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Implemenfation: The Missing Link 
In Planning Reorganizations 

Agencies reorganized under the Reorganiza­
tion Act of 1977 experienced substantial start­
up problems. These included delays in obtain­
ing key agency officials, inadequate staffing, 
insufficient funding, inadequate office space, 
and difficulties in establishing administrative 
support functions such as payroll and account­
ing systems. 

Solving these startup problems distracted agen­
cy officials froM .concentratinfl 01\. their new 
missions during-'" criticll first .,.,01 0pera­
tion. These staftUp prabtemt could be allevi­
ated by including in future l"IOf'gInization 
plans front-end implementltion StIInning ob­
jectives. Establishing h., level interagency 
implementation task to,.. to obtain timety 
commitments from all agenciis involved would 
further ease future reorganizations. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON D.C. 20548 

The Honorable William V. Roth, Jr. 
Chairman, committee on 

Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This report describes problems experienced by selected 
agencies reorganized under the Reorganization Act of 1977. 
We made this review in accordance with the former Committee 
Chairman's November 19, 1980, request and subsequent discus­
sions with your office. 

On page 22 we recommend that any future legislation 
granting reorganization authority to the President require 
that reorganization plans submitted to the Congress contain 
sections on proposed implementation actions, including des­
criptions of high-level interagency task forces or other 
mechanisms established to facilitate implementation 
activities. 

Due to the short time frame between completion of our 
work and the expiration of the Reorganization Act in April 
1981, we did not obtain official agency comments. As agreed 
with your office, we are sending copies of the report to 
the House Committee on Government Operations, the Office of 
Management and Budget, the General Services Administration, 
and the Office of Personnel Management. 

~OU~S~ 
Acting com~Oller General 
of the United States 



--inadequate office space, and 

--delays in establishing such support functions 
as payroll and accounting systems. 

Solving these startup problems distracted agency 
officials from concentrating on their new mis­
sions during the critical first year of opera­
tions. 

Two of the six agencies had delays from 10 to 23 
months in obtaining key officials. For example, 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency was 
virtually leaderless during the early months of 
its existence. Its Director was not confirmed 
until 10 months after the reorganization plan 
was approved; a total of 23 months passed before 
all 16 top management positions were filled. 
(See pp. 5 to 6.) 

The six agencies experienced delays from 9 to 
30 months in acquiring needed staff. As of 
February 1981, 19 months after the reorganiza­
tion approval date, the International Develop­
ment Cooperation Agency still had not resolved 
a dispute with the Department of the Treasury 

. over the number of positions to be transferred. 
{See pp. 6 to 8.} 

Three of the six reorganized agencies--the 
Federal Labor Relations Authority, the Merit 
Systems Protection Board, and the Office of 
the Special Counsel--did not have sufficient 
funds to carry out their new responsibilities. 
This led to combined fiscal year 1979 and 1980 
appropriation increases ranging from $3.4 
million to $4.1 million. (See pp. 8 to 9.) 

All six agencies had difficulty in obtaining 
adequate office space. Five agencies' space 
needs still had not been met when GAO completed 
its review in February 1981. For example, cur­
rent plans will not allow the Merit Systems 
Protection Board and the Office of the Special 
Counsel to move to new office space until June 
1981, almost 3 years after they were estab­
lished. (See pp. 9 to 12.) 

Four of the six agencies experienced delays of 
from 13 to 29 months in establishing administra­
tive support functions. For example, the Fed­
eral Emergency Management Agency's budgeting, 
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accounting, and payroll systems were not 
finalized as of February 1981, 29 months after 
the reorganization plan's approval. (See pp. 12 
to 13.) 

MORE EMPHASIS NEEDED ON 
IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING 

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
devoted substantial time and resources to 
developing reorganization plans for review by 
the President and the Congress. However, 
implementation of those plans did not receive 
the same priority or visibility. (See p. 15.) 

The reorganization plans, the accompanying 
presidential messages, and supporting informa­
tion submitted to the Congress discussed such 
matters as the purpose of the reorganization, 
the affected policies and programs, and rele­
vant statutes. However, the plans and sup­
porting information did not address the ad­
ministrative and operational requirements to 
carry out the proposed reorganizations. Fac­
tors such as the availability of needed office 
space or the time and cost required to estab­
lish support functions were not considered 
until the plans had met congressional approval. 
(See p. 16.) 

Many of the responsibilities for implementation 
were left up to the new and reorganized agen­
cies. Although OMB provided a coordination and 
oversight role during most reorganizations, 
these efforts were not enough to prevent 
problems in obtaining key agency officials, 
other staffing, funding, office space, and sup­
port functions. (See pp. 16 to 17.) 

These startup problems could be alleviated by 
including in future reorganization plans front­
end implementation planning objectives. 

Establishment of high level interagency imple­
mentation task forces to obtain timely commit­
ments from all Federal agencies affected by 
reorganization plans may help to further alle­
viate startup problems. Task force members 
should include agency heads or high ranking 
officials from OMB, the White House Personnel 
Office, the General Services Administration, 
the Office of Personnel Management, and/or 
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the losing and gaining agencies. (See pp. 17 
to 22.) 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS 

GAO recommends that any future legislation 
granting reorganization authority to the Presi­
dent require that reorganization plans contain 
sections on proposed implementation actions. 
(See p. 22.) Appendix II contains suggested 
legislative language. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

GAO did not obtain official agency comments on 
its report due to the short time frame between 
completion of its work and the expiration of 
the Reorganization Act in April 1981. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Reorganization ~ct of lQ77, ~~ amended (5 U.S.C. 
§§90l-9l2) provides the President authority, subject to a legis­
lative veto, to reorganize Federal agencies. Such reorganization 
can take the form of 

--transferring all or part of an agency to the 
jurisdiction of another agency; 

--abolishing all or some functions of an agency 
(except an e~forcement function or statutory 
program may not be abolished); 

--consolidating all or part of an agency with all 
or part of another agency; 

--consolidating part of an agency with another 
part of the same agency; 

--authorizing an officer to delegate any of his 
functions; or 

--abolishing all or part of an agency which does 
not, or as a result of the reorganization, will 
not have any functions. 

This reorganization authority cannot provide for, nor have the 
effect of, creating a new executive department, or abolishing 
or transferring an executive department or independent regu­
latory agency. 

