum discretionary authority over pro-
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gram funding to regional offices and state and local governments. While main-
taining a firm commitment to cost-effective performance and accountability
hi its program, the Civil Service Commission has successfully streamlined the
grant application and administration process.
Fourth, the IPA program is currently the only source of Federal assistance

available to local governments for developing and improving local equal em-
ployment opportunity programs. In San Diego county, for example, six cities
cooperatively initiated an affirmative action project to insure open considera-
tion of qualified applicants for municipal positions. IPA funds were used to
conduct extensive job analyses in the six cities, develop new career ladders and
lattices, and create job-related selection measures for the participating
jurisdictions.
And fifth, the IPA program emphasizes intergovernmental cooperation and

resource sharing among units of government. The San Diego project just cited
is a good example of cooperative intergovernmental efforts with IPA funds.
In our State, a major criterion for awarding IPA grants is the transferability of
program benefits to other government units. This has allowed us to get greater
mileage out of the projects themselves and the limited funds available.
One important component of IPA's intergovernmental thrust is the state

plan process. As you know, state governments are encouraged to take a leader-
ship role in bringing about a more economical and coordinated approach to the
use of IPA by the development of state plans. In my state we have created an
advisory coordinating council which develops the state plan and determines
funding priorities each year. This advisory council includes representatives
from cities, counties, universities, state government, and the public. This ap-
proach has enabled California to maximize IPA program benefits, insure that
priority state and local government needs are met, encourage intergovernmental
cooperation, and promote greater efficiency and cost-effectiveness in the use
of program resources.
While some states have developed viable approaches similar to California's

to insure municipal participation in and benefit from the IPA program, we are
concerned that in a sizable number of states the decisionmaking and fund allo-
cation appear to be performed exclusively by the state government. Particularly
disturbing to us are those states which retain most or all of the local government
IPA share at the state level and provide services, rather than direct grants, to
municipal governments. In the majority of these cases, local governments have
little opportunity to comment on or determine the kind of services which the state
provides. We believe that criteria should be developed which would require states
to develop mechanisms to insure municipal participation in the local share de-
cisionmaking and allocation processes, as well as in the planning and priority-
setting processes for IPA funds. If the state did not develop such mechanisms
within a reasonable period of time, we would urge that the local government IPA
share pass through the state to local governments directly. This approach would
seek to retain the documented benefits of statewide planning where there is full
participation by local governments, while insuring that local government needs
would not go unmet if a state proved unwilling to allow meaningful local gov-
ernment involvement.
I should stress that from our perspective the critical issue is not whether a

state hfis developed a state plan, but whether there is municipal government
participation in IPA planning and funding. Vermont, for example, does not have
a formal state plan, but local needs are met through an arrangement whereby the
state municipal league, an instrumentality of all communities in the state, ad-
ministers the local share of IPA funds. We believe that more evaluation of the
state plan and local share determination processes is needed. We hope that full
exploration of these issues will be an important component of the IPA evaluation
which staff of the Civil Service Commission discussed with you yesterday.
My previous remarks focused on why cities need IPA assistance, how they are

using this aid, and how the intergovernmental impact of IPA could be strength-
ened by greater local participation in the state planning process. I would now like
to discuss briefly action Congress must take to insure continued effective opera-
tion of the IPA program. I refer specifically to the Civil Service Commission's
proposed amendments to the program, which were discussed in some detail here
yesterday and which have our full support.
From our perspective, the most important provision in the proposed amendments

is the retention of the 75-25 matching requirement for three more years. In light
of the fiscal condition of our state and local governments which I outlined earlier
it is unrealistic to expect cities to give sufficient priority to needed personnel and
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management improvements if they are required to equally match the Federal

share. A 50-50 match would discourage participation in the program from those

jurisdictions most in need of assistance and would significantly reduce the overall

utility of IPA as a resource to state and local governments.

We also support the Commission's amendments which would raise the Fed-

6ral matching requirement for Government Service Fellowships to 75 percent

and establish an obligated service requirement for fellowship recipients. These

actions will increase state and local participation in the program and insure

that jurisdictions receive an adequate return on their investment.
Finally, we support the Commission's amendments to provide greater flexi-

bility and equity in the mobility provisions of the Act. This program of inter-
governmental personnel transfers and talent sharing among different levels of
government has been an extremely valuable one generally, and has been partic-
ularly beneficial to my own state, which leads the nation in the number of
mobility assignments.
We urge this Committee to take prompt and favorable action on the entire

package of amendments offered by the Commission to insure more effective and
efficient operation of the IPA program in the future.
I would like to touch briefly on two other matters relating to the IPA pro-

gram which may be of interest to the Committee. The first item relates to our
perceptions of the work and recommendations of the President's Advisory Coun-
cil on Intergovernmental Personnel Policy. We believe that the Council exercised
good judgment and effective leadership in its decision to focus on four critical
and sensitive areas in public personnel policy: merit principles and systems,
equal employment opportunity, labor-management relations, and workforce de-
velopment for state and local governments. Some of our members have raised
questions about how the Council's recommendations might impact on local gov-
ernments. We have not had sufficient time since the issuance of the second
report of the Council to make a thorough assessment of the effects on cities. We
would be happy to submit our views on these topics at a later time or in another
type of forum if the Committee so requests.

Finally, it is our understanding that this Committee will consider additional
amendments to the IPA program offered by public employee representatives.
These amendments would call upon the Civil Service Commission to recognize
the right of public employees to participate in the formulation and implemen-
tation of policies affecting their employment, and make recognized employee
unions eligible recipients of IPA training grants. We believe that these amend-
ments are inconsistent with the legislative intent of the Act and will create
serious administrative difficulties for the Civil Service Commission. These prob-
lems are further compounded by amendatory language which is subject to mul-
tiple and confusing interpretations.
The basic intent of IPA is to improve the quality of government by assisting;

state and local jurisdictions to strengthen their systems of personnel administra-
tion in accordance with merit principles. As part of this assistance, the Commis-
sion is authorized to provide grants to state and local governments for employee
training. Public employee organizations are ineligible for direct funding as grant
recipients, but union representatives are eligible to participate in IPA-supported
training programs in a number of areas which meet the dual criteria of im-
proving employee performance and the quality of public service as a whole.
The proposed amendments offered by public employee representatives do little

to alter the scope or range of training activities which are currently eligible
for funding, but they do create numerous new and unnecessary problems. Some
of our specific concerns, which center around Section 304 of the Act, are:
(1) No definition is provided for a "recognized" employee organization, and it

is unclear whether such "recognition" is granted by its members, its state or
national association, or by state and local governments. No provisions are
included for states who do not yet recognize public employee unions. In addition,
the word "recognized" does not appear in any of the other Sections which are
proposed for amendment.
(2) The lanuguage "including, but not limited to" is so broad that IpA funds

could be used to train union employees in political education and organizing tech-
niques. job actions, and internal union administration. We believe such uses of
IPA money would be contrary to the intent of Congress.
(3) The amendatory language would provide training not only to members of

existing recognized employee groups, but to all organized or unorganized em-
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ployees of state and local governments. We cannot believe that Congress intended
IPA funds to be used as a lever to promote unionization at the local level.
(4) Conspicuously absent from the proposed amendments to this section are

the requirements imposed on other training programs: that they be requested
by the jurisdiction, that they meet Civil Service Commission regulations, and
that the capability to provide training in the subject area does not exist or is
not readily available.

Similar problems exist with the language proposed for other sections of the
Act. In addition to the broad definition of an "employee organization" which
appears in Section 502, we are particularly concerned about the proposed amend-
ments to Section 3 of the Act. The proposed amendments would directly contra-
dict the Commission's existing mandate to "recognize fully the rights, powers, and
responsibilities of State and local governments" by providing the Federal gov-
ernment with yet another mandate—that of recognizing the right of public em-
ployees to bargain collectively. We believe that legislative hearings on the IPA
program are not the proper forum for this debate, and are convinced that the
IPA program will be ill-served by attempts to present major issues of this kind
as mere amendatory language to a small, Federal grant-in-aid program.

This concludes my testimony before this Committee. I apologize for the lengthi-
ness of my remarks, but hope that this broad overview has been useful to the
members in setting priorities for the IPA program in the coming year. Thank
you for allowing us the opportunity to present our views on this important
program.

Mr. CLAY. Thank you. I have a couple of questions and any of you
who care to may respond to them.
It seems that most of the witnesses, including you, have been very

enthusiastic about this program and have praised it for being very
effective. But, on the other hand, there seems to be a great reluctance
on the part of State and local communities to use some of their revenue-
sharing money to pay for this program. Why is that?
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. We are in trouble financially in California. We

have an imposed limitation our our tax rate that was just imposed 3
years ago now and cities are really in trouble.
Mr. CLAY. More trouble than us with this $60 billion deficit?
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. Well, again these are different kinds of pro-

grams and it is very difficult to convince the governing body that you
ought to put this kind of money into a team management kind of con-
cept instead of putting money into streets.
So. for that reason, we are very strong in our feeling that that

25-75 ought to continue, because I think that has been the incentive to
do some very interesting kind of things.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you. Are there other comments?
Mr. MARTIN. The continuation of the 75-25 is not a raising of the

Federal dollar commitment. It is my understanding it would still be at
$15 million. It might increase the competition among State and local
governments for the funds.
Federal aid, OMB and President's budget is $3 billion proposed

more than last year, $2 billion of which is the proposed energy-sharing
programs which I don't think anybody in Congress thinks will go
through. The other is $1 billion Federal aid across the board. We are
going to need twice that much for the matching medicaid and medi-
care, 50-percent matching at the State level, just on that one. We have
run out of matching on the highway program in 32 States.
So when we asked for the continuation of the 75-25 match, that

doesn't mean more Federal money. It is the same level of funding. Of
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course, we asked for Government funding last year and we will prob-
ably do the same in appropriations hearings.
But at the $15 million level it is the same amount of money.
Mr. CLAY. In your opinion, what will be the effect if the Federal

matching share decreases to 50 percent July 1?
Mr. MARTIN. I think you would find a lot of States who would find

this program, because it isn't a high priority program, would be one of
the first where they would say "We have only got $5 to spend. Are we
going to spend it on training our employees? Are we going to spend it
on matching medicaid and medicare which the law tells us to do?
We will do what the law tells us we have to do and for those programs
we don't have to, we will just have to wait a while and drop out of the
program for a while."
Mr. CLAY. So we will probably find States who are not in financial

trouble receiving all this money because other States cannot afford
to put up their matching share.
Mr. MARTIN. That is a possibility.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Benninghoven. I do not know exactly what the

AFSCME spokesmen got across here. As I understand it, what they
were saying was in instances where Federal money is being spent to
accumulate these data banks, to train people who sit on one side of
the bargaining table, that certainly that money should not be used
exclusively for one side, and the information in those data banks
ought to be made available to both sides that are bargaining.
Do you disagree with the information in the data anks being made

available to both parties?
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. No; I don't. In fact, we do have a data bank

in California and it consists of salary information, and it is on com-
puters. And that data is essential for bargaining. Both sides use it.
Our definition of bargaining in good faith requires that both sides

have the information. The unions have been very receptive to having
that quality of information. And we have heard no complaint about
that fact—in fact, you start from a different base. When you have
information you can agree on that is accurate and up to date and
complete, it just improves the whole bargaining situation and I think
there has been a much better feeling in California as a result of that.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
Mr. Solarz.
Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Benninghoven, you indicated in your testimony

that one of the problems you had with the act was the extent to which
local governments are, from time to time, precluded from participa-
tion in this. And you said you thought perhaps there ought to be some
effort to correct this inequity.
Do you have any specific suggestions for an amendment to the bill

which would deal with that problem? And could you perhaps elaborate
somewhat on what the precise nature of the problem is?
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. Well, you only can respond to your own experi-

ence, and the experience in your State. We do have them all involved.
And they are tough people because I think they are harder on their
colleagues than if they weren't really informed about that level of
government. It has worked very well. I. think they also feel they have
someone who represents them there when they plead their case for
the grants. And only about 50 percent of the grants are actually
awarded because there is not enough money.
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So I am using that model, saying: Why not have criteria nationally
that would require that the cities and counties and Governors be
represented on an advisory council to make allocations within that
State?
Mr. Soir,ARz. Are the local jurisdictions under the act required to

apply directly for funds?
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. If they have 50,000 population.
Mr. SOLARZ. You also indicated that you had some objections to the

proposed changes in the law which were recommended by the spokes-
man for the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal
Employees. And one of your concerns, I think, is that, to the extent
there is a possibility the funds would be available for, in effect, union
organizing, this would be inconsistent with the original purposes of
the act.
Would you be opposed to such an amendment if it were made crystal

clear that union eligibility for funds under the terms of this program
would be only for programs that were designed to enable them to
participate more effectively in the collective bargaining process, that
is to say, an amendment which specifically precluded the possibility
of Federal grants for organizational activity?
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. I think it would be much better to go the other

way and say that where the funds are being used for training for
collective bargaining techniques, those training programs be opened
to employees on both sides of the table.
I think it. is really a subservice act to include public service. When

you are beginning to give the funds or make it possible to give funds
to a private organization unconnected with government, really—and
that is the union's purpose—it would be a mistake. It would be better
to keep it within the context of the original act, which is to improve
the public service but open the training sessions to all.
Mr. SOLARZ. I think you may have a situation here where it is six

of one and half a dozen of the other. You would run into the same
problem if you would permit the private organizations to
participate—
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. Not if they are public employees. If you are

talking about stewards or public employees who are at that level
representing organizations then they are eligible now to participate
in those training programs. And that ought to be open to them, I
think.
Mr. SOLARZ. Under the terms of the existing legislation, though, it

is not by law open to them. The governmental union which receives
the funds could open it to them but, on the other hand, it might not.

• Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. That is conceivable.
Mr. SOLARZ. And I gather one of the problems is in point of fact

they have not been opened to participation by public employee unions.
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. I am not aware of that, as I said. Our UCLA

example. as I said, is open and has been open and I think very helpful
to both sides.
Mr. SOLARZ. Thank you,.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Sola,rz.
Mrs. Spellman.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. I have heard some excellent suggestions here today.

