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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848
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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report assesses the progress made in implementing
and evaluating alternative work schedules experiments as per-
mitted by the Federal Employees Flexible and Compressed Work
Schedules Act of 1978. It gives the status of the project
during the first 18 months of the 3-year experiment and iden-
tifies problems which need to be addressed immediately. It
also discusses the need for congressional oversight and an
improved experiment and evaluation to insure the intended
objectives are achieved.

We are sending copies of this report to the Directors,
Office of Management and Budget and Office of Personnel Man-
agement; the Chairmen, Senate Committees on Labor and Human
Resources and Governmental Affairs; and the Chairman, House
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

. At

Comptroller General
of the United States
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTICN

The 5-day, 40-hour workweek with fixed starting and
quitting times has been the traditional and dominant work
schedule for the last 40 years. Only in the last 13 years
have organizations begun experimenting extensively with
alternatives to the traditional work schedule. These alter-
natives have, in some cases, only allowed employees flexibil-
ity in selecting starting and quitting times; in other cases,
they have compressed the workweek into some period less than

the traditional 5 days.

Although flexible work hours were first introduced by
a German aerospace company in 1967, the concept was not
introduced in the United States until 1971. Since then,
alternative work schedules have become increasingly popular.
By 1977 about 2.5 to 3.5 million U.S. workers were using
some form of flexible work schedule and about 2.1 million
others were using some form of a compressed workweek.

The reasons for using alternative work schedules in
the private sector vary. They are believed to be beneficial

because they:

--Reduce traffic congestion by shifting commuting pat-
terns from peak rush periods.

--Reduce energy consumption.

--Lecrease urban air pollution caused by idling cars
during rush-hour traffic jams.

--Increase the use of public mass transit facilities
and car pools.

~-Increase employee morale and productivity.
--Allow employees more leisure time.

Despite these advantages, alternative work schedules
may also have some drawbacks and present problems and chal-
lenges for managers and supervisors. For example, alterna-
tive work schedules may:

~--Make scheduling and planning the workflow more
difficult.

~--Create timekeeping proktlems.
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~--Increase energy consumption for heating and cooling
buildings during additional hours of operation.

--Make the workday too long and strenuous, which could
result in decreased productivity and family schedul-
ing problems.

--Cause problems concerning office coverage, supervi-
sion, interdepartmental coordination, and customer
service.

Federal Government organizations began using flexible
work schedules in 1972. By 1977 an estimated 200,000 employ-
ees (about 7% of the Federal work force) were using some
simplified form of a flexible work schedule. Although use
of these schedules generally proved beneficial to both orga-
nizations and employees, work hours and overtime pay require-
ments imposed by title 5 of the United States Code and the
Fair Labor Standards Act impeded experimentation with com-
pressed and flexible work schedules of more than 8 hours a
day or 40 hours a week. 1/

AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION

In response to our recommendations and those of the
Office of Personnel Management (OFM), both Houses of the
Congress introduced several bills in the early 1970s
suggesting that the Federal Government experiment more with
using alternative work schedules. Experimentation was neces-
sary to determine whether, and in what situaticns, the Fed-
eral Government can successfully use alternative work sched-
ules on a permanent basis.

The President signed Public Law 95-390, "The Federal
Employees Flexible and Compressed Work Schedules Act of 1978,"
calling for a 3-year controlled experiment with Federal exec-
utive agencies 2/ and military departments using alternative
work schedules. The Public Law is based on .the finding that
new trends in the use of 4-day workweeks, flexikle work hours,
and other variations in work schedules in the private sector

1/"Benefits from Flexible Work Schedules--Legal Limitations
Remain" (FPCD-77-62, Sept. 26, 1977).

2/"Executive agencies" means executive departments, Govern-
ment corporations, and inderendent establishments (exclud-
ing the U.S. Postal Service and the Fostal Rate Commission).



appear to show sufficient promise to warrant carefully de-
signed, controlled, and evaluated Federal experimentation.
The President also noted in signing the act that:

"While the advantages appear to be substantial,
these schedules have not yet been tested within
the full range of environments that characterize
Federal employment. Therefore, before making a
decision to amend Federal law permanently this
legislation wisely establishes an experimental
period of 3 years during which we can evaluate
various innovations in a large number of agencies."