The first Reorganization Act was enacted in 1932. Since 
then there have been several lapses and revisions to the legis­
lation. Although the 1949 act is the model for the current 
legislation, the 1977 act contains several restrictions not 
present in the earlier act. Under present law, for example, the 
President may not ctllOlish an enforcement function or statutory 
program, create new executive departments, or totally abolish, 
transfer, or consolidate independent regulatory agencies. 

The President's reorganization plans are submitted to each 
House of Congress on the same day. No more than three plans 
may be pending before the Congress at the same time, and each 
plan may deal with 0nly one "lDgic.lly consistent subject mat­
ter." A proposed plan goes into effect after 60 days of con­
tinuous session, unless either House passes a resolution dis­
approving the plan (commonly reEerr.~d to as a legislative veto) 
within that time. Although otherwise effective after 60 days, 
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a plan may specify a later effective date or, conversely, an 
earlier date based on the actual date both Houses defeat resolu­
tions disapproving the plan. 

APPROVED REORGANIZATION 
PLANS UNDER THE 1977 ACT 

During the Carter Administration, the President's Reorgdni­
zation project in the Office of Management and Budget (OMS) per­
formed studies and developed reorg~nization plans. Upon ap~ro­
val of the reorganizations by the President and the Congress, 
another group in OMB, the Management Improvement anJ Evaluation 
Division, coordinated the implementation of the plans. The 
following 10 reorganizations were carried out under the Reorgani­
zation Act of 1977; 

-~Reorganization Plan No.1 of 1977 - Executive Office 
of the President. 

--Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1977 - International 
Communication Agency. 

--Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1978 - Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. 

--Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1978 - Reorganization 
of Civil Service Commission. 

--Reorganization Plan No.3 of 1978 - Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 

--Reorganization Plan No.4 of 1978 - Employee Retire­
ment Income Security Act. 

--Reorganization Plan No. I of 1979 - Federal Inspectors 
for the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System. 

--Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1979 - International 
Development Cooperation Agency. 

--Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1979 - Trade Representa­
tive Reorganization. 

--Reorganization Plan. No.1 of 1980 - Nuclear Regula­
tory Commission. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND MET~qDOLOGY 

The Reorganization Act of 1977, originally scheduled to 
expire in April 1980, was exten~led for 1 year in 1980. In anti­
cipation of the 1981 reauthorization proceedings, the former 
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Chairman, Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, asked us on 
November 19, 1980, to identify: 

--What systemic problems, if any, new or reorganized 
agencies have had in actually obtaining the per­
sonnel or the support services required by the re­
organization. 

--How the Congress and the Executive can act to avoid 
or alleviate any systemic problems. 

--What services Inay be common to the successful imple­
mentation of any reorganization and must be routinely 
provided by the Executive Branch in order to effec­
tively and efficiently carry out the transfer. 

Due to time constraints, we limited our review to 4 of the 
10 reorganizations affecting 6 agencies: the Civil Service 
Commission (relating to the Federal Labor Relations Authority, 
the Merit Systems Protection Board, and the Office of the Spe­
cial Counsel), the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the 
Fe~eral Emergency Management Agency, and the International 
Development Cooperation Agency. A brief description of the four 
reorganizations are included as appendix I. We began our review 
in December 1980 and completed it in February 1981. 

We selected these four reorganizations because (1) they in­
volved creating new agencies or transferring functions to exist­
ing agencies (which are more germane to the potential systemic 
problems referred to in the Committee Chairman's request), 
(2) they involved creating ~~ltiple agencies, (3) they were 
relatively large, and/or (4) we had previously issued reports on 
the related agencies' startup problems. 

The remaining six reorganizations did not meet one or more 
of the above criteria. Also, we did not review the well known 
reorganizations involving the Department of Energy and the 
Department of Education because these reorganizations were not 
authorized under the Reorganization Act of 1977 but were carried 
out under separate legislation. 

Our methodology included interviewing high ranking offi­
cials, obtaining supporting documentation, and summarizing our 
past studies. We visited the headquarters offices of the 
Federal Labor Relations Author ity, the r"'-er it Systems Protect i:)11 

Board, the Office of the Special Counsel, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
~nd the International Development Cooperation Agency to iJentify 
any systemic problems associated with the reorganizations. We 
also reviewed the reorganization plan development and coord ina­
tio~ roles played by OMB, and we interviewed General Services 
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Administration (GSA) and Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 
officials regarding office space and personnel considerations. 

The short time frame between completion of our work and 
the eKpiration of the Reorganization Act in April 1981 pre­
cluded our obtaining official agency comments on our report. 
However, we discussed our findings and recommendations with 
agency officials from OMS, GSA, and OPM. These officials 
agreed with our recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 2 

NEW AND REORGANIZED AGENCIES 

EXPERIENCED SUBSTANTIAL S'rARTUP PROBLEMS 

The six new and reorganized agencies we reviewed experienced 
substantial startup problems following their reorganizations. 
Problems included delays in obtaining key agency officials, in­
adequate staffing, insufficient E~nding, inadequate office space, 
and difficulties in establishing support functions such as payroll 
and accounting systems. Solving these startup problems distracted 
agency officials from concentrating on their new missions during 
the critical first year of operations. 

DELAYS IN OBTAINING KEY OFFICIALS 
PREVENTED TIMELY DECISIONMAKING 

Two of the six agencies reviewed, the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) and the Federal Labor Relations 
Authority (FLRA), experienced delays from 10 to 23 months in 
obtaining key agency officials. As we previously reported, II 
FEMA was virtually leaderless during the early months of its­
~xistence. The reorganization plan, approved by the Congress in 
September 1978 to become effective April 1979, provided for a 
director, a deputy director, and five principal program managers 
to be appointed by the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. The plan also called for the FEMA Director to ap­
point 10 regional directors. 

The Director was not nominated until June 1979. The Senate 
confirmed the nomi~ation in July 1979, about 10 months after the 
plan was approved. As of mid-Oecember 1979 (15 months after 
the plan was approved), only 9 of FEMA's top 17 positions had 
been permanently ftlled--the Director, 2 principal program mana­
gers, and 6 regional directors. The remaining positions (except 
the Deputy Director's position which the Director decided to 
keep vacant) were filll~t'i betweel1 necember 1979 and August 1980. 
Thus, after the plan's approval date, a total of 23 months passed 
before all top management positions had been filled. 