Of course, as I said, I start out beinkr, prejudiced and anything John
Morrisey said I would buy, and I felt Jim Martin could never say
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anything wrong. The League of Cities and I usually get along pretty
well— and State governments—well. [Laughter.]
But I would like to take the recommendation that Jim Martin made

and try it on for size among the rest of you.
I know that the National Governors Conference and the League of

Cities—and I have served with the Conference of State Governments
on their committees—I know that you can get the message across to a
good many people, a good many units of government around the coun-
try if you have people available, to you.
Jim, you have suggested that maybe there be people assigned to the

Conference of Governors who could carry the message around the
country. It makes very good sense to me.
At the moment you cannot participate in the program that way?
Mr. MARTIN. A State official cannot be transferred to our office under

the IPA program. A Federal official can but not a State official.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. How about that, John? If people were detailed

to NACO, don't you think we could get the message to hundreds of
thousands?
Mr. MORRISEY. Yes, I think Jim had an excellent idea, as I under-

stand the concept. NACO is the means of interpretation across the
country and interprets for us on a local level what is happening in
Washington. To have the services of people of diverse backgrounds
would certainly enhance their ability to communicate.
Mr. SPELLMAN. That really makes good sense.
How about the League of Cities? Do you feel that would be helpful

to you?
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. We would be very interested.
Senator OGDAHL. I have no objection. We know State legislatures

have to get more involved. In the State of Minnesota we have no
problem with local government. It seems to us almost like a plague of
locusts. We love it because we do get the information. And I sunpose
relating back to the chairman's initial question about funding, Minne-
sota has less than 4 million people and we funded a lot of these special
programs for our legislators and our staffs with zeal. We do happen
to have a $1 billion surplus. How we ever got there at this stage, we
don't know.
But also in my travels I find out that my fellow States do not have

these surpluses.
They are very appreciative of the IPA programs. They are not

highly identifiable. They do want to participate but they are held
back. That is why I think the 75-25 is almost too imperative for induc-
ing these people. You won't have too much trouble with us until we
spend the $1 billion. I think the Governor has some ideas. He likes tb
do things for the State and so do we. but it seems inappropriate at this
time. If we can whet the appetites of the other States we can get them
here and we give them, we feel, good information through the training
programs.
Of course, we are a little jealous anyway. The State legislatures only

had a handle on $173,000 of this IPA budget the last few times so we
would like to have a little bigger cut of it and a little more to say about
it and we think we can become more effective.
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Mrs. SPELLMAN. The idea, too, that the various units who are going
to be involved should participate in the decisionmaking process makes
a lot of sense to me.
I might say I am sure the Washington area is not unique but all

of us here read the Metropolitan Washington papers so we know the
county governments, and here the counties are for the most part the
principal units of government, except for the city of Washington, and
they are all in financial trouble, and a number have put a hiring freeze
on. So they can't participate in the program without help. But it is ex-
actly the time when they are in trouble they should have a fresh view
brought in from outside to perhaps help them with some of the changes
that need to be made.
So I can appreciate some of the things that you are saying about the

funding here.
Thank you very much.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mrs. Spellman.
I was wondering, Mr. Martin. You made a proposal sort of off the

cuff. I wonder if you could give us some language in writing on the
proposal.
And Mr. Benninghoven. you suggested some clarifying language and

I wonder if you could do the same for us.
Mr. BENNINGHOVEN. I would be happy to.
Mr. CLAY. Within the next couple of days because we would like to

mark this bill up perhaps by the end of next week or the following
week, so if you can get it to us as soon as possible, we would appreciate
it. I certainly do want to thank you for your testimony.
Mr. MARTIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The following response was furnished:]

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
Washington, D.C., March 13, 1975.

Hon. WILLIAM CLAY,
Chairman., Subcommittee on Employee Political Rights and Intergovernmental

Programs, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CLAY: At the Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA)

hearings on March 5, you requested our organization to provide your Subcom-
mittee with additional information detailing our views on the IPA state plan
process and on the proposed amendments to the program which the American
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) have sub-
mitted to your Subcommittee. We are pleased to provide these comments and hope
that your Subcommittee will give them full consideration.

It is our general view that any changes in the program should both maintain
its integrity as a state and local government assistance program and improve
overall IPA equity and efficiency. It was on the basis of these criteria that we
testified before your Subcommittee in support of the Civil Service Commission's
proposed amendments, in opposition to the changes suggested by AFSCME,
and in favor of amendments to the IPA which would strengthen local participa-
tion in the state plan process.
With respect to the AFSCME amendments, we would like to reiterate our posi-

tion on the use of IPA funds for labor-management training. Union representa-
tives currently are eligible to participate in IPA-supported training programs in
a number of areas which meet the dual criteria of improving employee per-
formance and the quality of public service as a whole. In his testimony before
your Subcommittee, Mr. Benninghoven cited the example of an IPA-funded pro-
gram on collective bargaining techniques at UCLA which is open to union em-
ployees, management, and the general public. It is our belief that such joint or
coordinated training programs clearly fall within the basic intent of IPA, which
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is to improve the quality of government by assisting state and local
 jurisdictions

strengthen their systems of personnel administration.

The AFSCME amendments do not significantly alter the scope or type o
f train-

ing activities which are currently eligible for funding, but they do 
create many

new and unnecessary problems. We believe that the cooperative t
raining which

is presently possible under IPA should be utilized before substantive 
revisions

to the Act are contemplated.
We noted both our general and specific objectives to the AFSCME a

mendments

In our testimony last week. Our comments were directed at the propos
als which

AFSCME submitted in the last session of Congress. Since there are some
 dif-

ferences between the new and old AFSCME amendments, we would like 
to

supplement our testimony by adding the following remarks:

Section 2: Since the new amendments do not call for any changes in this S
ec-

tion, our specific objections are no longer relevant. We continue to be conce
rned,

however, with the broader questions of public policy outlined on pages 14-15 of

our testimony.
Section 304: The deletion of the word "recognized" from previous draft amend-

atory language has serious implications for the IPA program. When coupled

with the extremely broad definition of an "employee organization" in Sectio
n

502, this Section could provide a mandate to any group—however small, unrep-

resentative, unrecognized, or unorganized—to apply for IPA funds. This situa•-

tion is further .exacerbated by language which we feel is unclear in some

instances and contrary to the intent of Congress in others (see points 2, 3, and

4 on page 13 of our testimony). We are strongly opposed to the adoption of this

entire section.
Section 3: We also are strongly opposed to the proposed amendments to this

Section, which would directly contradict the Civil Service Commission's existing

mandate in Section 3(2). The issue of the role of the Federal government in state

and local labor relations is not one which should be dealt with in the context of

the IPA program.
As an extension of our position on Section 304, we oppose the adoption of

AFSCME's proposed deletion to Section 301 and additions to Section 502.

With respect to the IPA state plan process, we support the development of

measures and criteria which would insure local government participation in the

local share decisionmaking and allocation processes. As currently stated in Sec-

tions 203(a) and 303(c) of the Act, prohibitive language is used to discuss a

variety of conditions under which grants may not be awarded. Due to the

confusing nature of this language, many varying interpretations have been

placed upon the appropriate role of local governments in the state plan process.
As a result, local governments in some states have not participated as full part-
ners or reccaved full benefit from the IPA program.
We feel that a constructive approach to this problem would be to insert lan-

guage which encourages consultation, coordination, and shared decisionmaking in
the planning and ultilization of IPA funds. This would provide a favorable
climate for states to take their proper leadership role in the state plan process,
but would guarantee that the vital interests and concerns of local govern-
ments are adequately represented. This broad mandate for cooperation
could then be further refined in guidelines to the Act which would insure that
local governments have both a forum and a procedure for determining the uses
to which local share IPA funds are put.

Specifically, we urge the deletion of the second sentences of Sections 203 (a )
and 303(c) and recommend their replacement in each case with the following
language: "Grants made under the provisions of this Section should provide for
the substantial and continuing participation of local officials or their represent-
atives in all significant aspects of the planning, administration, decisionmaking,
and allocation procedures involving local share funds. Appropriate participatory
mechanisms shall be developed jointly by the Governor and eligible local govern-
ments or their representatives in the State."
Thank you for your interest in our views on this important program. We would

appreciate it if this supplementary statement could be added to the record.
Sincerely,

ALLEN E. PRITCHARD, Jr.,
Executive Vice President.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Berlin and Mr. Parker. from the American Society
for Public Administration, are the next witnesses.
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STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR BERLIN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMERI-
CAN SOCIETY FOR PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY
THOMAS PARKER

Mr. BERLIN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I
have submitted a statement and in the interest of the committee's time
perhaps I could summarize it very briefly.
Mr. CLAY. All right.
Mr. BERLIN. Thank you, sir.
I am Seymour Berlin, executive director of the American Society

for Public Administration. With me today is Thomas Parker of our
staff who is responsible for public policy and legislative matters.
Our society, consisting of professional public administrators and

administrators at all levels of government, and a large share of aca-
demics from over 150-some colleges and universities, is, of course, in-
terested in effective public administration and the management of
the public's business.
And I think it is interesting to note that insofar as the IPA is con-

cerned, that in the last several years when ASPA undertook an ex-
amination of the goals and objectives of effective public administra-
tion in this country, it dedicated itself and adopted as one of its major
goals support of the activities conducted under the IPA program.
Therefore we think that your hearings, Mr. Chairman, and the activ-
ity of this committee and the Congress on the IPA is most significant
at this time.
I would like to mention that we believe the sweeping nature of the

program and all the statistics and information that have been sup-
plied to us, and I am sure to this committee, by the various local and
State government representatives as well as by representatives of the
Civil Service Commission, indicate that much has taken place.

Certainly the IPA legislation has contributed significantly to the
program of capacity building for local and State officials who are
cad upon increasingly to assume greater responsibilities in carry-
ing out our public programs. And I think we would have to say that
any action that would interrupt or reverse these activities would be
regrettable and therefore I am sure our organization would whole-
heartedly and strongly support a proposal that would maintain the
Federal share of the grant program at its current 75 percent level
rather than reducing it to 50 percent.
I would also like to make special mention of the proposed amend-

ments which would authorize grants to State and local governments
for up to 75 percent of the salary of recipients of Government service
fellowships for State and local personnel.

Currently, such grants may cover reimbursements to State and local
governments of only up to 25 percent of the salary of each fellow
during the fellowship period, and we think that the change is needed.
This has been a little-used part of the act.
We think that some additional benefits to the States and localities

could certainly accrue if the change on these fellowships were made
as proposed by the administration and as proposed by the advisory
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group that advised the Civil Service Commission and the President
on the operations of the IPA in the past.
I do want to say that we are very much interested in the current

recommendation of the administration in its current budget request
that a total evaluation of the IPA be undertaken. We understand that
$300,000 has been earmarked for this purpose in the current budget.
We further understand that this evaluation would be conducted by

or under the stewardship of the Civil Service Commission.
We think this is an excellent approach. However, we do believe there

ought to be additional evaluation of the legislation and the programs
by organizations that do not have day-to-day stewardship responsi-
bility for carrying out the program.
We say this especially in view of the fact that the comments that

I have heard from our membership and our activities throughout the
country have been glowing in terms of the operation of the IPA and
the stewardship and management by its director, Joe Robertson. And
we think an independent evaluation would lend more credibility and
be less self-serving than if it were made by the organization that, in

i 
.

our opinion, s doing such an excellent job in carrying out the program.
Also, we are a little concerned that if the administration strictly

carries out the evaluation, a label of administrative confidentiality
might be put on it and we would not be able to obtain results of the
evaluation, or not obtain them on a timely basis, in order to look at this
from a professional organizational standpoint.
Mr. Chairman, our organization also wishes to indicate that insofar

as we see it, the IPA is a minute portion of the Federal budget. And
when we are talking about building the ability of persons to carry out
the public's programs, we are talking of a much larger issue, not merely
the amount contained in the budget for the IPA which our organi-
zation has gone on record as being inadequate to carry out the pur-
poses of the IPA.

Finally, let me state, Mr. Chairman, that the impression is too
frequently given on Capitol Hill that good public administration is
only of interest to the agencies or to the public service, itself. In fact,
if my memory serves me, when Congressman Quie introduced the ad-
ministration's proposals last year he made mention of the fact that too
little is heard from the persons interested in good government through-
out the country.
I can assure you that our professional organization, as well as other

professional organizations and interest groups are most interested in
this legislation and in the operations of the Intergovernmental Per-
sonnel Act.
You have heard before and I would like to reiterate it again that

this is one of the most imaginatively operated grant programs that we
know of in terms of the lack of restrictions, the fact that 80 percent
of the formula funding to the states for statewide plans are operating
without too much bureaucratic reviews and approvals at all levels of
government. We think this program with the modifications presented
by the administration is most fundamental to carrying out the pur-
poses of government.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to give you our

statement.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
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[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF SEYMOUR S. BERLIN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting the
American Society for Public Administration to appear before you to share our
views concerning the Intergovernmental Personnel Act and possible amendments
to that legislation. I am Seymour S. Berlin, Executive Director of the American
Society for Public Administration. With me today is Thomas E. Parker of our
staff who is responsible for public policy and legislative matters.
The American Society for Public Administration (ASPA) is a national organi-

zation whose members are professional public administrators and scholars
dedicated to advancing the science, processes and art of public administration.
Organized in 1939 we are a broadly representative body of elected officials and
career public administrators located at the local, state and federal levels of
government. A substantial portion of our membership comes from the academic
community, who are involved in research and teaching of public administration
and public affairs. We represent approximately 16,000 members and subscribers
throughout the country. We have 86 chapters within 6 broad regions of the
country.