The purpose of the act is to assess the positive and
negative effects of alternative work schedules on

--the efficiency of Government operations;
--mass transit facilities and traffic;
--levels of energy consumption;

--gervice to the public;

--opportunities for full-time and part-time employment;
and

--employees' morale, welfare, and family life.

The experiment is made possible by the temporary suspension
of certain premium pay and work scheduling provisions of ti-
tle 5, United States Code, and the Fair Labor Standards Act.
This suspension applies only to agencies or work units par-
ticipating in an approved alternative work schedule experi-
ment.

OPM's ROLE

The act requires OPM to (1) establish and manage a pro-
gram for conducting experiments with alternative work sched-
ules in Federal agencies during the 3-year period that began
March 29, 1979, and (2) develop and execute a master plan
for evaluating the experiment. OPM is to issue a report to
the President and the Congress no later than September 1981
recommending any actions needed and stating whether title 5
of the United States Code and the Fair Labor Standards Act
should be modified to allow the continued use of both flex-
ible and compressed work schedules. :
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OPM must also issue a final report, no later than
March 29, 1982, on the overall results of the 3-year experi-
ment.

ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHELULES DEFINED

For purposes of this report, "alternative work sched-
ules" (AWS) refers to both flexible and compressed work
schedules. Flexible work schedules (often referred to as
flexitime) contain two types of time--core time and flexible
time. Core time is the specified period of a workday during
which all employees must be present or accounted for through
use of official authorized leave. Flexible time is the time
during which employees select their arrival and departure
times according to constraints management prescribes. The
only other requirement of flexible schedules is that employ-
ees must account for the basic work requirement--the numbker
of hours they are required to work during a specified period.

Compressed work schedules allow employees to complete
the basic biweekly work requirement of 80 hours in less than
10 full workdays.

Flexible work schedules

Although some Federal agencies have been using certain
types of flexible schedules since 1972, the 1978 act has
made the use of more sophisticated and innovative types of
flexible schedules possible by introducing the concept of
"credit hours." Credit hours are hours employees choose to
work beyond the specified basic work requirement to shorten
the length of other workdays or workweeks. At the discre-
tion of each agency, employees working flexible schedules
may be permitted to earn and carry over a maximum of 10
credit hours. The following flexible schedules are being
used in the experiment:

Flexitour--employees work 8 hours each day but may
vary their arrival and departure times only with
prior notification and approval. 1/

Gliding--employees work 8 hours each day but may vary
their arrival and departure times daily without prior
approval. 1/

1/Although the act permits agencies to allow employees to
earn and accumulate credit hours for all types of flexible
schedules, this is an uncommon practice under this type of
schedule.




Variable day--employees may vary the length of the
workday as long as they are present for prescribed
daily core times and account for the basic work re-
quirement (40 hours per week).

Variable week--employees may vary the length of the
workday and the workweek as long as they are present
for prescribed daily core times and account for the
basic work requirement (80 hours per pay period).

Maxiflex--employees may elect to work fewer than 10
workdays during a biweekly pay period since core time
bands are established on fewer than 10 workdays.

This is the most liberal of the work schedules and

has the characteristics of both flexible and com-
pressed schedules. For instance, individuals partic-
ipating in a maxiflex experiment may actually be work-
ing some type of flexible or compressed schedule or a
combination of both. (See app. I.)

Compressed work schedules

Like flexible schedules, compressed work schedules may
also take a variety of forms, but provisions for earning and
accumulating credit hours do not apply. Basically, two
types of compressed schedules are being used in the experi-
ment:

4-day week--employees work 10 hours per day, 40 hours
each week. Employees have both a daily and weekly
basic work requirement.