These vacancies delayed decisions needed on agency policies 
and procedures for FEMA's programs, realignment of its regional 
offices, and establishment of administrative support systems. 
Staff were occupie~ ~ith developing option papers on matters s~ch 
as financial management systems and headquarters and field 
organization structures. 

1/"Improvements Being Made in Flood Fighting Capabilities in 
- the Jackson, Mississippi, Area" (CED-80-36, Dec. 18, 1979). 
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The -Director did not beg in making formal dec is ions on the option 
papers until about 9 months after the reorganization plan received 
approval, thus delaying implementation. For example, 29 months 
after the reorganization plan's approval, FEMA still had not 
finalized its financial management system. 

FLRA's General Counsel was not confirmed until July 1979--11 
months after FLRA's plan received approval in August 1978. As a 
result, FLRA could not undertake many of the duties assigned to 
its General Counsel under the Civil Service Reform Act. For 
example, the absence of a General Counsel delayed FLRA in issuing 
its final regulations, hiring key field management staff, and 
organizing field operations. Further, unfair labor practice 
cases filed at the regional level after January 11, 1979, were 
investigated, but, in the absence of a General Counsel, no dis­
positions of the cases were made. This resulted in a backlog 
of more than 1,000 cases by midyear. 

DELAYS IN OBTAINING NEEDED STAFF 
IMP-EDED FIRST YEAR OPERATIONS 

All six new and reorganized agencies we reviewed experienced 
delays--ranging from 9 to 30 months in obtaining needed staff. 
Shortfalls in total personnel requirements resulted in curtail­
ment of first year operations and/or requests for supplemental 
staffing. 

Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1978 created, effective 
January 1, 1979, the FLRA, the r4er i t Systems Protection Board 
(MSPB), and the Office of the Special Counsel (OSC). The func­
tions and responsibilities transferred to these agencies under 
the reorganization plan were subsequently expanded under the 
Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, which took effect 10 days later 
on January II, 1979. We previously reported 1/ that the reorgani­
zation plan did not provide staffing for the three agencies' 
expanded functions and responsibilities. Since there were no 
provisions for additional staff between passage of the Civil Ser­
vice Reform Act (signed by the President in October 1978) and the 
effective date of the reorganization (January 1979), the three 
agencies were unable to fully carry out their new responsibili­
ties. They subsequently requested and obtained significant in­
creases in staff. 

FLRA's staff shortages were particularly acute in its nine 
regional offices that prosecute unfair labor practice cases. 
FLRA subsequently received approval for 86 additional staff 
over the 255 positions provided for under the reorganization 

l/"The Federal Labor Relations Authority: Its First Year in 
- Operation" (FPCD-80-40, Apr. 2,1980), and "First-Year 

Activities of the Merit Systems Protection Board and the 
Office of the Special Counsel" (FPCD-80-46, June 9,1980). 
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r1an. .n.n FLRA official informed us that it was about 19 months 
after the plan's approval date before most of these positions 
were filled. 

MSPB concluded it had insufficient staffing for its trial 
and appellate functions and its new responsibility to perform 
special studies to insure the integrity of merit systems in the 
Federal Government. MSPB's authorized staffing was eventually 
increased by 93 positions, or 32 percent, over the 289 positions 
allocated under the reorganization plan. Due to hiring freezes, 
MSPB could not fill most of these additional positions until 
about 30 months after the plan's approval date. 

OSC's authorized staff of only 19 prevented it from making 
timely and adequate investigations of allegations at locations 
outside the Washington, D.C., area. Further, OSC did not conduct 
any self-initiated investigations and did not issue final opera­
ting regulations until almost 1 year after operations began. 
The staffing ceiling was raised to 140--over a seven-fold in­
crease--by the end of fiscal year 1980. Due to hiring freezes, 
OSC had filled only 94 of these 140 positions as of February 
1981, about 30 months after the plan's approval date. 

Lengthy negotiations between losing and gaining agencies 
caused staffing problems for both the International Development 
Cooperation Agency (IDCA) and FEMA. During June 1979 Senate 
hearings on Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1979, an OMB official 
said that IDCA would receive up to a total of 15 professional 
positions from the Department of State and the Department of the 
Treasury. Although a small number, these 15 positions repre­
sented a 50-percent increase over IDCA's initial professional 
staffing levels. Negotiations with the Department of State for 
10 positions went on until April 1980--9 months after the IDCA 
plan was approved by the Congress in July 1979. Negotiations 
with the Department of the Treasury for the remaining five posi­
tions bogged down in May 1980 and still had not been settled as 
of February 1981, 19 months after the plan's approval date. 

In October 1978, FEMA began negotiating with the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development for the transfer of 35 admini­
strative positions. Negotiations were not completed until May 
1979, about 8 months after the FEMA reorganization plan was 
approved by the Congress in September 1978. Earlier decisions 
on the number of positions to be transferred would have led to 
a smoother transition of responsibilities on the reorganization's 
effective date. 

The Equal Employment Opportunity corrunission's (EEOC's) 
staffing negotiations with the former Civil Service Commission 
and the Department of Labor were completed before the effective 
dates of the reorganization. However, most of the transferred 
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positions were vacant, leading to work backlogs and time con­
suming recruitment efforts. 

EEOC received 214 positions from the Civil Service Commission 
and 319 positions from the Department of Labor. Of these 533 
total positions, 340 were vacant. These vacancies were filled 
from January to September 1979, 16 months after the Congress 
approved the EEOC plan in May 1978. 

During this period, substantial backlogs accumulated. For 
example, EEOC held only 270 of the nearly 2,500 requested hearings 
regarding Federal employees' discrimination complaints. 

The EEOC reorganization plan also provided for transfer of 
the responsibilities previously held by the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Coordinating Council. The reorganization plan, how­
ever, did not provide staff positions to carry out these new 
responsibilities. During the first year's operation, a temporary 
staff of three professionals detailed from other EEOC activities 
performed some of the new functions. To fill this void, EEOC 
received 25 new positions about 1 year after the effective date 
of the reorganization. 

INSUFFICIENT FUNDING LED TO 
ADDITIONAL BUDGET REQUESTS 

~hree of the six reorganized agencies reviewed (FLRA, MSPB, 
and OSC) did not have sufficient financial resources to carry out 
their new responsibilities. This led to combined fiscal years 
1979 and 1980 appropriation increases ranging from $3.4 million 
to $4.1 million. 