Affiliated with our organization is the National Association of Schools of
Public Affairs and Administration (NASPAA), which is a national organization
consisting of approximately 150 colleges and universities that have programs
in public administration and public affairs. The Society has as its affiliate the
Conference of Minority Public Administration (COMPA), which consists of
Black, Mexican American, Puerto Rico, Indian and Oriental members of the
public administration community.
As I previously indicated, the primary purpose of our organization is to fur-

ther effective public administration at all levels of government so that there
can be ever-increasing improvements in the way in which the public's business
is carried out and the way in which citizens are served by their governments.In furtherance of this effort, ASPA provides the forum for meaningful inter-
change among practitioners and academics and, through this process, permits
our diverse membership to analyze critically and to take official positions on mat-ters concerning the improvement and advancement of public administration.
In this connection it is interesting to note that when ASPA recently undertook

an intensive study of the goals and objectives toward which the Society shoulddedicate itself, it adopted as one of its major goals support of and participationin activities conducted under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act. Therefore,Mr. Chairman, the subject matter of your hearings today is of most significanceto our professional organization and we will be most interested in the resultsof these hearings as we move into the future.
I am sure that your committee has been provided by the U.S. Civil ServiceCommission with the detailing of the projects and accomplishments that havetaken place since the IPA beatme operational. As we look at the scope of theactivities that have taken place, they appear most impressive in the aggregate.Just to highlight a few for example: More than $52 million in federal funds havebeen included in grants to state and local chief executives to help strengthen

personnel management and to train employees. When one includes the matching
contributions from the state and local governments, this amounts to an overalleffort of $70 million. Since 1971, more than 2,000 persons in the Federal, State,and local governments and universities have accepted "intergovernmental mo-bility assignments". Thirty-nine intergovernmental job information centers nowoperate throughout the country, offering single-source information on state,county, municipal, and federal jobs. In addition, more than 41,000 state and localemployees have attended training workshops sponsored under the IPA by the
U.S. Civil Service Commission. IPA technical assistance grants have also been
used to promote equal employment opportunities, train local government legis-
lators4nd newly elected governors, conduct occupational safety programs, fundstate employee newsletters, examine the educational and training needs of county
homes, and produce specialized accounting manuals for local officials.

Obviously, this listing of activities does not describe in any adequate manner
what has taken place. But the sweeping nature of the program would indicate
that much has taken place and that the IPA legislation has contributed sig-
nificantly to the program of capacity building for local and state officials who are
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called upon increasingly to assume greater responsibilities in carrying out public
programs. I should like to stress therefore that our organization has a high re-
gard for the record of innovation and constructive accomplishments achieved by
the states and localities under the IPA. Needless to say, we would not want this
history of progress to be interrupted or perhaps even reversed as a result of in-
adequate funding or as a result of requiring too great a matching contribution
from the states and localities in relation to the federal share of the grant pro-
grams. In July of 1973 ASPA took an official position supporting appropriations
for the grant-in-aid portion of the IPA for fiscal year 1974 above that which the
Administration was recommending. I might add that the $15 million being
recommended by the Administration for fiscal year 1976 is below the $21 million
level which we thought was needed to support adequately the IPA activities
during that earlier period.
Our organization has not taken a specific stand on the recommendations made

by the Administration during the 93rd Congress. I am sure, however, that based
on my contacts with our chapters and various key persons throughout the
country that any action which would have the effect of dimnishing or reversing
the constructive program accomplishments of states and localities under the IPA
would be viewed as most regrettable by ASPA. For this reason I believe that
our organization would strongly support a legislative proposal that would
maintain the federal share of the grant program at 75% rather than reducing
it to 50%.

Because of our organization's interest in the continuous education of the
public administrators at all levels of government, I should make special mention
of the proposed amendments previously made by the Administration which
would authorize grants to state and local governments for up to 75% of the
salary of recipients of government service fellowships for state and local per-
sonnel. Currently, such grants may cover reimbursements to state and local
governments of only up to 25% of the salary of each fellow during the fellow-
ship period. In addition, the proposed amendments would exempt funds specif-
ically appropriated for governmental fellowship grants from allocation require-
ments and would grant a separate authorization for such funds. Here again I am
sure that our organization would be most supportive of such legislative amend-
ments to the IPA, including the recommendation with respect to obligated serv-
ice requirements of recipients of fellowships.
In summary, with respect to legislative changes that have been proposed or

that might result from these hearings, I am reasonably certain that ASPA would
be strongly supportive since we are committed to doing anything we can as an
organization to assist in bringing about a better and more effectively managed
Intergovernmental Personnel Program.
There is no doubt that improvements can be made in the Act and in its admin-

istration. We have noted with great interest that the Administration in its cur-
rent budget request has included an item under the Intergovernmental Per-
sonnel Act activities of the Civil Service Commission to conduct an evaluation
of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act programs_ It is our understanding that
$300,000 has been earmarked for this purpose. It is our further understanding
that this evaluation would be conducted by or under the stewardship of the U.S.
Civil Service Commission.
We think that this is a step in the right direction. Our Committee on Public

Policy is in the process of preparing a position paper on the training and devel-
opment of public administrators. One of the items that it discusses is the need
for an evaluation of the activities and programs under the IPA in order to deter-
mine our future organizational position and to indicate where changes in legis-
lation or operational approaches should be made. I therefore feel confident that
our organization would support such an evaluation effort.
I do wish to express one reservation, however. While the proposed evaluation

is highly desirable, we do believe that an evaluation of the legislation and pro-
grams under it should be conducted additionally byan organization that does not
have the day-to-day stewardship responsibility for carrying out the program.
In this way a much wider segment of the public administration community could
be involved in the assessment process. And most importantly, the results of the
evaluation would have more credibility and appear to be less self-servicing than
that made by the organization having day-to-day responsibility for operations.

Also, we think that the IPA legislation and programs thereunder are so vital
to improved governmental services that the evaluation of its operations should
be made by a group that would openly publicize its findings and recommenda-
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tions. If history is any teacher, we might find that the evaluation proposed to be
made under funds contained in the Administration's budget proposal and would
remain a matter of "administrative confidentiality" within the Administration.
If this were to happen, public interest groups such as ASPA and others present
here today would not have the opportunity to learn of the results of the evalua-
tion or to receive them on a timely basis.
Mr. Chairman, I need not tell you that the money that has been appropriated

under the IPA is a minute portion of the federal budget. When we are concerned
with programs that have as their end objective the raising of the level of govern-
ment personnel and management, the amount under discussion is miniscule com-
pared to the money expended under the programs that the IPA hopes to im-
prove. It therefore makes a good deal of sense, in our opinion, to review this
landmark legislation, to evaluate its operations as effectively as possible, and
to make whatever legislative and operational changes that appear to be indicated
as soon as possible.

It seems that far too frequently the impression is given on Capitol Hill that
good public administration is of interest only to the agencies involved. I can
assure you that ASPA, as well as other professional organizations, are most
interested in the outcome of your hearings. I can further state that our organi-
zation is most appreciative of the efforts being made by your committee in carry-
ing out its oversight responsibilities for the IPA. I know I am speaking for our
organization in pledging to you all possible assistance in carrying out your
committee's most vital responsibility in this regard.
Let me thank you, Mr. Chairman, and other members of this committee, for

this opportunity to present our comments and to pledge our assistance to your
work. •

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Parker, did you want to supplement in any way?
Mr. PARKER. No, Mr. Chairman. However, I do want to commend

your committee on conducting these oversight hearings.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
Yesterday the Civil Service Commission indicated they would con-

duct an extensive evaluation of the IPA program, particularly the
matching share provision.
Given this pending evaluation, do you not think that it is premature

to request maintaining a 75 percent Federal matchineshare at this
time?
Mr. BERLIN. Mr. Chairman, I would hesitate to think that a review

process for the evaluation of the total program and the legislation
should interfere with the ongoing momentum of a most effective pro-
gram.
We have heard today and I have heard throughout the country that

any action that would create a greater necessity for more matching
funds on the part of local and State governments would be counter-
productive to carrying out the purposes of the act in view of the finan-
cial situation of the localities and states.
Undoubtedly, evaluation is needed. But I don't believe we are start-

ing out from a base of skepticism and a feeling that the program is
inadequate.
I think we are starting out from a base that the program has in a

short period of time, with a limited amount of funds, produced a tre-
mendous impact throughout the country.
We are saying that we think that because of this we ought to get a

more effective evaluation and it ought to be done both within the Gov-
ernment and outside the Civil Service Commission. But I don't think
that evaluation efforts, Mr. Chairman, should serve to interfere and
interrupt the progress of the good things we hear about the program
today.
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Mr. CLAY. Do you think that perhaps Congress should authorize a
continuation of this program for a specific period of time, say 3 or
5 years?
Mr. BERLIN. Certainly at least three, because if history serves me,

by the time the evaluation is made and reviewed and considered, more
than 1 or 2 years might take place.
But I think like any program that ought to have some of its own

self-destruct capability, it ought to be reviewed periodically and it
would seem to me 3 to 5 years would appear reasonable, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. Could we have your reaction to the proposed amendment

proposed by AFSCME.
Mr. BERLIN. I can give you my reaction but only as an individual be-

cause our organization has not taken any stand on it.
My feeling is, first of all, that the IPA was meant to improve man-

agements' capacity for carrying out the public's programs better and
serving the public and the public interest.
To the extent that it is desirable to have a mature, effective collec-

tive bargaining situation in local and State governments, it would be
desirable to assist in seeing to it that both parties were properly pre-
pared to carry out on a responsible basis their roles in this activity.
However, I would agree with the comments made by the repre-

sentative from the League of Cities, that the stress should be, in my
opinion, sir, to having training and assistance on the bargaining proc-
ess open to members of employee organizations, but not to give the
money directly to employee organizations outside Government. Be-
cause I think this precedent would open the door to all sorts of other
activities and the use of the money, and we are still talking about only
$15 million spread over thousands of projects and activities of which
collective bargaining is only one small part.
Mr. CLAY. Mrs. Spellman.
Mr3. SPELLMAN. I have no questions. Thank you very much. It was

excellent testimony.
Mr. BERLIN. Thank you.
Mr. CLAY. The minority members of the committee have prepared

some questions and nobody is here to ask them and they asked me if
I would pose those questions to you.
When. you suggest any evaluation of the IPA program be conducted

by an organization other than the Civil Service Commission, what
particular organization or organizations are you suggesting?
Mr. BERLIN. Well, I can think of one, Mr. Chairman, the National

Academy of Public Administration, for example, was called upon by
Senator Ervin's committee in the last Congress to consider the im-
plications of Watergate, and made quite an effective report to the Con-
gress and to the public.
I think some organization that is interested in good government,

that has a relationship and linkage with the public administration
communities at all levels, and the scholars and the academics, ought
to take a look at this in terms of its short- and long-range implication
in the interest of effective public administration.
So I would recommend an organization of that type, involving com-

ponents from local and State government and the university world.
use that as one example.
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Mr. CLAY. Are you also suggesting that the budgeted $100,000 be
awarded to NAPA ?
Mr. BERLIN. No, sir, I really don't know how much it would take

or what the sum would be.
Mr. CLAY. Well, that is the sum that is proposed for the Civil

Service Commission, I understand, to conduct it.
Mr. BERLIN. Yes, sir. I would assume that would continue. I was

suggesting an additional evaluation, looking at it from outside the gov-
ernment, involving local and State governments and universities, so
that the Congress could be assured, not only from the agency respon-
sible for stewardship but from the general public responsibility view-
point.
Mr. CLAY. Is the NAPA an arm of the Government?
Mr. BERLIN. No, Sir.
Mr. CLAY. And you suggest we give $300,000 to an organization

outside the Government but you see some 
Mr. BERLIN. I'm sorry; I didn't make myself clear. I was not sug-

gesting the money be given from the Government to the NAPA to
do that study but rather that a contract for services occur. The Gov-
ernment has contracted in many instances with the Academy of Sci-
ences; to make studies on food and drugs, in one example. It has
contracted in the past with the National Academy of Public Admin-
istration to make studies; in fact to be an agent under contract to
provide a service to the Government. And in this instance I was
suggesting that this might be possible. I wasn't suggesting that money
be given to the Academy to go its own way, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. How does that differ from contracting with an employee

organization? What is the basic difference?
Mr. BERLIN. Well, I am not suggesting, Mr. Chairman, that the

Government give money to the National Academy to prepare its staff
to do a better job of representinc, the public administration com-
munity. I am suggesting that the Government contract to purchase
a service.
In that respect I think it is different. If the Government were pur-

chasing a service from the employee unions it would be the same. But
it is my understanding that the recommendation of AFSCME was to
have moneys given to it to prepare its people to do a better job for its
own organizational purposes. And from that standpoint, I think there
is a difference, sir.
Mr. CLAY. That is precisely what they recommended.
Mr. BERLIN. Right, sir.
Mr. CLAY. On page 3 of your statement you state your organization

has a high regard for the record of innovation and constructive ac-
complishments achieved by the States and localities under the IPA.

Please detail these innovative and constructive accomplishments.
Mr. BERLIN. Well, our problem, Mr. Chairman, is to focus in on the

vast amount of material that we have received both from local and
State governments and from the Civil Service Commission.
I have just had called to my attention for example, an interesting

study entitled "Training Can Make a Difference," which the Civil
Service Commission contracted with two persons outside the Federal
Government to make a study of training.

49-280-75--8
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For example, the preface indicates that the State of Indiana had
to put into operation a new accounting system, a new auditing system.
It did, on a pilot basis. take 44 auditors and train them to see whether
the training made a difference. It increased productivity very greatly.
The State gained greatly as a result of the use of IPA money for this
training purpose.
The information we have received from the Civil Service Commis-

sion and from the State persons throughout the country is replete with
this kind of information, and it would be difficult, I think, to single
out any one, but I think much exists.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
One last question.
You state your organization has not taken a specific stand on the

legislative recommendation of the administration in the 93d Congress.
Do you intend to take a position in the near future?
Mr. BERLIN. Yes.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you. We certainly want to thank you for your

testimony.
Mr. BERLIN. Thank you for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. The next witness will be John A. McCart, from the Public

Employee Department of the AFL-CIO.
We have a copy of your statement and it will be inserted in the

record after your comments.

STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCART, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
PUBLIC EMPLOYEE DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO

Mr. MCCART. Gentlemen, I would be happy to file my statement for
the record and to summarize the views that are contained therein.
Some of the points that are included in our statement have already-
been covered. There is no need for me to recite them in text.
I am John A. McCart. I am the acting executive director of the

Public Employee Department of the AFL—CIO. This is a new depart-
ment in the AFL—CIO family that was founded to serve the interests
of employees of Federal, State and local government and the Postal
Service who are members of the 27 unions associated with the
department.
We want to commend the subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, for under-

taking this review of the IPA. We have several positive recommenda-
tions to offer in that connection.
I gather that you are considering immediate action. That is desirable

in terms of the urgency of the fund-sharing problem. Hopefully, how-
ever, the subcommittee's review of the program can continue.
One of the suggestions we have is that the subcommittee look care-

fully into the numbers and types, occupations, and grades of em-
ployees who are currently participating in the program on either the
Federal side or the State and local government side.
The matter of collective bargaining has been discussed at some

length. I can well recall that when the Congress was considering this
legislation from 1967 to 1970, that the question was an important part
of the consideration of the committees.
We feel that the present statute approaches the matter of collective

bargaining negatively in terms of making certain that no existing col-
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lective bargaining process under a State or local ordinance is impaired
by the act.
But in view of what has happened in the last decade in public

service with respect to union organization, we believe it would be
more appropriate to insert that provision in a positive fashion in its
declaration of policy, so that it will be a part of the basic thrust of
the whole legislation.
The question of participation of unions as grantees under the pro-

gram has been raised.
We subscribe to the principle that unions should be permitted to

apply for grants for specific purposes under the act.
I might add in that connection, Mr. Chairman, that while our state-

ment refers in several places to collective bargaining per se, since many
of the State and local jurisdictions have either meet-and-confer policies
or consultation laws and ordinances, we believe that it should not be
confined to collective bargaining. Perhaps a better description might
be labor relations, in order to make sure that all the jurisdictions are
encompassed.
With respect to the Advisory Council that was created under the

original act, it is our understanding that the Council was permitted to
die in 1974.
We • believe that it should be revived, particularly since this is a

rather young program, and a program of considerable significance.
In addition to that, we think the method of manning the council

should be reformed.
As it stood during its earlier existence, there were 16 members, 9 of

whom represented State, local, and Federal government entities, so
the remaining 6 seats on the council were divided among the educa-
tional institutions, the public and the unions, with the employee
organizations holding 2 seats. We don't think that is an equitable
share of the public and educational members vis-a-vis the Government
members, and we don't think it is an equitable share for the employee
organization members.
With respect to the recommendations that were advanced by the

administration for amending the act, we find ourselves in genelal
agreement with all of them.
The matter of retaining the 75-25 ratio is extremely important at

the present time with the economic stress that our State and local
governments are experiencing. It is more important than ever that
the quality of public administration be maintained. We believe it is
essential that the 75-25 percent ratio be retained, certainly for the im-
mediate future.
Mr. Chairman I would like to offer a brief comment, if I might, on

the study that the Civil Service Commission has proposed. It cer-
tainly seems that after 4 years it would be quite timely for someone
to review the entire program and evaluate its successes and its failures.
In recent years, an arm of the Congress has developed a rather large

capability in the field of Federal personnel. It might very well
utilized to undertake the review of the IPA program. I refer to the
General Accounting Office. Perhaps the study could be accomplished
at much less cost than is now contemplated under the $300,000 recom-
mendation offered by the Civil Service Commission.
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In summary, Mr. Chairman, we feel that the act is serving a quite
useful purpose. Hopefully, it is as educational for the Federal ad-
ministrators as it is assumed for the State and local administrators.
We fully support its extension and continued funding so the quality
of public personnel administration can be improved even more as the
years pass.
That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement follows

STATEMENT OF THE PUBLIC EMPLOYEE DEPARTMENT, AFL-CIO

Vir. Chairman and members of the committee, I am John A. McCart, Acting

-Executive Director of the Public Employee Department, AFL-CIO.

The Department is a new component of the AFL-CIO. Twenty-seven unions

representing workers in state and local governments, the federal service and the

Postal Service are affiliated with it.
We wish to commend you and your Subcommittee for undertaking this inquiry

into the operation of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970.

The philosophy underlying the statute is stated succinctly in Public Law

01-648: "That the quality of public service at all levels of government can be

improved by the development of systems of personnel administration. That

Federal financial and technical assistance to State and local governments for

strengthening their personnel administration—is in the national interest."

How well these objectives have been met will entail in-depth scrutiny by the

Subcommittee.
One of the key methods for improving personnel administration in the several

jurisdictions is found in Titles III and IV, which permit an interchange of State,

local and Federal Government workers so that they can absorb the best per
sonnel

practices in these entities and transfer this experience when they return 
to

their original places of employment.
We believe that it would be useful for the Subcommittee to learn the 

number,

grades and occupations of the employees who have been assigned to other g
overn-

ment agencies for training under the IPA. Such information will aid in det
er-

mining whether the plan is reaching the appropriate number of middle and lower

level employees in the three types of government.
The growth of collective bargaining in public service in the past decade ha

s

been dramatic. During the extended consideration of the original legislation by

Congress from 1967 to 1970, unions in public service emphasized the need 
for

recognition of this development by inserting in the law acknowledgment of exist-

ing negotiated agreements and encouragement to workers and government of-

ficials to utilize the bargaining process in the future.

Section 208 (f ) of the IPA approaches the matter negatively by stating that

participation of employees or their organizations in the development of personnel

policies in accordance with state and local government statutes will not be pre-

vented by the Act. The PED advocates that the language in the subsection be

clarified and placed elsewhere as a positive declaration of policy so that there

can be no misunderstanding about a possible conflict between bargained agree-

ments and Federal, State, or local government merit systems.

Grantees under this program, other than state and local governments, are

specified in Section 304 (b ). They include consortiums of state and local govern-

ments, associations of public officials and nonprofit organizations offering pro-

fessional, research, development, educational or related services to governments.

Until now. unions have not been able to qualify as grantees. We understand that

the United States Civil Service Commission is currently reviewing the IPA to

determine whether unions can apply. But to clear any confusion about the

matter, the Act should be amended to permit unions, if they desire, to seek funds

under the program.
We offer this recommendation on the premise that public service employees

through their unions and collective bargaining can strengthen systems of per-

sonnel administration.
A fifteen-member Advisory Council was authorized under the 1970 IPA. It

was composed of Federal, State and local government officials, educational insti-

tutions, public employee organizations and the public.
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The PED believes that the ratio of these sources should be more specific. The-
Act requires that at least half the government members shall be officials of State
and local governments. A total of nine government representatives sat on the
Council. This means that the remainder of the seats—no more than six—were
divided among three other groups. It would be more appropriate, in our view, todivide the representation among the five sources more equally. In any case,union representatives should equal as nearly as possible the number allocated_to government officials.
We understand that the Advisory Council was abolished in 1974.If the impetus provided by the IPA to improve personnel administration at alllevels of government is to be sustained, the PED advocates that the AdvisoryCouncil be revived. Its role is particularly important in a program of such greatsignificance, especially in these early years of its existence.
Your communication inviting the PED to testify on the IPA referred to severalamendments proposed by the Executive Branch.
The proposals increasing the share of Federal funds for programming and sal-aries of fellowship recipients are certainly meritorious. All of us are aware of thedire financial situation facing many State and local jurisdictions. Last week,President William H. McClennan of the PED testified before Congressman Domi-nick Daniels' subcommittee considering amendments to the Comprehensive Em-ployment and Training Act. He described the "severe financial difficulties" citiesand towns and many States are experiencing.
At a time of serious economic stress in our country, it is essential that we main-tain an adequate level of public services. This applies to personnel administration,as well as the more direct services supplied to citizens. In light of the presenteconomic situation of State and local governments, it would be most appropriatefor the Federal Government to increase its share of the grant program under theIPA.
The same logic applies to Administration proposals to have Federal agencies

supplement the compensation of some State and local government workers on
temporary assignment to reimburse the local governments for fringe benefit costs.
We subscribe also to the recommendations to prevent forfeiture of fringe bene-

fits by State Cooperative Extension and District of Columbia Government employ-
ees covered by the IPA provisions.

Finally. Mr. Chairman, the PED supports the proposal to extend full IPA
coverage to the Pacific Islands Trust Territory.
Our Department hopes these comments will prove useful in your continu-

ing oversight of IPA and in framing the amendments resulting from your inquiry.

Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
I see that you agree with AFSCME in terms of their being able to

participate directly in the program.
The AFSCME representative this morning suggested a setaside of

about $1 million or 11-h million. Do you also agree with that figure?
Mr. MCCART. Yes. I don't have any independent figures as far as

the Department is concerned. We would be inclined to agree with the
estimate of the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal
Employees.
Mr. CLAY. You made a recommendation that the Advisory Council

be revived.
As I understand it, there are two possible ways of doing this.
One, the Civil Service Commission, itself, can revive the Advisory

Council. The other would be by specific legislation through provisions
of  this bill we are going through now.
Which one would you prefer?
Mr. MCCART. I must confess ignorance on one point, Mr. Chairman.

Public Law 91-648 established the Council?
Mr. CLAY. Yes.
Mr. MCCART. Now, I don't know under what circumstances the Coun-

cil was abolished.
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Mr. CLAY. Well, it also authorized the President to dissolve it if he
saw fit.
Mr. McCART. Yes.
Mr. CLAY. But I think there is a provision in there that enables the

Civil Service Commission to revive it and they would make the ap-
pointments rather than it being Presidential appointments.
Mr. MCCART. Mr. Chairman, if the Civil Service Commission can

give the committee a commitment about the reinstitution of the
Advisory Council, and can make some kind of commitment with re-
spect, to better representation of the various sources on the Council, that
would be sufficient. I really don't see any need for enacting that por-
tion of the legislation if the executive branch is willing to make a
commitment.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you.
Mrs. Spellman.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. Thank you, John. It is always a pleasure to see you.
We stack the House with my friends. [Laughter.]
I do think your recommendation about the General Accounting

Office makes very good sense and would be an avenue that I would tend
to wish for, rather than Civil Service which does have the problems
that were pointed out just a moment ago.
And rather than another independent group, the GAO is geared to

do exactly this and it makes very good sense.
Mr. McC.A.RT. In effect, I think it would be the Congress that was

maintaining the oversight since the GAO is an arm of the Congress.
Mrs. SPELLMAN. Exactly. Thank you very much.
Mr. CLAY. Thank you,Mrs. Spellman.
Thank you, Mr. A.TcCart.
The committee will adjourn subject to the call of the Chair.
1-Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to the

call of the Chair.]
[The statements and letters which follow were received by the sub-

committee for inclusion in the record:]

INTERNATIONAL PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., March 7, 1975.

Hon. WILLIAM L. CLAY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employee Political Rights and Intergovernmental

Programs, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, U.S. House of Repre-

sentatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mn CLAY: The International Personnel Management Association is pleased

to have the opportunity to present its views in connection with your current in-

quiry into the provisions and administration of the Intergovernmental Person-

nel Act.
IPMA, as a non-profit professional organization, is in a particularly good posi-

tion to observe the operations under this landmark legislation. Our membership

consists of over 1,000 public jurisdistions in the U.S. and Canada, mostly state
and local personnel establishments, and over 4,500 individual professional mem-

bers. mostly personnel practitioners from state and local governments. Hence,
most of our members are vitally interested in and have some practical experience
with the workings of the Intergovernmental Personnel program.
To be responsive to your needs, we have sought out the particular reactions of

a number of key members of our organization and collated these with information
already known to our staff, in order to prepare the attached statement. There has
not been time to conduct an extensive poll.



101

Without apology, our statement is very supportive of the IPA legislation and
objectives, as well as the impact it has had positively on public personnel ad-
ministration throughout the length and breadth of the United States. Also, we
have some suggestions to make for still further improvement.
We sincerely hope you will find the enclosed facts and ideas of special utility

in pursuit of your study of the efficacy and results realized under this Act. We
strongly urge its continued support and, if feasible, its still further extension.
In case of any future consideration of legislative issues relating to public per-

sonnel administration, we would appreciate being informated so that IPMA. may
present its views.

Sincerely yours,
MRS. ERSA H. POSTON,

President.

STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

The Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 has had more positive and sup-
portive impact on good personnel management in state and local government in
the United States than any measure of the federal government since passage of
the Social Security Act Amendments of 1940, when merit requirements were
first imposed in conjunction with federal grants in the welfare, health, and re-
habilitation fields. The special importance of the IPA program, as distinguished
from earlier efforts to improve public personnel management, has been that it
minimizes controls and restraints on state and local government latitude for
action and maximizes genuine assistance, technical and financial, for training
and liersonnel system improvement.
Although the total amounts of money appropriated and disbursed under the

grant provisions of the IPA have been extremely modest by comparison with most
federal grant programs, literally thousands of jurisdictions have been helped
and influenced in the quality of their personnel work by what one of our members
has called "the rippling effect" of small amounts of seed money that has enabled
small jurisdictions to inaugurate personnel programs for the first time, has
strengthened the programs of many medium and larger jurisdictions, has fostered
better compliance with federal standards on specific issues such as equal employ-
ment opportunity for minorities and women, has provided training opportunities
for states and local employees not heretofore available, and has equipped states
to undertake state-wide technical and financial assistance to localities within
their boundaries that only a few were previously engaged in.
Comments of our members on the significance of IPA grants for training and

personnel program improvement have ranged from "money well spent" to "more
significant than any other federal dollars" expended in state and local govern-
ment. The IPA afforded the first meaningful federal effort to support and im-
prove the personnel function at the very time it was becoming overburdened by
the accelerating growth of state and local operating functions whose rapidly
expanding staffs were supposed to be served by personnel offices.
In a number of instances, under the aegis of IPA, cooperative efforts among

jurisdictions have been stimulated that would not have been started without
the incentive of federal seed money. Some are already operating under their
own power by now. For example, common recruitment and testing centers for
federal, state, and local jurisdictions in certain areas have been notably suc-
cessful. In one situation where 15 jurisdictions are banded together in such a
joint enterprise, the volume of walk-in applicant traffic in one of the cities in-
volved has been reduced by 60%, thus freeing the overworked personnel office to
spend more time on the constructive aspects of its internal program. In other
words, the work of processing and examining applicants has been "pooled," so
that no one jurisdiction has to duplicate what its neighbor is already doing; and
the economy of scale enables all of them to have better service and saves time
and energy for the applicants.