5-4/9--although there are variations of this plan,
the most common approach is where employees are
scheduled to work 9 hours a day during 8 days of a
biweekly pay period and 8 hours on the 9th day. Em-
ployees have both a daily and biweekly work require-
ment. (See app. I.) )

SIZE OF THE EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM

The AWS experiment has been strictly a voluntary pro-
gram. Agencies wishing to experiment were permitted to im-
plement one or more schedules. As of May 1980, OPM's AWS
Research Director estimated that approximately 251,000 Fed-
eral employees in about 1,100 work units were participating




in the voluntary experimental program. 1/ Of the individ-
uals participating, about 71,000 are using flexible work
schedules, 130,000 are using compressed schedules, and
50,000 are using both types. 2/ The estimated number of
employees experimenting with each type of work schedule
follows.

Number of Percent of
Type of schedule employees all employees
Flexible:
Flexitour 18,000 7.2
Gliding 6,000 2.4
Variable day 7,000 2.8
Variable week 5,000 2.0
Maxiflex 35,000 13.9
Total 71,000 28.3
Compressed:
4-day week 90,000 35.9
5-4/9 40,000 15.9
Total 130,000 51.8
Mixed: 50,000 19.9
Total 251,000 100.0

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

The use of work schedules which allow employees to
alter the number of hours in a workday or the number of work-
days in a workweek represents a significant change in Fed-
eral employees' work patterns. Both the President and the
Congress believed that carefully controlled AWS experimenta-
tion was needed before permanently modifying and adopting
laws to use such schedules.

1/0PM estimated that more than 251,000 employees from about
1,400 units may actually be participating in the AWS exper-
iment; however, the actual number of employees and the
types of schedules were not available for the 1,400 units.

Z/The act permits agencies to conduct one or more AWS exper-
iments. Some work units are experimenting with more than
one type of schedule simultaneously.
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Our objectives were to (1) identify the progress made
and prorlems experienced by both CPM and selected Federal
work units in implementing alternative work schedules and
(2) assess the adequacy of OPM's master plan for evaluating
the experiment.

Our work included extensive reviews of OPM's AWS pro-
gram regulations and documents and discussions with both
present and former members of OPM's experimental program
staff. We interviewed managers, supervisors, employees, and
union representatives from work units within 12 Federal agen-
cies and military departments in Washington, D.C., and the
metropolitan areas of Atlanta and Denver. (See app. II.)

We selected these locations according to the number of agen-
cies and employees experimenting with different types of AWS
and to obtain headguarters and regional views about the ex-
periment. Denver was selected because of the coordinated
efforts of Federal agencies in using AWS, under the direc-
tion of the Denver Federal Executive Board's Clean Air Com-
mittee, to deal with problems of traffic congestion, air
pollution, and gasoline shortages.

We also contacted numerous private sector companies
which have both successfully and unsuccessfully implemented
AWS. We discussed their evaluation techniques and findings
and reviewed their evaluation reports.

In making our assessment, we reviewed each component
of OPM's evaluation in detail and applied generally accepted
principles of program evaluation from several sources, in-
cluding "The Pesign and Conduct of Quasi-Experiments and
True Experiments in Field Settings." 1/

1/T. D. Cook and D. T. Campbell, "Handbook of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology" (Rand McNally, 1976),
pp. 223-326.




CHAPTER 2

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE

EXPERIMENTAL FROGRAM

OPM officials told us that from the time the legisla-
tion was enacted, OPM has lacked sufficient resources to
effectively administer the AWS experiment. Rather than al-
locate additional resources, OPM reduced the scope of the
experiment's evaluation. As a result, we believe OPM will
not accomplish its legislated responsibilities.

OPM's IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSIBILITIES

In assigning OPM responsibility for establishing and
managing the AWS experiment, the Congress indicated that the
experiment should be carefully designed, conducted, and con-
trolled to adequately test a range of flexible and compressed
work schedules within agencies performing diverse functions.
OPM believes that its AWS program gives agencies the flexi-
bility to design and test varied work schedules most appro-
priate to their individual needs. At the same time, OPM
believes that the experiment is sufficiently structured to
provide the minimum information needed to evaluate AWS
effects.