The Civil Service Reform Act added new responsibilities for 
FLRA, MSPB, and OSC. However, the reorganization plan, effective 
10 days before the effective date of the act, did not provide for 
additional funding to carry out these new functions. 

The Congress subsequently approved FLRA's $1.8 million sup­
plemental budget request for fiscal year 1979, about 7 months 
after the effective date of the act. A fiscal year 1980 budget 
increase of about $1.6 million was approved 2 months later, for 
a total of $3.4 million. 

With the additional funds, FLRA hired staff and undertook 
projects it had postponed. But the funds were not available 
until late in FLRA's first year of operation and therefore had 
little impact on the problems encountered during 1979. 

In May 1979, about 5 months after its creation, MSPB's lni­
tial request for supplemental funding was denied, causing it to 
restrict expenditures to avoid a deficit situation. On May 18, 
1979, MSPB announced a freeze on hiring, procurement, and travel. 
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~SPB subsequently received increases totaling $4.1 million 
~G~sisting of a $1.2 million supplemental for the first year and 
J~ increase in its fiscal year 1980 budget of $2.9 million. 
~lso, an additional $115,800 was transferred to MSPB from OPM to 
~over insufficiently funded responsibilities transferred from the 
former Civil Service Commission. 

OSC also found it necessary to obtain additional funds to 
fulfill its responsibilities. asc obtained a supplemental fiscal 
:.:'ear 1979 appropriation of $842,000 and an increase in its fiscal 
year 1980 budget of $2.6 million. OSC used the funds to establish 
a much needed field structure, to respond to allegations, and 
to make its own investigations into prohibited personnel prac­
tices--all of which were required by provisions of the Civil Ser­
vic e Re for m Ac t . 

FLRA's, MSPB's, and OSC's funding also had to be increased 
because: 

--The Civil Service Commission's fiscal year 1979 
appropriation was insufficient to cover the 
transition and startup costs of the new organi­
zations, resulting in such costs being borne by 
FLRA, MSPB, and OSC. 

--By dissolving one organization and creating three 
smaller organizations, certain added costs were 
incurred from additional overhead and administra­
tive expenses. 

--When MSPB was established, many of the vacant posi­
tions transferred from the Civil Service Commission 
were filled at a higher grade level. The average 
salary of these positions rose from about $19,000 
to $24,000. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development transferred 
35 administrative positions to FEMA. However, funds were not 
made available for the positions. This did not prove to be an 
immediate financial burden because most of the positions were 
vacant. FEMA sought and obtained additional funding for the 
positions in the next fiscal year budget request. 

INADEQUATE OFFICE SPACE IS 
A LINGERING PROBLEM 

All six new and reorganized agencies had difficulty in ob­
taining adequate office space during the early stages of re­
organization. We were told that the space related problems in­
cluded overcrowding, inefficient handling of workload, and 
declining morale. Five of the six agencies had not resolved 
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their insufficient and/or fragmented space problems when we 
completed our review. 

FLRA lacked sufficient space for its personnel through­
out its first year of operations beginning in January 1979. 
After devoting considerable time and effort in negotiating 
with GSA, many difficulties persist. At present, headquarters 
personnel are still temporarily located at OPM, Department of 
Labor buildings, and two other Washington, D.C., locations. 
Regional personnel were operating out of the Department of 
Labor's field offices for a good part of the first year. 

We earlier reported that the lack of adequate headquarters 
and regional space and the resultant dispersal of staff seriously 
affected FLRA's ability to carry out its responsibilities. This 
resulted in: 

--Staff spending considerable time commuting between 
office locations. 

--Insufficient space in some offices for professional 
staff and the reluctance to fill certain vacant per­
sonnel slots because there was no space for addi­
tional staff. 

--Delays in purchasing and setting up necessary new 
equipment, research, and reference materials. 

-~Inefficient handling of workload. 

--Morale problems resulting from the physical separation 
of supervisors and subordinates. 

In a March 23, 1979, letter to GSA, MSPB listed numerous 
problems and complaints it had with its existing headquarters 
facility and requested assistance in obtaining alternative office 
space. MSPB commented that the problems were of such magnitude 
as to seriously inhibit the initial operations of MSPB and OSC. 
These problems included 

--lack of hearing room facitities, conference rooms, 
and library space; 

--lack of security necessary for MSPB and OSC 
to hear sensitive cases and conduct investigations; 
and 

--inadequate electrical wiring, heating, and cooling 
systems. 

GSA did not approve MSPB's request for alternate office 
space, but it did consider rehabilitating the existing facilities. 
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However, MSPS questioned the wisdom of expending hundreds of 
thousands of dollars to renovate space which it believed was in­
herently deficient. 

At MSPS's request, GSA eventually surveyed the space re­
quirements for existing and approved staffing levels of MSPS and 
OSC. The survey, completed in October 1979, showed that the 
available office space was not adequate for the approved staffing 
levels. However, current plans will not allow MSPB and OSC to 
move to new office space until June 1981, almost 3 years after 
reorganization plan approval. 

Although OMB assisted FEMA in obtaining about 55,000 square 
feet of office space near the White House, FEMA's headquarters is 
spread out in Seven different locations in the Washington, D.C., 
area. FEMA presently has no official indication when its head­
quarters will be consolidated into one location. 

A FEMA official said that insufficient office space and 
the resultant dispersal of personnel has led to 

--inadequate interaction among personnel in the 
different locations, causing a lack of coherence 
and a feeling of disunity among staff members; 

--feelings that individual offices are semiautonomous, 
thus making it difficult to establish an agency 
identity; 

--a need to establish administrative coordination among 
the different locations by placing an administrative 
officer at each Washington site; and 

--extra costs involved in traveling and operating a mail 
system between each building. 

EEOC experienced space shortages in both headquarters and 
regional locations. Insufficient office space in Washington, 
D.C., led to leasing space in Philadelphia in January 1979 to 
process a substantial backlog of review and appeals function 
cases. Supervisory personnel based in Washington were sent to 
supervise Philadelphia employees. 

Most of the headquarters office space problems lessened 
when EEOC received additional space in the Washington metro­
politan area in September 1980, over 2 years after reorganization 
plan approval in May 1978. The Philadelphia leased space was 
subsequently vacated and the functions moved to the newly ac­
quired offices. 