• In other cases, it has been testified that many a small community would have
been utterly unable to comply with the technical requirements for affirmative
action, test validity, and job analysis necessary under the program of the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission if it had not been for the IPA. Direct
technical assistance and training, usually through state offices, have been sup-
ported in such a way under IPA as to give maximum effect to this worthwhile
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social goal of equal-opportunity-for-all in public jobs. Likewise, sp
ecial "assess-

ment centers" to aid jurisdictions in testing and especially in id
entifying and

selecting managerial talent within their employee populations have been 
set up

in several states, where their success has been widely acclaimed. In 
addition,

subsidy of training programs in many fields and facilitating temporary mov
ement

of people among governmental levels to extend and sharpen their skills 
have,

in the testimony of many observers, greatly improved the performance and 
poten-

tial of government workers.

NEEDS FOR THE FUTURE

In the judgement of our membership, on the basis of our sampling, we should

not however rest on our IPA laurels. Several steps still need to be taken in the

area of intergovernmental personnel relations, the most important of which we

deem to be the following:
1. The recommendations of the Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Per-

sonnel Policy should be implemented. Set up by the Act, this body has already

completed its mission, but the recommendations in its reports of January 1973 and

July 1974 for extension of the merit principle in federal grant programs and for

strengthening equal opportunity and labor relations programs have not been

acted upon. Some of these require legislation. Appointed by the President, I had

the pleasure of serving as Chairman of this Council, and I can assure you it took

its work very seriously and believes that its proposals merit early action by the

Administration and the Congress.
2. The automatic reduction in the proportion of federal matching funds under

IPA from 75% to 50%, now required by the law, should not be allowed to take

place. In the judgment of many of our members, this reduction will mean that

many small jurisdictions especially, the very ones most in need of technical help

and training, will be unable to meet the 50% matching standard. We under-

stand that the U.S. Civil Service Commission is proposing an extension of the

current 75%-25% formula, and I am sure our membership would fully endorse
the need for this amendment of the present law.

3. A greater incentive should be provided, especially for smaller and harder-

pressed jurisdictions, to release their employees to participate in the Govern-

ment Service Fellowships authorized under the Act. Subsidy of only 25% of
an employee's salary has not created the inducement that smaller communities
must have to take part more substantially in this program.
4. The "closed-year" appropriation for fiscal year 1975 should not be repeated.

The inflexibility and inefficiency caused by prohibiting any carry-over of unused
funds from one fiscal year into the next is unwarranted.

5. Some way should be found to insure that funds held by states for personnel
improvement in localities are put to fruitful use after a reasonable period. We
understand that in some states too little discretion is available for localities to
make prompt and effective use of federal grant monies.
6. A few of our members feel that interjurisdictional communication on projects

could be improved. Perhaps the Civil Service Commission, in its review of pro-
posals, could make certain that the results of similar projects elsewhere are
fully known to the applicant jurisdiction before authorizing a comparable under-
taking in a new locale. This would apply, of course, only to those kinds of projects
whose products are readily transferable.

7. Your committee should be mindful of other federal legislation that imposes
unwise and burdensome controls or otherwise restricts the legitimate latitude of
state and local governments in personnel matters. We refer here especially to
extension to governments of such laws as the Fair Labor Standards Amendments
of 1974 which called for overtime pay and other constraints that are wholly
unsuited to work schedules such as those for police and firefighters. This feature
alone threatens serious upsetting of municipal financial stability, to say nothing
of damaging the basic viability of the federal system with its dependence on local
self-determination and responsibility. Although application of these particular
provisions is at least temporarily restrained by court order, the threat of their
imposition is clearly present. In addition, other bills still pending—particularly
those that would impose a national prescription for labor relations and collective
bargaining on all public jurisdictions—also would threaten the very foundations
of the federal system. These matters should be left to the states. The constructive
effects of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, and indeed of most of the general
revenue-sharing measures, would be largely nullified by extension of such detailed



103

federal control over the methods of doing business- ,within, our state and local
governments.

CONCLUSION

Knowledgeable officials around the country observe that the major problems

of state and local administration today center on people, the hiring, motivation,

training, and utilization of the public work force. It is our considered conclusion

that the Intergovernmental Personnel Act has come into play at the right time.

It should continue to be a regenerative force in managing the human resource

aspects of modern public administration.

THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR URBAN ETHNIC AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C., March 8, 1915.

ROIL WILLIAM L. CLAY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employee Political Rights and Intergovernmental

Relations, U.S. House of Representatives, House Office Building Annex,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CLAY: It has come to my attention that your Subcom-
mittee on Employee Political Rights and Intergovernmental Relations will be
soon holding oversight hearings on the implementation of the Intergovernmental
Personnel Act. Since the organization I head, the National Center for Urban
Ethnic Affairs, is a recipient of an IPA grant, I would like to relate to you our
very positive experiences in working with the personnel of the U.S. Civil Service
Commission's Bureau of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs.
The. National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs' mission is to catalyze neighbor-

hood and municipality-based programs in those cities that have a large population
of ethnic whites, many of whom are blue collar workers. In particular, the
Center's concern is the effective and equitable governance of such cities so as to
eliminate sources of antagonism between ethnic whites and minority groups
through the improved delivery of public and private service to all.
As part of this effort, the Center applied for and received an IPA grant en-

titled, "Training for the Management of Public Municipal Services to Support
Neighborhood Commercial Revitalization." This project (described more fully
in the attachment to this letter) was initiated because of the lack of familiarity
by city officials with the broad topics of neighborhood preservaion and revitaliza-
tion and the specific linkages between city governments and small business devel-
opments. The Center sought ways to help municipal officials explore and under-
stand the complexities of these issues and to meet the training needs of city
government attendant to them.

Officials of the Bureau of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs (BIPP) were
most responsive and encouraging when we approached them on this matter. Our
initial discussions with them as to the feasibility of our proposal and the techni-
cal and administrative steps necessary for submission were very informative and
useful. After the award of the grant, our assigned grant manager was open and
flexible, constantly providing us with information and relevant suggestions.
But the BIPP implementation of the IPA program is commendable for more

than just smooth, interested and effective administration. Rather, I feel it is very
significant that BIPP is alert and responsive to new approaches to training prob-
lems. This willingness to examine and experiment with new ideas for possible ap-
plication is most refreshing and reassuring, as well as indicative of an apprecia-
tion for the difficulties inherent in a changing and complex world.
Our IPA project involves training activities for public officials in three demon-

stration cities, Baltimore, Boston and Toledo. However, the training is not an
end in itself. Instead, by concentrating on a specific outcome and product, such
as service delivery demonstration projects and city-wide neighborhood commer-
cial revitalization plans, the project seeks to initiate an on-going process built into
the decision-making mechanisms of the cities. This process will take into account
the issues surrounding neighborhood commercial revitalization overtime, as well
as to provide concrete results in terms of defining and improving the linkages
between the cities and the demonstration neighborhoods.
The project seeks to accomplish the above in a realistic fashion that makes

full use of the skills and insights of city officials at all levels of the city govern-
ment. Demonstration neighborhoods have been chosen and in all instances reflect
the diverse ethnic and racial composition of the cities. By presenting the issues
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involved in the context of such demonstration neighborhoods, the project's
staff can best facilitate the learnings of city officials.
Already this project has had some success in catalyzing results by orienting

the thinking of municipal officials in creative ways of utilizing CDR's funds
as well as stimulating partnerships between the city officials, residents and small
businessmen. In addition, the project has brought together specialists from
various city agencies that have overlapping functions responsibilties, but no
operational contact. Such interactions not only serve the immediate goals of
the project, but also serve the cities in increased communication and integrated
approaches to problem solving. For example, in Toledo a task force has been
set up to fulfill project data and evaluation requirements, but is also working
to focus city attention on neighborhood policy. This same city's project oversight
group is also being employed in an experiment in participative management.
In Baltimore, a planning team is collecting information and developing plans
for city involvement in two neighborhoods in the context of a recently passed
municipal bond issue for small business development. Boston is utilizing some
of its Community Development Revenue Sharing funds in conjunction with
the project.
Thus, in just three months, the project officials (prior to the bulk of actual

training) in these cities are actively involved in numerous creative ways to
study and support neighborhood improvement. Their enthusiasm, in this area,
together with their necessarily pragmatic approaches to problem-solving, attest
to the strong potential of this project. The willingness of BIPP officials to sense
such needs and to respond by supporting a program different from most tradi-
tional training activities is indicative of their foresight. They have attempted
to meet these needs in an efficacious, creative and far-sighted fashion and I feel
they, as well as the overall IPA program, are deserving of continued endorsement.
If I or my staff can be of any further assistance, please contact me.

Sincerely,
Msgr. GENO C. BARON', President.

[A copy of H.R. 4415) which was the administration's legislative
proposal, follows:]

(
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94m CONGRESS
1ST SESSION 4415

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENT ATIVES

MARCH 6,1975

Mr. HENDERSON (for himself and Mr. DERWINSKI) (by request) introduced the
following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service

A BILL
To amend the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 to

provide more effective means to improv-, personnel adminis-

tration in State and local governments; to correct certain

inequities in the law; and to extend coverage under, the law

to the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tires of the United Stoles of America in Congress assembled",

3 That the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 (84

4 Stat. 1909-1929) is amended as follows:

5 (1) Section 202 (a), section 203 (a) , section :;03 (a) ,

6 and section 304 (a) , relating to grants to State and local

governments and other organizations, are amended by strik-

ing out "after the expiration of three years following the

1
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1 effective dare of the grant provision, of this et" anel sub-

.) stitutin,y. therefor "on and after October 1, 197 -.

(2) ••;ectiofl 305, relating to Government o vice Fel-

4 lowship,, is amended—

(A) by striking out from paragraph (2) of sub-

6 section (a) "one-fourth", and inserting "75 per centum"

in place thereof;

(B) by renumbering paragraph (2) of subsection

9 (e) as paragraph (4) and deleting therefrom the words

10 "and continuation";

11 (C) by striking the word "and" at the end of para-

12

13

14

15

.16

17

18

graph (2) of subsection (c) ; and

(D) by inserting in subsection (e) a new para-

graph (3) as follows:

"(a) require, as a condition for the award of such

fellowships, that the recipients enter into a written

agreement, enforceable by the government concerned, to

serve with such jurisdiction upon the completion of the

19 fellowship, for a period equal to the length of the

90 fellowship. such agreemet a shall provide that in the

21 event the recipient fails (except for good and start-

92 cient reason, as determined by the jurisdiction con-

23 caned) to carry out such al.rrecinent, he shall be liable

94 for payment of all exhausts (ex(luding salary) of suchl

25 fellowship. Any amount for which a recipient becomes
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liable shall be paid to the jurisdiction concerned within

2 the three-yeztr period beginning on the date he becomes

:3 so liable: and shall be available for use by such ,itois-

4 diction for advanced education of its eniployees:

5 (3) Section 502, relating to the definitions of eligible

6 jurisdirtions, is amended by inserting in paragraph (3) "the

7 Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,"- immediately before

s and a territory or possession of the -United States,".

9 (4) Section 506, relating to the distribution of grants,

10 is amended by striking out of section 506 (b) (5) "and

11 the District of Columbia," and by inserting in place there-

12 ", the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of

13 Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, and the Virgin

14 Islands".

15 SEr. 2. Title 5, United States Code, is amended as

16 follows:

17 (1) Section 3371, relating to definitions of eligible

18 jurisdictions for the purpose of intergovernmental mobility

19 assignments, is amended by inserting "the Trust Territory-

90 of the Pacific Islands," after "Puerto Rico," in para.-

graph (1) .

22 (;)) Section 3373, relating to the assignment of Federal

23 employees to State and local governments, is amended by

24 adding the following at the end thereof:

25 " (e) Notwithstanding the provisions Of section 203
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and 205 of title 18, 1111 Cluplo.yee of an E, \EctiCt ye agency

2 assigned under this subchapter to a State or loeat

ment or institution of higher education may act as an agent

4 or attorney on behalf if that State or local nverament or

5 in:stitution of higher education before any other agency,

6 other than his employing agency or an agency with which

r he was employed during the one year period previous to his

8 assignment under this subchapter, in connection with a pro-

ceecling, application, contract, claim, or controversy in which

10 the 'United States iF a party or has a direct and substantial

11 interest.".

12 (3) Section 3374, relating to assignmems of employees

13 from State or local governments, is amended-

14 (A) by adding the following flush sentenee at the

15 end of subsection (b) :

16 "However, the above exceptions are not applicable to em-

17

18

19

20

ployees who are subject to coverage under chapters 83, 87,

and 89 ot this title by virtue of employment immediately

prior to assignment and appointment under this section,";

(B) by striking out the semicolon at the end of

.71 paragraph (1) of subsection (c), and by adding the

92 following: "except to the extent that the pay Ncoived

23 from the State or local government is less than the a tyro-

24 priate rate of pay which the duties would -warrant under
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1 the provisions of chapter 51 and sahchapter III of chap-

9 ter 33 of this title, or other applicable authority ;"; and

3 (C) by striking out the period at the end of iti)sec-

4 tion (c) and adding the following: ", or for the contri-

butions of the employer, or a part thereof, the employee

6 benefit systems.".

7 (4) Section 3375 (a) , relating to the travel expenses of

8 a Federal, State, or local government employee while on a

9 mobility assignment, is amended by striking out "and" after

10 paragraph (4) ; renumbering paragraph (5) as paragraph

"(6) " and inserting the following:

12 "(5) section 5724a (b) of this title for miscellaneous

13 expenses related to change of station where movement or

14 storage of household goods is involved; and".

15 SEc. 3. The amendments made by this Act shall take

16 effect after the ninetieth day following its enactment or any

17 earlier date following the date of enactment that the Commis-

sion may -prescribe.

•
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NATIONAL ACADEMY OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., March 6, 1975.

Hon. JAMES G. O'HARE,
Chairman„ Special Subcommittee on Education, House Committee on 

Education

and Labor, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. O'HARE : The Standing Committee on Education for Public Adminis-

tration of the National Academy of Public Administration has followed with

interest the progress made by the Civil Service Commission in its implementation

of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970. The Commission and the Con-

gress are to be commended on the steps taken to provide real federal leadership

in this important area for developing greater capacity to govern.