The 1978 act authorized OPM to issue program regula-
tions for agencies' use in designing and implementing their
experiments. In exercising this authority, OPM developed
broad, general regulations which primarily restate the pro-
visions of the act. The regulations do, however, prescribe
certain requirements which must be addressed in agencies'
AWS plans. These include coverage, time accounting methods,
limitations on the number of compensatcry hours which employ-
ees may choose to earn instead of payment for overtime hours
worked, holidays for part-time employees using flexible work
schedules, and required participation in AWS experiments.

In addition, as required by the act, GPM has developed
and provided educational materials, technical aids, and other
assistance to agencies participating in the experiment.

OPM's RESOURCES

The AWS Program Office, which is a component of OFM's
Office of Compensation and Program Development, was estab-
lished to develop, administer, and evaluate the AWS experi-
ment. AWS officials said that, since the legislation was
enacted, the office has been hampered by insufficient funds.
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As a result, the program office has not had a sufficient
staff with the necessary skills to effectively perform its
legislated responsibilities. Although OPM originally esti-
mated that 11 full-time and 3 part-time employees were
needed to effectively carry out its responsibilities, the
size of the staff to date has not exceeded 6 full-time em-
ployees and 1 part-time employee at any one time.

In fiscal years 1979 and 1980, OPM did not receive the
requested budget funds for the AWS program. Because the act
was passed only 2 days before the start of fiscal year 1979,
funds for the AWS program were not included in OPM's fiscal
year 1979 budget request. Therefore, OPM reallocated
$160,000 from within its approved budget to the AWS program.
In May 1979 OPM asked the Congress to provide a supplemental
appropriation of $200,000, which was to include the §$160,000
to replace the amount reallocated to the AWS program, plus
an additional $40,000. The Congress denied OPM's request
and stated that OPM should fund the project through reallo-
cation of its approved fiscal year 1979 budget.

For fiscal year 1980, OPM included in its budget a re-
qguest for $360,000 for the AWS program, but was only granted
$160,000. The Congress denied OPM the additional $200,000 and
indicated, as it had previously, that OPM had ample flexibil-
ity to fund the AWS program by reallocating approved budgeted
funds. At the time of our review, OPM had not reallocated
the additional $200,000 to the AWS program. Consequently,
the AWS Program Office's fiscal year 1980 operating budget
of $160,000 is less than half the amount OPM said it needed
to effectively develop, manage, and evaluate the experiment.

Effects of resource deficiencies

According to OPM officials, limited resources have pre-
vented OPM from obtaining the number and types of employees
necessary to effectively design, manage, and evaluate the
experimental program. As a result, staff members often per-
form multiple duties for which they have had no prior train-
ing or experience. For example, at the time Of our review
the staff of five included only two individuals who were
trained and experienced in designing and conducting research
and program evaluation.

An OPM cfficial told us that more employees with exper-
tise in designing and conducting program evaluation would
enhance OPM's ability to effectively evaluate the experiment.
He also said that, if additional funds were available, OPM
could possibly hire one or more contractors to conduct or
assist in analyzing portions of the evaluation.

9




According to OPM officials, the lack of funds and per-
sonnel has forced OPM to place priorities on its tasks, re-
duce the scope of certain tasks, and eliminate others. It
has also resulted in OPM not

--accurately determining the number of AWS participants,

--reviewing agencies' work schedule plans to insure com-
pliance with the provisions of the act and program
regulations,

--issuing program regulations and guidance timely, and

--providing sufficient training to OPM and agency AWS
coordinators.

Agency notification forms contain errors

Initial OPM guidance indicated that agencies were re-
quired to begin experiments between March 29, 1979, and
October 1, 1979. Those agencies or work units wanting to
participate were required to submit an AWS Notice of Intent
to Experiment form. On the basis of those forms, OPM al-
lowed agencies to initiate desired work schedules.

OPM has relied on the notification forms as its primary
source of statistics regarding the number of AWS experiments
and the total number of employees participating in the pro-
gram. These forms have also been used to select agencies
and work units for various parts of the evaluation.