Regional office space is still a problem. As of December 31, 
1980, EEOC had acquired only 214,000 square feet out of a total 
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requirement of 290,000 square feet. EEOC officials told us that 
this shortfall resulted in personnel 

--having to move to different locations from the 
main office and 

--doubling up in offices meant for one person. 

IDCA had sufficient office space to meet its needs. How­
ever, there was considerable discussion whether to house InCA in 
the Executive Office Building, the State Department Building, or 
in a separate building. As of February 1981, 19 months after the 
reorganization plan's approval, IDCA was still housed in tempo­
rary quarters at the State Department. 

Insufficient Government owned or privately owned lease space 
is the major reason for the long delays in providing permanent 
space for new and reorganized agencies. We found in an earlier 
study!/ that the following factors also contributed to the delays: 

--Lessor reluctance to accept a Government lease. 

--Congressional moratoriums on approval of requests 
for lease space. 

--Lack of responsiveness by GSA in leasing new space. 

--High turnover and inexperience of GSA staff. 

--Agency unfamiliarity with GSA regulations and proce­
dures. 

A GSA official informed us that problems in obtaining office 
space for new and reorganized agencies could be lessened if high 
level GSA officials were directly involved in the early planning 
stages for the reorganizations. 

MOST AGENCIES EXPERIENCED DELAYS IN 
ESTABLISHING SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 

Four of the six agencies we reviewed experienced difficul­
ties in establishing administrative support functions. FLRA, 
MSPB, OSC, and FEMA experienced delays of from 13 to 29 months 
in setting up these support functions. 

Many of the vacant positions tranferred to FLRA were used to 
create administrative and support functions which were previously 

l/"Delays in providing Office Space for the Merit System 
- Protection Board and the Federal Labor Relations Authority" 

(LCO-8l-l4, Dec. 5, 1980). 
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performed by the former Civil Service Commission and the Depart­
ment of Labor. Although some of these administrative functions 
were initially staffed by FLRA, it continued to rely heavily on 
OP" and the Department of Labor for some of these functions until 
October 1980, 26 months after reorganization plan approval. At 
that time, FLRA established its own administrative support system 
and contracted for automated accounting and payroll services from 
the Department of the Interior. 

In the initial months of operation, MSPB and OSC did not 
have the capability to provide full administrative support to 
their headquarters and field operations and therefore had to rely 
on OPM for payroll, personnel, accounting, and certain other 
support services. Staff needed to perform these functions were 
not transferred from the former Civil Service Commission. 

By the end of fiscal year 1979, 13 months after reorganiza­
tion plan approval, MSPB and OSC had established administrative 
capability to perform all support functions except for payroll 
and accounting services. Lack of funding has forced MSPB and OSC 
to rely on OPM for these services. 

FEMA had many difficulties in developing accounting, budge­
ting, and payroll systems. For example, the transfer of insuffi­
cient accountants hindered establishment of FEMA's accounting 
system. We were informed that the FENA budgeting, accounting, and 
payroll systems were not finalized as of February 1981, 29 months 
after the reorganization plan's approval. 

CONCLUSIONS 

All six new and reorganized agencies included in our study 
experienced substantial problems during their initial periods 
of reorganization. These problems included delays in obtaining 
key agency officials, inadequate staffing, insufficient funding, 
inadequate office space, and delays in establishing support 
functions. 

Startup problems under any reorganization are inevitable. 
However, we believe the problems experienced by these six agen­
cies were unnecessarily excessive. 

The magnitude of such problems had adverse impacts on 
the productivity of the new and reorganized agencies. Much 
time and effort were devoted to obtaining sufficient staff, 
funding, office space, and support functions. Such efforts 
distracted agency officials from concentrating on their new 
missions during the first year of operations. 

The pervasiveness of these agencies' startup problems casts 
serious doubts on the adequacy and effectivess of implementation 

13 



planning for the reorganizations. Such planning is the focus of 
the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3 

REORGANIZATION STARTUP PROBLEMS 

COULD BE IMPROVED BY MORE EMPHASIS 

ON IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING 

OMB devoted substantial time and resources to developing 
reorganization plans for review by the President and ultimately 
by the Congress. Although OMB often exerted substantial effort 
in assisting new and reorganized agencies, implementation of 
plans did not receive the same priority or visibility as re-
organization plan development. We believe earlier planning and 
the establishment of interagency task forces for implementation 
could have reduced the substantial startup problems discussed in 
chapter 2. 

According to one author, the lack of emphasis on the 
mechanics of implementing reorganizations is not uncommon: 

"For reorganization, as for any other 
change, implementation is the bottom line. 
without it, the whole exercise is show and 
symbolism. Yet in real-life attempts at 
reorganization, serious concern with imple­
mentation is typically too little too late. 
Enormous attention is devoted to analyzing 
and deciding what changes should be made. 
The problem of getting from here to there 
is addressed onl¥ belatedly. To paraphrase 
Erwin Hargrove, lmplementation often seems 
the "missing link" of reorganization." !! 

This "missing link" of reorganization could be provided, in 
part, by including in the reorganization plans front-end imple­
mentation planning objectives. We also believe hi9h level inter­
agency implementation task forces should be establlshed to obtain 
early commitments from all Federal agencies which have impacts 
on implementing reorganization plans . 

. !/ I. tL Destler, II Implemen t ing Reorgani za tion," in Feder al 
Reorganization: What Have We Learned? ed. Peter Szanton 
(Chatham, N.J.: Chatham House Publishers, 1981), p. 155. 
Mr. Destler is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace and is its project director on 
Executive-Congressional Relations in Foreign Policy. 
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OMB'S "CONCEPTUAL" REORGANIZATION 
PLANNING OVERSHADOWED IMPLEMENTATION 
EFFORTS 

The Carter Administration's reorganization planning efforts 
were centered in OMB's "President'S Reorganization Project" 
(PRP). The PRP was a highly structured institutional effort to 
develop and advance the consolidation of Federal agencies and 
functions. The PRP's mission was to assess existing Federal 
policies and programs, propose reorganizations, and advance the 
proposals through the Congress. 

The PRP was comprised of five divisions organized by issue 
or function: Natural Resources, Human Resources, Economic De­
velopment, International and Military Affairs, and General 
Government. A sixth study area was established but operated as 
a special task force focusing on civil rights. We were told that 
over the life of the PRP, about 1,200 different people from in­
side and outside the Federal Government were intermittently in­
volved in reorganization planning efforts. At one time, maximum 
staffing reached over 200. An OMB core group of up to 32 staff 
members coordinated planning activities. 