At the Annual Meeting of the Academy, the Committee reviewed the proposed

amendments to the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 as contained in

H.R. 16075 and S. 957. The Committee believes that these amendments will con-

tribute substantially to the improved performance of the intergovernmental per-

sonnel program and that efforts should continue to improve the charter

legislation.
The Committee recognizes that during this period of fiscal constraint all pro-

grams will be scrutinized carefully in terms of their respective contributions to

national priorities. The Committee believes that the intergovernmental personnel

program is deserving of continued strong support and that the program's strong

forward thrust should be continued. State and local governments, the university

community, and federal agencies have begun to respond well to this program;

and the initial investment is beginning to bear fruit. It would be tragic if such

a constructive program were to be unduly restricted as it begins to reach its

promise.
Sincerely,

THOMAS W. FLETCHER,
Chairman, Standing Committee on
Education for Public Administration.

INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., March 12, 1975.

Hon. WILLIAM L. CLAY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employee Political Rights and Intergovernmental

Programs, House Office Building Annex, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sin: The International City Management Association wishes to express
its strong support for the legislation proposed by the United States Civil Service
Commission regarding amendment to the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of
1970.
In particular, we consider it essential that there be a continuation for three

years of the Commission's authority to make grants of 75% of the costs of pro-
grams to improve personnel administration in state and local government. Also,
we strongly support the recommended formula change for Government Service
Fellowships so that state and local governments, Indian Tribes, and Trust Ter-
ritories may be reimbursed for up to 75% of the salary of a Fellowship recipient.

Since the inception of the IPA program nearly four years ago, many of our
members have benefited by the financial and technical assistance, and talent
sharing to improve the management capacity of their respective jurisdictions.
We strongly urge a continuation of the program and, particularly, the amend-
ments presented by the United States Civil Service Commission.

Very truly yours,
MARK E. KEANE,
Executive Director.

STATEMENT OF CLYDE WEBBER, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION
OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

The American Federation of Government Employees appreciates the oppor-
tunity to submit this statement concerning the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act.

44k.
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We fully support the statement presented to the subcommittee on March 5,
by John A. McCart, Acting Executive Director of the Public Employees Depart-
ment, AFL—CIO. The AFGE is a charter member of that new department. The
AFGE, therefore, will not repeat the several proposals made to the subcommittee
by Mr. McCart.
The AFGE also supports the several proposals outlined to the subcommittee

on March 4 by Joe Robertson of the U.S. Civil Service Commission, which admin-
isters the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, including the proposals to:

(1) maintain the Federal share of IPA grants at 75%;
(2) increase the Federal share of the salary cost of Government Service

Fellowships to 75%;
(3) include the Trust Territories in IPA programs;
(4) treat Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and Guam

like States for formula grant purposes; and
(5) make certain technical and other changes in the IPA mobility provi-

sions (to protect retirement entitlements of certain employees; to correct
certain pay inequities; to pay the employer's share of certain employee bene-
fits; and to clarify a conflict-of-interest issue).

In general, the AFGE believes the IPA grant, technical assistance, mobility,
training, cooperative recruitment, and other programs are clearly needed by
State and local governments interested in improving their management capa-
bilities and personnel systems. We also believe that the Civil Service Commis-
sion is administering these programs effectively and that solid results are being
obtained.
The AFGE does have certain continuing concerns about these IPA programs:

(1) The IPA programs should not be used to bring about a shifting of
functions from the Federal government to State or local governments; for
example, by the long-term detailing of substantial members of Federal spe-
cialists in any one program area to any one State government as a deliber-
ate preliminary to transferring part or all of that program to that State
government.
(2) The IPA programs should be used to support collective bargaining,

and, in no event, should they be used to influence State and local jurisdic-
tions from putting collective bargaining on a statutory basis, from providing
for union security and the right to strike, from leaving a wide scope of bar-
gaining, and so on—despite current Federal practice to the contrary.
(3) Fair treatment and complete compliance with commitments made to

employees must be assured, especially for employees who accept mobility
assignments of a year or two duration and then return to their Federal
agencies.

We emphasize that AFGE is not aware of any significant problems that have
developed in any of these areas to date. We do, however, ask that the subcom-
mittee consider obtaining firm assurances from the Civil Service Commission
that it will continue to administer the IPA so that such problems do not arise in
the future.

UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGE LABOR EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., March 10, 1975.

Hon. WILLIAM L. CLAY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employee Political Rights and Intergovernmental

Programs, House Office Building Annex, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CLAY: The University and College Labor Education As-

sociation, representing 41 universities and colleges with labor studies centers
throughout the country, is requesting that the Intergovernmental Personnel Act
be amended to include training of members of public employee organizations.
We are further asking the Labor Studies or Labor Education Centers be

included in the Act to conduct training for public employees and public
management.

• UCLEA affiliate university and college labor education/studies centers work
with public management as well as with public employee organizations. They
have established on-going labor education programs, and because they are a part
of the state university and college system, they provide the necessary follow
through after start-up projects have been terminated including the addition of
state funds plus some union funding.

49-280-75 9
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It is bad education and probably a partial waste of taxpayers' money 
to give

funds to individuals or groups of individuals to conduct a project w
here the

possibility of following up does not exist. Yet, this is, in part, what happene
d in

Indiana when IPA funds were granted. The University of Indiana has 
a Labor

Education and Research Center, and the new IPA program appeared to be d
up-

licating existing university capability of working with employee 
organizations

and public management.
The problem we are finding all over the country is that proposals fo

r IPA.

grants made by university and college labor studies centers are being
 rejected

whenever employee organizations are part of them. Whereas, proposals made
 by

individuals and private groups and organizations exclusively oriented tow
ard

public management are funded with or without educational capacity or 
follow

through.
We can cite Pennsylvania State University Department of Labor Stu

dies as

one example of a professional program in the field of public employee 
relations

being turned down on employee organization grants, without knowing why or

by whom, except that employee organizations were involved in the grant.

Our general philosophy in the field of public employment is one of trying to

improve labor-management relations by training to permit the parties to reach

'common agreement and understanding regarding what state laws and collective

bargaining agreements mean. The object is to lessen the likelihood of strikes,

costly arbitration, and court cases plus time-consuming posturing and disputes

which need never occur if the parties mutually understand the meaning of the

law or contract. It has been our experience that the best way to reach common

understanding is to thoroughly hash out meanings within the privacy of training

sessions.
We find the experience of our affiliate university and college labor education/

studies centers in attempting to obtain IPA grants to be very disconcerting. The

professional staff of these centers, in many instances, serve as members or chair-

men of the committees, task forces, and advisory boards that draft state and

local labor legislation and law governing public management. Yet, despite their

qualifications and years of training experience, the IPA civil service adminis-
trators refuse to accept grants from these same professionals to train public
sector employee organizations alone or jointly with the public managers.
The $15 million provided IPA is little enough compared to the needs of the

field, particularly in the single area of labor relations. Our objection is not to
th€, public manager's need but to ignoring the public employee's need. We want
a more even-handed approach in the use of public funds so that they can be used
for public non-federal employee organization training needs either jointly with
public management or separately, in the field of labor education/studies.

, We note the objection of the National League of Cities that IPA-funded pro-
grams must show "that the capability to provide training in the subject area
does not exist or is not readily available." We would suggest that labor education
training is far less available to unions than is public management training to
the public manager. IPA restrictive grant policy further exacerbates this situa-
tion. Public employee training services are not readily available from national,
state or local employee organizations. Most of the state and local organizations
have no training capability. Most public employee organizations do not have the
financial resources or the educational capability to conduct training sessions for
their members and therefore depend heavily upon the services of university and
college labor education/studies centers for whatever small amount of training
that is avaialable. Approximately of all U.S. public and private sector labor
education programs are conducted by university and college labor education/
studies centers, alone or in cooperation with employee organizations. However,
in most states, labor studies centers have not been able to meet better than 20
percent of the public employee education needs of all types, to say nothing of
their educational need together with public management needs when they specify
labor relations training.
We would recommend the following suggested changes in the Act be considered

in order to partly rectify the present inequality and to provide for a more even-
handed use of public funds.
The first would be that $2,500,000 be added to the Act and earmarked for labor

education programs for employee organizations.
The second, as we read the Act, would be to suggest amendments to two sec-

tions of the present Act that would permit university and college centers to
Provide programs for employee organizations.

•
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Section 304, add a new sub-section to include the following: "The Commission

is authorized to make grants to university and college labor education/studies

centers to pay up to 75 per centum of the costs to enable effective training to

enable public employee organizations either singly or jointly with public manage-

ment to effectively participate in labor relations, including but not limited to,

negotiations methods, contract administration, use of statutory and negotiated

grievance procedures, orientation to public sector labor relations laws and admin-

istrative regulations and anti-discrimination laws ,and procedures, role of civil

service commission and public personnel agencies, position classification proce-

dures and fact-finding, mediation and arbitration processes."
To Section 502 (Definitions), add a new sub-section: "University and college

labor education/studies center means a permanent program within a university

or college which employs full-time labor education professionals, has a labor

advisory board and conducts classes or other forms of training for, but not limited

to, employee organizations and their members."
To Section 502, add new sub-section: "(6) Employee organization means any

organization, union, association, agency, committee, council, or group of any kind

in which employees participate which exists for the purpose, in whole or in part,
of representing State or local government employees concerning: wages, hours,
or other terms and conditions of employment."
We hope that our suggestions are considered useful to the Committee. If addi-

tional information is needed on the above, we will be happy to supply it.
We are enclosing 3 copies of our Directory of Affiliated Institutions and their

Pmfessional Staff for information.
Sincerely,

JOHN R. MACKENzIE,
President.

COUNTY SUPERVISORS ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA,
March 13, 1975.

Hon. WirasAm L. CLAY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employee Political Rights and Intergovernmental

Programs, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, Cannon House Office
Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CLAY: Earlier this month, the National Association of
Counties (NACO) appeared before the Subcommittee on Employee Political
Rights and Intergovernmental Programs to reiterate its complete support of
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970 and to urge that the subcommittee
maintain the 75-25 matching level. The County Supervisors Association of
California (CSAC) strongly supports the position of our national organization.
The County Supervisors Association of California (CSAC), through its Cali-

fornia County Government Education Foundation, conducted a highly success-
ful year-long environmental management program funded by the Intergovern-
mental Personnel Act of 1970. Our IPA assisted environmental management
program has been of immediate and direct benefit to the people of our state.
The Intergovernmental Personnel Act has proven to be an exceptionally

effective program and your support of its objectives and matching level is urged.

Sincerely,
JACK M. MERELMAN,

Washington Representative.

STATE OF WISCONSIN,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Madison, Wis., March 14, 1975.
Hon. LES ASPIN,
U.S. Representative,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.0 .
DEAR LES : The Intergovernmental Personnel Act passed by Congress and

signed into law on January 5, 1971, provides grant funds for state and local
governments to upgrade the quality of governmental services through improved
public administration. By administering this program through a broadly repre-
sentative state and local government Advisory Council, I believe Wisconsin has
used the limited resources well.
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I am enclosing copies of the Wisconsin Intergovernmental Personnner Act
newsletters which describe the program priorities set by the Advisory Council.
The projects funded during the first three years are summarized. I believe the
program has generated some real accomplishments and has been the vehicle
for new and innovative projects. The newsletters will give you some idea of
what this program has meant to Wisconsin.

Effective fiscal year 1975-76, the IPA grant awards will fall to a 50-50 funding
level (50% federal and 50% local match). The implications of this change are
obvious. Many of Wisconsin's smaller jurisdictions, especially the very ones most
in need of technical help and training, will be unable to meet the 50% matching
standard.
Representative William Clay, Chairman of the House Post Office and Civil

Service Political Activity-Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, has in-
troduced a bill (H.R. 4415) which will amend the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act. Representative Clay proposes, among other things, that the present 75%
Federal and 25% local funding level be preserved.
I urge you to contact Mr. Clay and other members of the subcommittee to.

• express Wisconsin's support for Bill H. R. 4415.
Sincerely,

PATRICK J. LITCEY,
Governor.

U.S. CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C. March 18, 1975.

Hon. WrixiAm L. CLAY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employee Political Rights and Integovernmentat

Programs, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mn. CLAY: This letter contains the views of the U.S. Civil Service Com-
mission concerning certain amendments to the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act (IPA) which the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal
Employees (AFSCME) has submitted to your Subcommittee for consideration.
Mr. Lloyd A. Johnson, Staff Director of the Subcommittee, requested us to submit
theses comments.
The first AFSCME amendment would amend Sec. 3 of the IPA, relating to

policies governing its administration by renumbering present clause (2) as
clause (3) and by adding a new clause as follows:
"(2) to recognize the role of employee organizations in personnel admin-

istration, including the right of public employees through such organizations to
participate in the formulation and implementation of policies and procedures
affecting the wages, hours or other conditions of the employment, and. . . ."
The second AFSCME amendment would amend Sec. 304 relating to grants

to other organizations, by adding a new sub-section:
"(c) The Commission is authorized to make grants to employee organiza-

tions to pay up to 75 per centum (or, with respect to fiscal years commencing
after the expiration of three years following the effective date of this provision
up to 50 per centum) of the costs of providing training to enable effective
participation in labor relations, including, but not limited to, techniques of
negotiation, interpretation of collective bargaining agreements, use of grievance
machinery, orientation in public sector labor relations laws and administrative
orders, orientation in the role of civil service commissions, in anti-discrimination
laws and procedures, statutory employee appeal procedures, position classifica-
tion process, and mediation and arbitration processes and machinery."
The three remaining AFSCME amendments which delete the word "govern-

ment" from Sec. 301 and add definitions of "employee organization" and "offi-
cials" to Sec. 502, are all apparently related to the Sec. 304 amendment.
The Commission is strongly opposed to these amendments for the following

reasons. They would equate labor organizations which have no governmental
responsibilities with State and local entities for which the Act was specifically
designed. •

(17) The IPA was enacted to provide assistance to State and local governments
in improving management competence. This is its unique purpose. Further, the

is,almost the only source of such, specialized assistance to State and local
governments. Even its provisions for grants to organizations other than State
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rand local governments are carefully prescribed to ensure that such training
grants are made for, and only on request of the State and local governments.
The Congress' concern with this central feature of the Act is indicated by its
non-acceptance of a recommendation in 1969 to amend Sec. 304 to include labor
-organizations.
(2) The IPA has the single, central purpose of improving the management

capacity of State and local governments which we believe should be preserved.
It was deliberately framed to benefit only governmental entities to enhance
their capabilities consonant with the growth of governmental programs at the
State and local level. It would distort the purpose of the IPA to require its
assistance to be diffused among State and local governments and the numerous
public interest groups with which these governments are concerned. All such
groups—labor, consumer, environmental, and citizen organizations of various
kinds—play an important role in the formulation of governmental policies but
they do not have direct governmental responsibilities, and improvement of the
skills and competence of such groups is not the purpose of the IPA.
(3) Within the context of the IPA's central purpose, there are existing pro-

grams which indirectly benefit unions. We have issued to our regional offices, for
example, the attached guidelines which authorize the IPA support for the joint
training of management officials and State and local empolyees who are union
representatives. Under these guidelines such union stewards may directly par-
ticipate in IPA supported training programs. Our Atlanta Region recently
awarded such a grant of $8,510 to the City of Miami Beach. This grant project
will provide training to both union stewards and first-line supervisors in such
areas as inter-personal skills and communication, personnel rules and admin-
istrative .procedures, administration of the collective bargaining agreement,
and grievance handling. We believe the kind of cooperative training possible
under these guidelines can be of value to both unions and State and local gov-
ernments and can be utilized without embarking on fundamentally different
approaches under IPA.
(4) The question of direct Federal financial assistance to labor and other

public interest organizations is a significant public policy question which should
be considered outside the context of the IPA. The AFSCME amendment author-
izes direct Federal financial aid to unions and thus represents an issue which
we believe requires careful consideration in terms of, first, what is the Federal
government's role with respect to giving monetary aid to labor and other public
interest organizations, and second, how, by whom, and under what conditions
should such assistance be provided. The principle that the Federal government
should aid State and local governments is well established and reflected in the
IPA as well as numerous other programs. Federal assistance to non-government
organizations such as unions is, however, a different issue. It should be considered
outside the context of a program designed for a different purpose.