Our review of the forms disclosed that some did not con-
tain all of the requested information, and many contained
errors and discrepancies. We found instances where employ-
ees participating in an experiment were counted more than
once because both an agency and work unit submitted a notifi-
cation form. In addition, some agencies indicated the number
of employees within the organization rather than the number
actually participating in the experiment, and some work units
submitted more than one notification form which resulted in
multiple counting of the experiment and number of employees.

OPM officials said they were aware of inconsistencies,
and during our review they initiated a program to verify the
information. OPM hopes to identify and correct all errors
and discrepancies before the end of the experiment. Conse-
quently, it can only estimate at this point the number of
employees and work units participating and the number and
types of different work schedules being used. We believe
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that theée inéonsiatenéies must be corrected now so that the
experiment can be evaluated effectively to produce valid, re-
liable, and representative data.

We believe there is also a technical error in OPM's
methodology for determining the number of employees using
flexible work schedules. OPM considers all employees within
a unit using a flexible work schedule as experimental partic-
ipants. 1In our opinion, this is inaccurate for purposes of
evaluation because many of those individuals may still be
actually working a traditional 8-hour day, 40-hour workweek.
For example, although one agency's Notice of Intent to Ex-
periment form indicated that approximately 5,500 employees
would participate in a flexible (maxiflex) schedule, about
50 percent of them are still working the traditional work
schedule.

Individual work schedule

plans contain errors

Agencies and work units were not required to submit
their individual work schedule plans to CPM for approval.
OPM officials indicated that, although review and approval
of the work plans would have been best, they simply did not
have sufficient resources to do so. They also indicated
that they were aware that some of the plans may not conform
to the provisions of the act or to their regulations. For
example, they cited a few instances where work units, even
though not required to do so, actually submitted their work
schedule plans. In reviewing those plans, OPM found that
some contained incorrect information and did not conform
with OPM regulations. 1In those instances, OPM notified the
units that their plans should be corrected.

OPM admitted that many plans may contain errors and dis-
crepancies which could go undetected throughout the experi-
ment. Thus, in executing its master plan, OPM may be analyz-
ing and evaluating the results of experiments which have not
been properly designed or implemented. This raises serious
questions about the experimental results.

OPM guidelines have not been timely

OPM's regulations and many of its written guidelines
were issued well after most agencies began their AWS exper-
iments. An OPM official admitted that the regulations and
guidelines should have been issued by March 29, 1979, the
date agencies were allowed to begin their experiments, or
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as soon after that date as possible. The final regulations
were not issued, however, until November 30, 1979, and other
guidance was not provided until even later.

As of July 1, 1980, OPM had still not issued Book 620
to the Federal Personnel Manual Supplement 990-2. The book
gives information on issues such as pay, leave, holidays,
and work hours--information that agencies should have had
when they first designed and implemented their AWS experi-
ments. OPM officials said that primarily internal delays
in reviewing and approving regulations and guidelines have
delayed their issuance.

Many work units we reviewed did not have a complete set
of OPM's guidance materials. Many officials had no idea
which, if any, documents they had not received. For example,
at the time of our review, officials at several work units
were unaware that OPM's final AWS regulations had been issued.

The lack of written guidelines caused confusion among
agencies in implementing their AWS. As a result, some
either chose not to participate in the experiment or to de-
lay beginning their experiments until OPM's regulations and
guidelines were issued. Most agencies began their experi-
ments even though they did not have all the necessary infor-
mation.

Lack of sufficient AWS training

Individuals designated by agencies to serve as AWS coor-
dinators are the focal points for agencies' and work units'
AWS programs. They serve as liaisons between OPM and agen-
cies and are the main source of information for questions
pertaining to AWS.