Final products of the PRP effort included 16 studies pro­
posing major reorganizations. The PRP also planned and prepared, 
for the President's submission to the Con~ress, nine reorganization 
plans to be carried out under the Reorgan1zation Act of 1977 
(the lOth reorganization plan was prepared by the White House 
staff) . 

These reorganization plans, and the accompanying presiden­
tial messages, detailed the purpose of the reorganization, the 
affected policies and programs, relevant statutes, organization 
structure, and Executive orders or legislative proposals needed 
to complete the reorganization. As part of the reorganization 
plan, the PRP also included supporting information elaborating 
on the purpose and components of the plan. 

The PRP plans and supporting information did not address the 
administrative and operational requirements to implement the pro­
posed reorganizations. For example, factors such as the avail­
ability of sufficient office space or the time ana cost required 
to establish support functions were not actively considered until 
the Congress approved the plans. 

Another group in OMB, the Management Improvement and 
Evaluation Division, had primary responsibility for reorganiza­
tion implementation. In contrast with the more formalized, 
structured nature of the PRP, OMB'S implementation efforts were 
customized to fit the unique nature of each reorganization. 
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In practice, O~S played two concurrent roles during the 
implementation process. First, OMS's Management Improvement and 
Evaluation Division coordinated the implementation efforts of 
the new and reorganized agencies. Near the time the reorgani­
zation plans received congressional approval, OMB's planning for 
the reorganization implementations began. 

Depending on the complexities of the reorganizations, OMS 
decided how many OMS staff would be involved and whether there 
was a need to detail staff from other Federal agencies to obtain 
technical expertise. For example, three OMS staff members and 
detailees from OPM and the Department of Housing and Urban De­
velopment played active roles in the management of FEMAls imple­
mentation. Conversely, OMS only provided an oversight and coordi­
nation role without obtaining Federal detailees for the EEOC re­
organization. Since EEOC was an existing agency, EEOC had most 
of the implemeritation responsibilities. 

A second role played by OMS (as described in the OMB Budget 
Examiner I s Handbook) was the budget examiner "s over sight responsi­
bilities for developing a determination order. This document 
authorizes the transfer of funds, staff, property, and records 
affected by the reorganization plan. The losing and gaining 
agencies played the dominant roles during the determination order 
process. The OMS budget examiner served as a mediat·or d ur ing 
disputes. 

OMB-approved determination orders are required before the 
effective dates of the reorganizations. Because of losing and 
gaining agency disputes, determination orders had not been 
completed by the effective dates of the FEMA and IDCA reorgani­
zations. 

EARLIER IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING 
WOULD EXPEDITE IMPLEMENTATION 

We believe that including the general framework for required 
implementation action in the reorganization plans that are sent 
to the Congress would expedite implementation. Addressing issues 
of staff, funding, office space, and administrative support func­
tion requirements at this time would precipitate earlier problem 
resolution and establish accountability for obtaining these re­
quirements by the effective dates of the reorganizations or as 
soon thereafter as practicable. The objective of the earlier 
implementation planning would be to have sufficient resources and 
support functions available on "day one" of the reorganizations 
so that severe administrative problems would not distract the 
reorganized agencies' managers from their new missions and 
responsibilities. 

OMS began its implementation planning near the time of con­
gressional approval of the President's reorganization plans. For 
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each of the four reorganizations reviewed, we believe earlier 
planning for implementation requirements of staffing, funding, 
office space, and administrative support functions would have 
identified problems sooner, thus allowing for their earlier 
resolution. Commensurate with earlier problem identification, 
contingency plans could have been established for cases where 
a permanent solution for a requirement, such as office space, 
could not have been resolved near the time of the reorganiza­
tions' effective dates. 

For example, FEMA and IDCA had disagreements with the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Department of 
State, and the Department of the Treasury over the numbers of 
positions that would be transferred. Heads of new agencies like 
FEMA and IDCA are at a disadvantage when negotiating with more 
established existing agencies. The FEMA problem was not re­
solved until I month after the effective date of the reorgani­
zation, and the IDCA dispute with the Department of the Treasury 
still has not been resolved. OMB officials did not consider 
the disputes to be major problems. However, we believe earlier 
decisions by the losing and gaining agencies on the number of 
positions to be transferred (or earlier arbitration by OMB when 
the two disagreements arose) would have led to smoother transi­
tions of responsibilities by the effective dates of the 
reorganizations. 

tn another example of staffing, EEOC experienced substantial 
case backlogs due to the large number of vacant positions trans­
ferred to it which were not filled until 3 to 6 months after the 
effective dates of the reorganization. An OPM official told us 
that forward implementation planning could have provided for OPt-! 
assistance in earlier recruitment of new employees so that re­
quired personnel would have been on board on the effective dates 
of the reorganization, or as soon thereafter as practicable. 

Funding problems occurred under the Civil Service commission 
reorganization plan and the ~ivil Service Reform Act, which 
became effective within 10 days of each other. The act increased 
the responsibilities of FLRA, MSPB, and OSC, yet failed to provide 
necessary funding. The subsequent inability of these agencies to 
meet their new responsibilities led to work backlogs, supple~ental 
appropriations, and staff increases. This situation could have 
been avoided if accurate estimates of additional funding require­
ments brought on by the civil Service Reform Act's new responsi­
bilities had been prepared by OMB. 

All six agencies experienced problems associated with inade­
quate office space, including overcrowding, inefficient handlinq 
of workload, and declining morale. The shortage of Federal office 
space is a critical problem, especially in the Washington, D.C., 
area. However, a GSA official said that GSA could better meet 
new and reorganized agencies' space requirements if it was 
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~ctively involved in the implementation planning efforts prior 
to congressional approval of the reorganization plans. 

FEMA, MSPB, and OSC still have problems with their admini­
strative support systems. FEMA's system is not yet complete and 
MSPB and OSC are still dependent on OPM. Considerable time is 
usually required to establish administrative support systems, 
such as payroll and accounting systems. It is therefore critical 
that administrative support systems be included on the early 
implementation planning agenda. 