Accordingly, for the reasons stated above the Civil Service Commission strongly
opposes the proposed amendments. The Office of Management and Budget advises
that there is no objection to the submission of this report and that enactment of
the proposed amendments would not be in accord with the program of the
President.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT E. HAMPTON,

Chairman.

INTERIM GUIDELINES ON. THE PARTICIPATION OF LABOR REPRESENTATIVES IN IPA
FUNDED TRAINING PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION

The basic purpose of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act is to enhance the
quality of government at all levels of the Federal system by helping State and
local governments strengthen the administration of their personnel resources.

40 One means of accomplishing this goal is through the IPA grant program which
authorizes grants for personnel administration improvement, employee training,
and government service fellowships. A unique characteristic of the IPA grant
program is that it permits the State and local chief executives to determine, with-
in broad parameters, their own priorities as to how IPA funds should be used in
their jurisdictions.
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IPA grants for training—which are the focus of these guidelines—are intended,

according ,to section'.301 of the Act, to strengthen the training and development

of State 'and lottif government 'employees and officials, "particularly in profes-

sional, administrative, and technical fields". In the context of "labor relations"-

training a question has arisen as to whether, and under what conditions, IPA

funds can be used to support programs which would include the training of

union representatives. These guidelines are addressed to the issues involved in

evaluating proposals that contemplate the training of union representatives.

BASIC ISSUES

(1) Does the IPA authorize direct grants to labor unions?
The IPA does not authorize direct grants to labor unions per se. The Commis-

sion is authorized to make grants to State and local governments, and to other

organizations which meet the definitional requirements set forth in section 304 of

the Act. A labor union ordinarily would not meet these requirements (Section

304 (b) (3) defines "other organizations" as ". . . a non-profit organization one of
whose principal functions is to offer professional advisory, research development,.
educational on related services to governments.")
(2) Does the ,IPA authorize the training of government employees in their

duties as union officials?
If the term "union duties" is construed to mean those activities associated with

internal union policies and processes, then the answer is clearly negative. Support
for this position can be found in an analysis of the Act.

Grants to State and local governments for training purposes are authorized by
section 303 (a) which provides that: the Commission is authorized to make.
grants to State and local governments on the certification of the Governor of the
State, or the Mayor or chief executive of the general local government, that the-
programs are consistent with the applicable principles set forth in clauses (1)-
(6) of the third paragraph of section 2 of this Act.

Thus, it is section 2—and in particular the 6 "merit principles" enunciated
therein—which provide the standard for determining the eligibility of proposed
IPA-supported training programs. The relevant provisions of section 2 state:
"That the quality of public service at all levels of government can be improved

by the development of systems of personnel administration consistent with such
merit principles as . . . (3) training employees, as needed, to assure high quality
performance . . . Federal financial and technical assistance to State and local
governments for strengthening their personnel administration . . . is in the
national interest."
These provisions clearly require that for a training program to be eligible

for IPA support the following requisites would have to be present: that the
proposed training program would be for employees; that it be related to an
improvement-1n employee performance; and that it be of direct benefit to a State
or local government (improvement in the quality of public service).
The import of the above is to establish a criterion by which proposed training-

programs (whether union-related or not) can be evaluated; viz., there must be a
nexus or rational relationship between the specific objective of the proposed train-
ing program and the basic goal of the IPA to improve the capabilities of public
employees to perform their duties and of State and local governments to render
public service. When the training of union officials in their "union duties"
Is considered in this context it becomes apparent that the necessary relationship
Is missing. The principal purpose of such a program would be to improve a public
employee's ability to function as a representative of his union.
(3) Under what circumstances may IPA funds be used to support training

programs which include union officials as participants?
The answers to Issues #1 and #2 established that the IPA does not authorize

direct grants to labor organizations and that IPA funds could not be used to
support training programs which have as their primary objective the training
of public employees in their duties as union representatives. It does not follow.
though, that the formal participation of union representatives in IPA-supportecl
training programs is prohibited. On the contrary, the training of labor union
representatives would be permissible if it met the criteria set forth above. In gen-
eral, these criteria would be satisfied if: (1) The union representatives to be
trained are the employees of a State or local government. (This means that
business agents and other employees of a union would not be eligible participants.)
(2) The subject matter of the proposed training program can be shown to
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be rationally related to an improvement in employee performance and to be

of direct benefit to a State or local government.

GUIDELINES

As an aid to grant application review personnel, some examples of permissible

and impermissible training programs are described here. It should be emphasized

that these are intended to be illustrative and not determinative. Individual ap-

plications should be evaluated independently against the previously discussed

criteria.
Listed below are three categories of joint or coordinated training programs

which, assuming that the union representatives are also employees of a State

or local government, would appear to meet the rational relationship test. They
are:

1. Understanding the terms of a collective bargaining agreement.
Differences between supervisors and stewards in the interpretation of contract

language can lead to difficulties and conflict. IPA financed training leading to
a common base for administration of the contract would be an appropriate re-

sponse to this problem. Joint training in the proper, uses of grievance macliinerY
is another example of the type of training program that would fit comfortably.
in this category.

2. Orientation in public sector labor relations laws, administrative orders, and:
amendments thereto.
Training in relevant State laws, leading court decisions, and executive

pronouncements affecting the scope of collective bargaining within a jurisdic-
tion can be financed by IPA grants. Illustrative topics in this category would be :
union recognition and election laws, mandatory collective bargaining subjects,
bargaining unit determination, managerial and supervisory exemptions, unfair
labor practices, and mediation and arbitration processes and machinery.

3. Briefings and instruction on those non-negotiable areas of personnel ad-
ministration that nevertheless may affect the conduct of collective bargaining.

Essentially this is a corollary of #2. It would permit IPA funds to be used'
to familiarize union representatives with those executive and legislative proc-
esses that have a substantial impact upon a jurisdiction's personnel administra-
tion system. Examples would be: the jurisdiction's position classification process
and employee appeal procedures, legislative prerogatives in the area of pay rates
and fringe benefits, the role and authority of Federal, State, and local civil
service commissions, and the role and authority of Federal, State, and local anti-
discrimination commissions.
On the other hand, there are some types of training for union representatives

that clearly do not have a rational relationship to the IPA goals of improving
employee performance and upgrading the quality of public service. Included in
this category would be programs designed to train union representatives in :-
negotiation techniques;' internal union policies and administration'; organizing'
techniques; job actions and sanctions; preparation and presentation of ad-
versary third party submissions; and political education.

CONCLUDING NOTE

The foregoing discussion was addressed solely to the question of whether cer-
tain programs which provide for the training of union representatives are eligible
for IPA support. The wisdom or desirability of such programs requires am
entirely separate determination which goes directly to the merits of the pro-
posal, rather than to its eligibility. As such, it would involve a comparative
evaluation of the program's anticipated benefits against those of other programs
eligible for IPA funding.

REVENUE SHARING APID IPA ASSISTANCE

The State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 provides revenue sharing-
entitlements to about 38,000 State and local governments. These jurisdictions

1 Joint or coordinated In the sense that union and manacrment renresentstives would'
attend the training sesaions together or that the trainine material would be coordinnted s&
that both parties would receive essentially the same information at separate sessions.
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are free to exercise their own discretion over the use of the funds provided they
are used for "priority expenditures" as authorized by the Act. Priority expendi-
tures mean (1) ordinary and necessary capital expenditures authorized by law
and (2) ordinary and necessary maintenance and operating expenses for: public
safety (including law enforcement, fire protection and building code enforce-
ment) ; environmental protection (including sewage disposal, sanitation and pol-
lution abatement) ; public transportation (including transit systems and streets
and roads) ; health; recreation; libraries; social services for the poor or aged;
and financial administration.
Under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, State and local governments can

apply for grant funds for personnel management improvements or for training
their professional, administrative, and technical employees. Within the priority
expenditure areas listed above, these governments could also use revenue sharing
funcici for these same purposes.
One of the few limitations on revenue sharing funds is that they may not be

used by State and local governments as matching funds for any Federal pro-
gram. However, an IPA grant, matched by other funds provided by the jurisdic-
tion, could be used in conjunction with revenue sharing funds to support an
,eligible project. For example, a jurisdiction may be able to obtain and properly
match an IPA grant to support a portion of a program to improve the personnel
system of its health department or to provide financial management training to
its employees. As long as they were not used in any way as matching funds,
revenue sharing funds could be used to pay the remaining costs of the program.

Attached are appropriate sections of the General Revenue Sharing Act and
IPA instructions which pertain to the relationship between revenue sharing
funds and IPA match.

EXCERPT FROM STATE AND LOCAL FISCAL ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972

Sec. 104. Prohibition on use as matching funds by State or local governments
(a) IN GENERAL.—No State government or unit of local government may use,

directly or indirectly, any part of the funds it receives under this subtitle as a
contribution for the purpose of obtaining Federal funds under any law of the
United States which requires such government to make a contribution in order
to receive Federal funds.
(b) DETERMINATIONS BY SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.—If the Secretary has

reason to believe that a State government or unit of local government has used
funds received under this subtitle in violation of subsection (a) , he shall give
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to such government. If, there-
after, the Secretary of the Treasury determines that such government has used
funds in violation of subsection (a), he shall notify such government of his
determination and shall request repayment to the United States of an amount
equal to the funds so used. To the extent that such government fails to repay such
amount, the Secretary shall withhold from subsequent payments to such govern-
ment under this subtitle an amount equal to the funds so used.
(c) INCREASED STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES.—NO State govern-

ment or unit of local government shall be determined to have used funds in viola-
tion of subsection (a) with respect to any funds received for any entitlement
period to the extent that the net revenues received by it from its own sources
during such period exceed the net revenues received by it from its own sources
during the one-year period beginning July 1, 1971 (or one-half of such net
revenues, in the case of an entitlement period of 6 months).
(d) DEPOSITS AND TRANSFERS TO GENERAL FUND.—Any amount repaid by a

State government or unit of local government under subsection (b) shall be
deposited in the general fund of the Treasury. An amount equal to the reduction
in payments to any State government or unit of local government which results
-from the application of this section (after any judicial review under section 143)
shall be transferred from the Trust Fund to the general fund of the Treasury on
the day on which such reduction becomes final.
(e) CERTIFICATES BY STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—The Secretary is au-

thorized to accept a certification by the Governor of a State or the chief executive
officer of a unit of local government that the State government or unit of local
government has not used any funds received by it under this subtitle for an
entitlement period in violation of subsection (a) : unless he determines that such
certification is not sufficiently reliable to enable him to carry out his duties under
this title.



119

EXCERPT FROM GUIDELINES FOR THE IPA GRANT PROGRAM

Unless specifically authorized by law or Federal regulation, grantees may not
use Federal funds from other Federal programs as their matching share of IPA
program costs. However, programs financed wholly by Federal funds may use
those funds to pay a pro-rata portion of the grantee's matching share. Revenue
sharing funds received under the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972
(P.L. 92-512) may not be used for match. Revenue sharing funds may be used,
however, to supplement IPA and matching share funds. Grantee funds used as
match for other Federally assisted programs may not be used as match for an
IPA project.

6. Allowable Costs and Indirect Charges.—Allowable costs of IPA grant pro-
grams are those identified and defined in Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular No. A-87, Principles for Determining Costs Applicable to Grants and Con-
tracts with State and Local Governments. The Commission examines costs within
the framework of Circular No. A-87 to determine what the cost items contribute
to the proposed grant program. A detailed discussion of allowable costs and other
financial administration matters is contained in the IPA Grant Administration
Handbook. All grantees must become familiar with the financial and administra-
tive requirements set forth in the Handbook.
The total cost of a grant program consists of the allowable direct costs plus

allowable indirect costs. Indirect costs are expenses incurred for a common or
joint purpose which are not readily assignable to one specific activity. This ap-
plies to costs originating in the grantee department or agency and to such costs
incurred by other departments or agencies in supplying goods, services, and
facilities to the grantee.
In order to be reimbursed for indirect costs incident to carrying out an ap-

proved IPA project, applicants should submit indirect cost proposals to the Com-
mission prior to, or concurrent with, submission of their application for an IPA
grant. Where previously approved allocation methods are used as the basis for
charging indirect costs to IPA grant funds, copies of the indirect cost submission
and the Federal agency approval document must be furnished to the Commission.
Requirements for establishing indirect cost rates and approving cost allocation

plans are contained in Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-87. Further guidance
on the establishment of rates is included in the following publications of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, which are available from
the U.S. Govermnent Printing Office: A Guide for State Government Agencies,
OASC-6 ; A Guide for Local Government Agencies, OASC-8 ; A Guide for Non-
Profit Institutions, OASC-5 (Revised) ; and A Guide for Colleges and Univer-
sities, OASC-1 (Revised).