The AWS coordinators we contacted had varying amounts
of knowledge and previous experience with varied work sched-
ules. OPM originally planned to provide extensive training
to insure that such individuals were knowledgeable about the
mechanics of the experiment. However, the training actually
provided was very limited. The OPM coordinators only re-
ceived two briefings on the experimental program, of which
1 day was spent on the provisions of the act and half a day
on data collection. Agency coordinators did not receive any
training. Therefore, for the most part, coordinators had to
learn about the mechanics of the experiment on their own.
They told us they learned this by primarily reviewing and
referring to the law and to OPM's written guidelines. But,

12
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as discussed previously, these individuals may not have re-
ceived all of OPM's guidelines. Therefore, they were not
always prepared to provide necessary and accurate assistance.

CONCLUSIONS

OPM has not carried ocut its legislated implementation

' responsibilities in the most desirable manner and is not ex-

 ercising the degree of control needed to effectively imple-

' ment, manage, and evaluate the experiment. OPM does not (1)
have accurate information on the number of employees and

work units participating in the experiment and the types of
schedules being used and (2) know whether experiments have
been developed and are being implemented according to the

. provisions of the act and OPM's regulations and guidelines.

OPM must correct these problems if it intends to evaluate
the AWS experiment effectively and if the experiment is to
meet the intended objectives.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO DIRECTOR, OPM

We recommend that OPM make a concentrated effort now to
correct the deficiencies affecting the AWS experiment. It
is essential that accurate information be developed on such
things as the actual number of employees using alternative
work schedules (that is, other than the traditional 8-hour
day, 40-hour workweek), the number of experiments being con-
ducted, the number of different types of work schedules being

! ugsed, and the number of employees using each type of schedule.

We also recommend that OPM review a representative

§ sample of work schedule plans to detect errors and to iden-
} tify different design and implementation methods and varia-
bles which affect AWS results. :

I1f additional funds and personnel are needed to perform
these functions, we recommend that OPM reassess its priori-
ties and, to the extent possible, reallocate ‘internal
budgeted funds to the AWS Program Office.
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CHAPTER 3

DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF

AGENCIES' WORK SCHEDULES VARIED

At the time the legislation was enacted, both the Con-
gress and OPM were concerned that the number of executive
agencies volunteering to experiment with AWS may not include
enough positions and types of work schedules to allow a con-
trolled experiment and evaluation. Testing a variety of
work schedule innovations within the full range of environ-
ments that characterize Federal employment is critical be-
fore drawing conclusions about the effects of AWS and about
the desirability of using it permanently. As it turned out,
about 250,000 employees from approximately 1,100 work units
volunteered and implemented a variety of AWS experiments.
These work units represent a diversity of types and sizes
of organizations, geographic locations, functions, and ac-
tivities.

Recognizing the uniqueness and differences of agencies
and work units, both the act and OFM's regulations made them
responsible for assessing the feasibility of AWS, selecting
the type of AWS, and designing and implementing AWS. The
purpose was to allow agencies and work units to tailor their
experiments to their particular work environment and objec-
tives. The only requirement was that the experiment be de-
veloped and administered according to the act and OFM's
regulations and guidelines.

The methods used to assess the feasibility of AWS and
to design and implement it varied widely. We agree that al-
lowing agencies and work units the flexibility to assess,
design, and implement AWS is desirable. Such an approach
allows organizations to tailor AWS to their specific needs
and objectives. However, the procedures used in carrying
out these responsibilities must, in our opinion, be consid-
ered in evaluating AWS. The success or failure cf AWS can
be affected by the extent of, and the methods used in, plan-
ning it. The same AWS may yield different results if the
methods used to assess, design, and implement it differ.

METHODS OF ASSESSING WORK
SCHEDULE FEASIBILITY VARIED

To assist organizations in assessing the feasibility of
using AWS and in designing and implementing it, OPM developed
the Alternative Work Schedules Implementation Guide. This
guide was issued in March of 1979 and was to be provided to

14



all AWS coordinators and individuals requesting a copy. It
emphagizes careful planning as the key for successfully de-
signing and implementing AWS which meets the needs of both
employees and the organization. The guide further stresses
that whether or not an organization establishes a committee
to assess the feasibility of using AWS, "communications with
and input from managers, supervisors, employee unions and
employee groups is imperative. A lack of communication can
only lead to serious problems once the project is imple-
mented." We agree with OPM, and our research of success-
fully implemented AWS by private sector companies supports
this contention. Almost invariably the successful private
sector AWS experiments we reviewed were characterized by
employees' involvement in assessing the feasibility of,
designing, and implementing AWS.