The development of FEMA's administrative support systems 
proceeded slowly, in part, because there was no agency head for 
an extended period to make decisions on system design. MSPB's 
and OSC's insufficient funding led to their continued reliance on 
OPM for support services. Basic decisions on administrative sup­
port system design, cost/benefits of establishing new systems, 
and the possibility of obtaining support system services from 
another Federal agency should be made during early implementation 
planning activities. 

Including front-end implementation planning objectives in 
the reorganization plans should help minimize problems in acquiring 
sufficient staff, funding, office space, and administrative 
support functions. Such inclusions would also establish account-
ability for obtaining these requirements prior to the reorganiza­
tion effective date or as soon thereafter as practicable. 

OMB LACKS AUTHORITY TO FULLY 
IMPLEMENT REORGANIZATIONS 

Earlier implementation planning would establish account­
ability and a framework for expediting implementation. However, 
OMB alone cannot fully implement reorganization plans. Speci­
fically, the responsibility for the selection of agency heads 
and acquisition of office space are within the authority of other 
agencies and officials. 

The efforts of OMB staff in planning and administering 
implementation activities contributed greatly to the effectuation 
of reorganizations. The reorganizations we studied would have ex­
perienced greater problems without the benefit of the OMB staff's 
expertise and experience. However, OMB did not have the requisite 
authority to handle two important components of reorganizations, 
namely, the selection of high level agency officials and the ac­
quisition of office space. 

Delayed selections of top agency officials were a major 
problem for FEMA and FLRA. The FEMA Director and FLRA General 
Counsel were not confirmed until 10 months and 11 months, re­
spectively, after their reorganization plans received congres-
sional approval. This led to various startup problems, including 
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delays in hiring key manaaement staff, organizing field opera­
tions, and establishing agency policies, procedures, and regula­
tions. 

The White House Personnel Office makes selection proposals 
for agency heads and other high rarrkinq officials. Although 
selection of new and reorganized agency officials are critical 
elements of reorganizations, OMB does not have the authority to 
dicta te actions in the \'fhi te House Personnel Office. 

A similar situation exists with respect to office space. 
GSA, not OMB, is responsible for qcquiring sufficient office space 
for new and reorganized agencies. OMB's efforts to encourage 
GSA to acquire the necessary office space for the new and re­
organized agencies were unsuccessful. All six agencies reviewed 
had initial space problems, and five of them continued to have 
inadequate office space at the time of our review. 

OMB's lack of authority regarding selection of agency heads 
and acquisition of office space suggests that OMB alone cannot 
ensure successful implementation of reorganizations. Accordingly, 
we believe an interagency task force approach, while not a pana­
cea, would facilitate the expeditious implementation of reorgani­
zation plans. 

INTERAGENCY TASK FORCES WOULD 
ENHANCE IMPLEMENTATION EFFORTS 

Because of the multifaceted nature of reorganization imple­
mentation, we believe consideration should be given to estab­
lishing high level interagency task forces while the reorgani­
zation plans are being developed. These task forces should be 
given planning authority and accountability to better ensure that 
new or reorganized agencies have sufficient leadership, staff, 
funding, office space, and administrative support systems neces­
sary to carry out their new responsibilities. 

Many of the responsibilities for reorganization implementa­
tions were left up to the new or reorganized agencies with over­
sight and coordination by OMB. When problems arose, such as the 
need for additional funding or staffing, OMB attempted to provide 
requested assistance. However, such assistance was not always 
effective or timely enough to prevent the problems outlined in 
chapter 2. We believe interagency task forces would alleviate 
many of these problems. 

To be effective, task forces should be composed of agency 
heads or other high ranking officials of OMB, the White House 
Personnel Office, GSA, OPM, and/or the losing and gaining agen­
cies. Task force members would have to commit the involved 
agencies to key decisions, such as staffing gains and losses, 
funding requirements, and office space acquisition. 
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The task forces also should be established in sufficient 
time to participate in development of the reorganization plans. 
We believe portions of the plans submitted to the President and 
ultimately by him to the Congress should provide general des­
criptions of the framework for implementation. This should 
help in assuring that sufficient leadership, staffing, funding, 
office space, and support functions will be available to expedi­
tiously implement the reorganization plans on or about their 
effective dates. 

After a reorganization plan receives congressional appro­
val, the task force should perform more detailed planning and 
provide oversight for the implementation phase. Specific re­
sponsibilities and interim milestones should be established and 
geared toward the effective date of the reorganization. Tech­
nical experts detailed from other Federal agencies could pro­
vide such assistance as hiring new employees and setting up such 
administrative support functions as accounting and payroll 
systems. 

CONCLUSIONS 

OMB devoted substantial time and resources to developing re­
organization plans for review by the President and ultimately by 
the Congress. However, implementation of those plans did not 
receive the same priority or visibility. We believe earlier 
planning and the establishment of interagency task forces for 
implementation.could have reduced the new and reorganized agen­
cies' substantial startup problems. 

Many of the responsibilities for implementation were left 
up to the new and reorganized agencies. OMB provided a coordi­
nation and oversight role during most reorganizatons. Such 
efforts were not always effective, however, in preventing 
problems in obtaining key agency officials, staffing, funding, 
office space, and support functions. 

We believe the startup problems identified in our study 
could be alleviated by including in the reorganization plan 
front-end implementation planning Objectives. We also believe 
these startup problems demonstrate the need for high level 
interagency implementation task forces with authority to obtain 
timely commitments from all Federal agencies which have roles to 
play in implementing reorganization plans. Task force members 
should include agency heads or high ranking officials from OMB, 
the White House Personnel Office, GSA, OPM, and/or the losing 
and gaining agencies. . 

These task forces should be formed early enough to parti­
cipate in reorganization plan development. We believe reorgani­
zation plans submitted to the President and ultimately by him to 
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the Congress should provide general descriptions of the framework 
for implementation. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS 

We recommend that(any future legislation granting reorgani­
zation authority to the President require that reorganization 
plans contain sections on proposed implementation actions. These 
sections should describe: 

--The high level interagency task force or other 
mechanism established to facilitate implementation 
activities. 

--Actions being taken to assure that, upon congressional 
approval of the reorganizations, factors such as 
leadership, staffing, funding, office space, and ad-
ministrative support functions will be evaluated and 
planned for so as to expeditiously implement the re­
organizations on their ef~ctive dates or as soon 
thereafter as practicable. ~ ... 