[The information which appears on the following pages was fur-
nished by the Civil Service Commission.]

4

•
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THE IPA: RESULTS

Since its enactment in January 1971, the Intergovernmental Personnel Act -of
1970 (IPA) has made a positive difference to the management of State and local
governments. Under the IPA, the U.S. Civil Service Commission has made signifi-
cant contributions to strengthened management capabilities at the State and
local levels,. improved State and local - delivery of public services, increased pro-
ductivity.. of State and local employees, and enhanced intergovernmental coop-
eration and understanding in our federal system.
This is only the fourth year of operation for the IPA programs, and they are

enjoying a high degree of respect and acceptance by State and local government
officials. The results achieved by the IPA have been .large in proportion to the
relatively small expenditures of Federal resources involved. Looking at the over-
all picture of the IPA, we believe there are several major reasons for this success:
The IPA did not require a pew and dist,,..;ic Federal agency
Because the IPA was designed to operate through a well established agency.,

the Civil Service Commission, we were able to build very quickly on the. nation-
wide network of regional and area offices already in place. In other words, we
were able to hit the ground running.

Administration of the IPA programs is decentralized
With the exception of the most far-reaching policy issues and decisions regard-

ing nationwide grant applications, all decisions are made at the regional office
level. Therefore, issues are decided at the level closest to where they arise.
The program emphasizes a minimum of bureaucratic "red tape"
The aim of the programs is to provide assistance, quickly and capably, whereit is needed. We take great pains to keep application and monitoring procedures

as simple and easy as possible.
Priority is given to the actual needs of iStatc and local governments
The entire philosophy of the IPA is predicated on intergovernmental coopera-tion. Therefore, the Commission's role is not to tell State and local governmentshow to utilize the available IPA assistance. Rather, it is to work cooperatively.with the governments to Identify their most pressing needs and then provideIPA assistance to meet those needs.

The benefits of individual projects are multiplied
The Commission identifies, through a nationwide information distribution sys-tem. projects and products that might be applicable to More than one jurisdiction.In this way, we seek to extend the benefits of projects and to avoid duplication,.Also, the Bureau of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs and the Intergov-ernmental Personnel Programs divisions in our • regional offices give priority toprojects which are interjurisdictional, i.e., designed to benefit more than one gov-ernment or agency.

The IPA programs are highly flexible in addressing the problems
By authorizing a variety of tools for assisting State and local governments, theIPA allows us to tailor our improvement efforts to the specific needs in each situ,ation. In one case, an IPA grant or IPA technical assistance might be most effec-tive at solving a problem, while in another, the temporary assignment of a pro-gram specialist under the mobility provisions of the IPA might be the most c.ost-effective and beneficial tool to use.
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4

GRANTS

- A total of $52.3 million has been appropriated by the Congress for IPA grants
($12.5 in FY 1972, $15 in FY 1973, $10 in FY 1974, and $15 in FY 1975). The
12onnnission's costs for ,administering those grant funds, through FY 1975, are
-estimated to be about $4.5 million, or 8.5% of total grant appropriation.
Some examples of the types of projects being funded through IPA grants and

the positive results they have produced are:
(1) The California legislature initiated a series of orientation sessions for

newly-elected State legislators with IPA grant funds. The series was so well
received that the legislature decided to continue it with State financing.
(2) IPA funds helped set up similar training programs in Alaska, Illinois,

Maryland, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, and Washington. The program
in Minnesota drew this comment by the State Senate Majority Leader: The
Minnesota Horizons Seminar was not only a tremendous and innovative idea but
also an extraordinary success in the way it was carried out. In my many years of
involvement with both public and private informational programs, I have never
participated in a more interesting, informative, and well-planned presentation."
(3) Following both the 1972 and 1974 gubernatorial elections, the National

Governors' Conference used IPA funds to conduct orientation seminars for gov-
ernors-elect .and their executive assistants. These programs consisted of presen-
tations by present and former governors on topics ranging from organizing a
governor's office to development of productive executive-legislative relations. The
1974 program also included on-site management assistance for the governors. This,
program was praised by the Wall Street Journal.
(4)- IPA funds helped set up coordinators in three States (New York, North ,

'Carolina, and Utah) to provide training and technical services to elected and
appointed county officials. Two of these States (North Carolina and Utah) have
continued these programs with their own funding. New York is expected to follow
shortly. The success of this program in these three States attracted private
foundation support (Lilly) to set up similar programs in Illinois, Indiana, and
Ohio. This $488,000 grant was the largest government-oriented grant made by
the Lilly foundation.
The fact that these three programs have been picked up and continued with

local money is some indication that they were worthwhile efforts.
Some other examples of positive results include:
(1) In Kinloch, Missouri, an IPA-trained finance director took actions which

lowered delinquent city taxes and fees by over 10 percent and reduced the city's
outstanding debt by more than 23 percent.
(2) In Fresno County, California, an IPA-funded occupational safety training

project lowered the county accident rate, thus saving the County over $40,000
in lost employee time.
(3) In Indiana, State tax auditors who were trained in an IPA-sponsored

course. increased the dollar amount of taxpayer error they found per audit by
over 65 percent and increased the amount of new tax revenue they generated each
month by Over 48 percent.
(4) In San Francisco, employees trained to analyze city operations, identified

improved: work procedures which saved the city an estimated $1.2 Million on an
.annual basis.

(5) In Atlanta, Georgia, an IPA-supported study of height requirements for
police officers demonstrated that shorter persons can perform as police officers
as well as taller persons can. This study was published in the Crime Control
Digest and led to liberalization or elimination of height requirements • in a.
number of jurisdictions across the country.
A few of the 1975 grants to national organizations may provide some insight

into the way the IPA is - addressing problems common to many. jurisdictions,:
(1) The National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs is training top municipal

personnel involved in the delivery of municipal services to develop the public
services necessary to reverse the trend of deterioration in specific neighborhoods
in Boston, Baltimore, and Toledo.
(2) Howard University's Joint Center for Political Studies is providing train-

ing to newly-elected State and local officials to help them develop management,
planning, and budgetary skills.
(3) The National Association of Counties is Providing management develop-

ment services to county elected and appointed offiCials.
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(4) The Council of State Governments is developing a program for training
State auditors in post-audit techniques for areas beyond traditional fiscal com-
pliance auditing.
One of our administrative priorities over the last year or .so has been to ,sys-

tematically evaluate the impact of IPA grant funds. We have taken a number of
steps in that direction, and the President's budget for IPA for FY 1976 includes
a request for $300,000 to conduct an overall, objective evaluation of the grant
program.

MOBILITY

The Title IV mobility provisions provide a valuable and versatile way of
attacking State and local government problems. Mobility assignments also have
collateral benefits that far outlive the temporary assignments themselves. They
are particularly effective in improving intergovernmental understanding and
cooperation. Among the many State and local officials who have been complimen-
tary of the mobility program, are a number of governors-and mayors:
(1) Governor Mike O'Callaghan of Nevada said: "I think the interchange of

experience at different levels of government is very valuable for employee devel-
opment in the public service."
(2) Mayor Richard Lugar of Indianapolis indicated that: ̀`If other cities are

experiencing similar successes with personnel assigned to them under the auspices
of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, we should attempt to have more federal
employees working with State and local government."
Between May of 1971 and March 1, 1975, 2,066 key employees and college faculty

members have participated in mobility assignments under IPA. All 50 States, 250
local governments, 200 colleges and universities, and 33 Federal agencies have
made use of the provisions permitting temporary assignments of employees of
Federal agencies and State and local governments and institutions of higher
education.
Some examples of individual mobility assignments may provide an indication

of the use being made of the Title IV authority:
(1) Eddie McGloin, an employee of the Seattle office of the Department ofHousing and Urban Development, has been assigned to the mayor's office in De-

troit as an advisor on community development and housing programs.
(2) The Labor Department has assigned one of its employees, Joseph Rogers,to the mayor's office in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, to serve as Director of Man-power Planning.
(3) Mary Earnheart, one of our own Civil Service Commission employees, wasassigned to the Texas House of Representatives to work with a subcommittee onpersonnel..
(4) Melvin Rousseau, an employee of the Department of Interior, was assignedto Northern State College in South Dakota to develop, staff, and direct a trainingprogram for Indian students. (Under the Indian Self-Determination and Educa-tion Assistance Act, Indian tribes and tribal organizations are now eligible toparticipate in the mobility program.)
(5) Grace Davis, an employee of the Department of Labor, was assigned tothe mayor's office of the City of Los Angeles as Director of Human Resources todevelop an area-wide human-care-services plan.
(6) Raymond Urquhart, an AID employee, was assigned to Greenville County,South Carolina, the country's first County Executive.
(7) Henry Decker, a Department of Agriculture employee, went to SouthDakota to serve as the State Budget Officer.
(8) Thomas Pavlak, an assistant professor at the University of Missouri, feda project team in evaluating HUD's compliance with the National EnvironmentalPolicy Act of 1969.
(9) Robert Bradford, an associate dean at the Alabama Agricultural andMechanical University, served as Deputy Assistant Administrator of the Coopera-tive State Research Service at the Department of Agriculture.(10) The Internal Revenue Sorvice has assigned employees to nine Statesand Guam to help improve the effectiveness of State and local tax agencies. One• of these assignees served as the first Commissioner of New Hampshire's new- Department of Revenue Administration.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
We have made extensive use of the WA provision authorizing the Commissionto respond to requests from State and local governments for technical help in
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improving their personnel systems. This help took the form of technical advice
and recommendations in most instances, but in some areas included project work
in which we developed systems for the requesting governments.
In Fiscal Year 1974 alone. Commission staff made nearly 11,000 recommenda-

tions for specific improvements in State and local personnel operations. More
than 8,000 of those recommendations are at Some stage of implementation.
Here are sonic specific examples of projects we have undertaken:
(1) The State of Massachusetts received extensive help in a major modern-

ization of its State personnel function which also serves local government. One
effect was expanded opportunity for the job-seeking public to compete for State
and local government positions and reduced operating cost for the State.
(2) When Lancaster County, Nebraska, asked for Commission help in imple-

menting • its new legislation for a central personnel system, we responded by
developing a set of operating rules.
(3) Commission staff advised and assisted Erie County, New York, in the

development of a manpower planning system.
(4) Charleston, West Virginia, requested and received our help in centralizing

its city personnel operations.
(5) In Missoula County. Montana, the county's efforts to develop a personnel

policy manual and a classification and wage system under an IPA grant were
supported by technical advice and assistance from the Commission.
In addition, the Commission entered into a contract with the Manpower Ad-

ministration of the Department of Labor to help State and local governments
meet the personnel requirements of the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act.

MERIT SYSTEM STANDARDS

Under the IPA, the Commission was given responsibility for administering
the Standards for a Merit System of Personnel Administration. In order to fulfill
this responsibility, we review the personnel operations of each State merit system
and grant-aided agency, on a three-year cycle. Following these reviews, we
identify for the agency managers any problems we may have found and make
recommendations for their improvement. In addition, about two years ago we
began requiring that each of these agencies submit an affirmative action plan
(AAP) annually. These AAPs are reviewed by the Commission's regional staffs,
who are familiar with the agencies' operations.

COOPERATIVE RECRUITING AND EXAMINING

The Commission has joined with State and local governments in cooperative
recruiting and examining activities to provide One-stop service for job infor-
mation on 39 State and local jurisdictions .and one-stop examining for jobs in.
24 jurisdictions. In addition to better service for the public, these centers reduce
operating costs for the participating jurisdictions. Time Mobile, Alabama, Register
and Press applauded the cooperative efforts of the county and the Civil Service
Commission for the establishment of an Intergovernmental Job Information
Center in Mobile.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRAINING

State and local government employees can participate in Federal training
on either a reimbursable or non-reimbursable basis under the IPA. The Com-
mission has, devoted considerable attention to designing training courses for
strengthening State and. lOcal personnel potential. Also, the Commission encour-
ages other. Federal agencies to make their training facilities available to State
and local governments.

111 Through .FY 1974, about 140,000 State and local government employees had
been trained by Federal agencies, 41,000 of them trained by the Commission

-itself. Tile. State and local employees received training in a variety of areas,
including general management, supervision, office skills, Automated Data ProC‘

4 -easing, personnel administration and many others.
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL PROGRAMS

[Dollars in thousands)

Fiscal year—

Actual Eatimated

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

1. Grant funds:
(a) Appropriations 
(b) Outlays 
(c) Grant projects (number) 

$12, 500
12,900

503

$15, 000
$13,700

626

$10, 000
$14,200

477

$15, 000
$14,400

625

$15, 000
$15,000

625

2. Administrative cost:
Total (including grants, MiSTA, mobility,

etc.) $2, 145. 1 $3, 079.6 2 $3, 665. 6 .1 $4, 073.0 4 $4. 547.9

(a) Grants 
(b) Merit systems administration 
(c) Nonreimbursable technical assistance 

$575.5
$794.9
$774.7

$1,140. 7
$973.9
$965.0

$1, 304. 6
$1, 212.8
$1,148.2

$1, 464.0
$1, 492.0
$1,117.0

$1, 798.4
$1. 487. 6
$1.261.9

3. Permanent full-time employees:
Total 167 248 245 264 262

(a) Region  
(b) Central office 

108
59

188
60

192
53

204
60

202
60

I Increase reflects the 1st year the program was fully staffed.
2 Increase reflects additional emphasis on EEO related assistance and additional workload in grant monitoring a ad

evaluation.
Increase reflects assistance to achieve job related and valid selection systems.

4 Increase is for an outside evaluation of the impact of IPA grant funded projects
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