This involvement is important as an aid in eliminating
employees' perceptions that the specific AWS was designed
by management to meet its own needs. If not viewed as being
beneficial to the employee and organization, AWS may be
destined for failure. In this regard, we agree with OPM's
view that it is also important for firstline supervisors to
be included in assessing the feasibility of and designing
AWS because their support is essential to successful imple-
mentation.

We found that the methods of assessing the feasibility
of AWS varied markedly. Officials at most agencies and work
units we visited indicated that they had either never re-
ceived the implementation guide or received it too late to
be useful. Others were not even aware that the implementa-
tion guide existed, and some who did receive the guide never
used it. OPM officials said that, although the guide was to
be provided to all agencies, they were not certain whether
all agencies had actually received it and whether the guides
were distributed throughout organizations.

Most agencies delegated the responsibilities for assess-
ing, designing, and implementing AWS to individual work units.
The methods used to carry out these responsibilities included:

~-~-Unilateral decisions by agency headquarters management.

--Unilateral decisions by management of individual work
units within agencies.

--Supervisor preference votes.

--Employee preference votes.

15




--Planning committees or task forces with management,
supervisor, employee, and union representation, if
applicahle.

We believe it essential that OPM take steps to consider
them in evaluating the overall AWS experiment. The degree
of planning and employee involvement may affect the success
or failure of AWS.

PROCEDURES TO DESIGN AND ADMINISTER
WORK SCHEDULES ALSO DIFFER

In issuing its regulations and guidelines, OPM recog-
nized that one specific AWS with the same requirements would
probably not work for all individuals and units within an
agency. Therefore, it encouraged agencies to establish
general policies and procedures for AWS and to make work
units responsible for designing and implementing it to suit
their own needs.

While most agencies allowed work units to decide whether
to participate in the experiment, the degree of work unit
participation in designing and implementing AWS varied. At
one extreme, agencies (headquarters level) designed AWS and
simply gave work units specific requirements to follow.

Other agencies gave field offices and work units the respcn-
sibility for developing the entire program, including poli-
cies and procedures.

Within these two extremes, we found instances where:

--Agencies' headquarters were involved initially in as-
sessing the feasibility of experimenting with AWS,
identifying the work units interested in experiment-
ing, and determining which type of AWS would be used.
The design and implementation of AWS was then as-
signed to the work unit, and headquarters only became
involved if a major policy question oOor problem arose.

--Agencies' headquarters completely designed AWS but
allowed work units to make slight procedural modifica-
tions to suit their individual work unit or employee
needs.

The degree of flexibility in designing and implementing
AWS also varied within individual work units. We found in-
stances where individual branches, offices, or even supervi-
sors within work units were allowed to design plans and regu-
lations to meet their own needs. Such situations generally
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occurred when the unit was physically isoclated from the rest
of the organization and had little or no interunit communica-

tions.

Agencies and work units also had different philosophies
on what should be included in their AWS plans. Some pre-
pared very detailed AWS plans and regulations, while others
developed general plans which only restated the provisions
of the act and OPM regulations. In some instances written
plans were not developed so that supervisors and employees
within individual work units could tailor AWS to their par-
ticular needs.

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS VARY

BY AGENCY AND WORK UNIT

Because of the degree of discretion allowed in design-
ing and implementing AWS, employees from different agencies
or work units using the same type of AWS have different re-
quirements to follow and varying degrees of flexibility.
For instance, the act stipulates that, subject to OPM or
agency regulations, individuals using flexible work sched-
ules can carry over as many as 10 credit hours from one bi-
weekly pay period to another. However, the act also allows
agencies to restrict the use of credit hours if the agency
is being disrupted in carrying out its functions or is in-
curring additional costs. Consequently, some employees
using the same AWS may be prohibited from earning credit
hours; restricted on the number of credit hours they can
earn; and restricted on when, within what time frames, and
how earned credit hours can be used. In our opinion, each
of these variables could affect AWS results.