Appendix II contains suggested language for revisions to the 
current act which would implement our recommendation. Similar 
language also would be appropriate for inclusion in any other 
reorgarization legislation the Congress may consider. 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

DESCRIPTIONS OF REORGANIZATION PLANS 

INCLUDED IN OUR REVIEW 

Our review included the reorganizations of the Equal Employ­
ment Opportunity Commission, the Civil Service Commission, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the International 
Development Cooperation Agency. The following is a description 
of these four reorganizations. 

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO.1 OF 1978: 
THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
COMt-lISSION 

On February 23, 1978, the President submitted Reorganization 
Plan No.1 of 1978 to the Congress. This plan transferred the 
principal activities in equal employment opportunity enforcement 
to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). Specif­
ically, EEOC obtained enforcement res~onsibilities for (1) the 
Equal Pay Act and the Age Discriminatlon in Employment Act from 
the Department of Labor and (2) equal employment op~rtunit¥ 
functions for Federal employees from the Civil SerVlce Commlssion 
(CSC). Also, the plan abolished the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Coordinating Council and transferred its responsibilities to the 
EEOC. 

The purpose of this reorganization was to make the EEOC the 
central agency in fair employment enforcement, thereby creating 
more unified and coherent agency standards and increased account­
ability. The previous diffusion of equal employment opportunity 
enforcement caused problems, such as inconsistent compliance 
standards and enforcement procedures, regulatory duplication, 
lack of accountability, and added expenses to employers. 

The Congress passed Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1978 in 
May 1978. The effective date of the transfer of personnel and 
authority from the CSC to EEOC was January I, 1979. The trans­
fer from the Department of Labor to EEOC occurred on July I, 1979. 

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO.2 OF 1978: 
THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 

On May 23, 1978, the President submitted Reorganization 
Plan No.2 of 1978 to the Congress. This plan, in conjunction 
with the Civil Service Reform Act, transferred the functions 
and responsibilities of the CSC to the Merit Systems Protection 
Board, the Office of the Special Counsel, and the Office of 
Personnel Management. The plan also established the Federal 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Labor Relations Authority to undertake the duties of the Federal 
Labor Relations Council. 

Growing concern over a fundamental conflict of interest 
within the CSC was the primary reason for this reorganization 
plan. The CSC's principal function was to carry out all Federal 
personnel rules and regulations. The CSC also had enforcement 
and adjudication powers over all personnel related matters. 
Criticlsm therefore centered on the agency's lack of objectivity, 
since it was simultaneously making the rules and acting as the 
judge and prosecutor in all cases concerning such rules. 

The Merit Systems Protection Board received full adjudica­
tory and appellate responsibilities for virtually all employee 
reviews and appeals. The Office of the Special Counsel, part of 
the Merit Systems Protection Board, prosecutes violators of civil 
service rules and regulations and investigates all unlawful per­
sonnel practices. 

The Federal Labor Relations Authority undertook the admini­
stration of the Federal labor relations program. Its principal 
duties were to investigate and prosecute all unfair labor prac­
tices, establish collective bargaining units, and supervise labor 
elections. 

The Congress approved the reorganization plan in August 
1978; it became effective on January 1, 1979. 

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO.3 OF 1978: 
THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
AGENCY 

The President submitted Reorganization Plan No.3 of 1978 
to the Congress on June 19, 1978. The plan placed most Federal 
emergency service functions into the new Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). The agencies consolidated into FEMA 
were the National Fire Prevention and Control Administration 
(now the U.S. Fire Administration) and the Federal Insurance 
Administration. All authorities and functions vested in the 
Federal Disaster Assistance Administration, the Defense Civil 
Preparedness Agency, and the Federal Preparedness Agency were 
transferred to FEMA by Executive order. FEMA also had oversight 
responsibility over the Emergency Broadcast System. 

This reorganization plan had several fundamental premises. 
First, since quick and effective action is vital in civil emer­
gencies, all emergency response functions should be supervised 
by one person who reports directly to the President. Second, a 
dependable civil defense system must make the most efficient 
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use of all emergency services. Third, elaborate and effective 
preparation systems must be in place to ensure readiness and 
a quick respon~e to all natural disasters and military attacks. 

The Congress approved Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978 in 
September 1978. FEMA began operations on April I, 1979. 

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1979: 
THE INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION AGENCY 

On April 10, 1979, the President sent Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1979 to the Congress. Under this plan, the new Inter­
national Development Cooperation Agency (IDCA) would be estab­
lished to coordinate the activities of the Agency for Inter­
national Development, the Overseas Private Investment Corporation, 
and the proposed Institute for Technological Cooperation. 

IDCA assumed three major functions as a result of the re­
organization. First, IDCA became the principal Federal agency 
responsible for economic development issues affecting U.s. rela­
tions with all developing countries. The Director of IDCA 
became the chief advisor to the President and the Secretary of 
State on all international development matters. 

IDCAls second key function was to provide central policy 
and budget coordination for all development assistance programs 
supported by the United States, particularly those programs of 
the United Nations and the Organization of American States. 
These include the Organization of American States Technical 
Assistance Funds, the United Nations Development Program, and 
the United Nations Capital Development Fund. 

The third major function of the reorganization was to give 
IDCA full oversight responsibility for all executive branch 
decisionmaking on trade, technology, and other economic develop­
ment policy issues. 

The Congress approved Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1979 in 
July 1979. IDCA began operations on October 1, 1979. 
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Suggested Language for Amendment to the 

Reorganization Act of 1977, Pub. L. No. 95-17, 

91 Stat. 29 (5 U.S.C. §§ 901-912) 

»904(6) [Reorganization plans transmitted by the 
President under section 903 of this title] shall, 
in addition to the required description of the 
reorganization proposed, contain a section on plan 
implementation. In addition to such other infor­
mation the president deems necessary, this section 
shall: (a) contain a statement that an interagency 
task force has been established to plan for imple­
mentation of the reorganization; and (b) provide 
assurances demonstrating that, upon congressional 
approval of the reorganization, factors such as 
agency leadership, staffing, funding, office space, 
and administrative support functions will be 
evaluated and planned for so as to implement the 
reorganization on its effective date, or as soon 
thereafter as practicable. If an interagency task 
force has not been established, the plan should 
so state, and provide an explanation of the reasons 
therefor." 

(018500) 
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