As indicated in OPM's draft of Book 620 ("Alternative
Work Schedules") to the Federal Personnel Manual Supplement
990-2, agency guidelines, groundrules, and limitations for
AWS comprise an important part of the experimental program;
thus, supervisor and employee understanding.of them is vital
to the program's success. Other policy matters agencies
could incorporate, which might affect evaluation of AWS,
include decisions on whether to:

--Exclude certain employees from the experiment because
of the nature of their positions, unusual demands, or
personal hardships.

--Require employees who are participating in the experi-

ment to work specific hours during flexible time bands
on a temporary or irregular basis.
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-~Permit employees freedom to choose starting and quit-
ting times within the tour of duty established by the
agency, with or without prior supervisory approval;
require employees to select one of several predeter-
mined tours; or require employees to submit a sched-
ule in advance for approval.

-~Require employees to inform their supervisors, in
advance, of intent to earn or apply credit hours to
their basic work requirement.

-~Permit employees to occasionally apply credit hours
to core time bands with a supervisor's prior approval,
although such hours would normally be applied only
to flexible time bands.

-~Permit employees to change their approved work sched-
ules at various time intervals throughout the experi-
ment; a specific number of times per year; or daily,
weekly, or monthly.

CONCLUSIONS

|
|

Each

We believe that numerous variables can affect AWS re-

sults. These include the:

--Methods used to assess the feasibility of experiment-
ing with AWS.

--Manner in which a specific AWS is selected, planned,
and implemented.

--Degree of employee and union involvement in planning,
selecting, designing, and implementing AWS.

--Specific objectives of AWS.
~-Degree of flexibility provided employees.
--Degree of management and supervisor support of AWS.

variable must, in our opinion, be considered in assess-

ing AWS effects and is essential in a controlled experiment
and evaluation.

Because OPM did not monitor agencies and work units in

selecting, planning, and implementing AWS, it does not know
whether AWS programs have been designed and implemented ac-
cording to the 1978 act and OPM regulations. Additionally,
because agencies did not use uniform procedures in assessing,
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designing, and implementing AWS, it is likely that these
differences will affect the experiment and evaluation re-
sults. Consequently, we believe that OPM will not be able
to validly and reliably assess the effects of AWS since it
will not know whether the experimental results have been
caused by the types of schedules or the methods by which

they were designed and implemented.
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CHAPTER 4

OPM's EVALUATION OF THE AWS EXFERIMENT--

STATUS AND PROBLEMS

The most important aspect of the 3-year AWS experiment
is OPM's overall evaluation. The evaluation must be con-
ducted in a manner that will produce valid and reliable in-
formation. Otherwise, the experiment will end and the Con-
gress will know no more about the effects of AWS and the
desirability of permanently adopting it than when the exper-
iment began.

OPM has developed and is currently implementing a master
plan for evaluating the AWS experiment, which will result in
the collection of a large gquantity of data. However, OPM must
overcome inherent weaknesses (see pp. 24-27) in the way the
data is being gathered and analyzed before it can provide the
kind of information the Congress needs. If the evaluation is
not modified, the intended objectives cf the experiment will
not be achieved.

In developing and enacting the 1978 act, the Congress
recognized that the potential advantages of AWS probably
cannot all coexist. For instance, while spreading cut rush
hour may lead to some energy savings through reduced traffic
congestion, keeping Federal buildings open for longer hours
may actually increase energy consumption. PEecause competing
benefits and costs must be assessed, the act wisely mandated
a closely monitored and evaluated 3-year experiment. How-
ever, this is not presently being accomplished.

A particular type of flexible or compressed work sched-
ule might be a resounding success in one agency or work unit
and a dismal failure in another. Numerous variakles can and
do influence the effects of AWS, such as the manner in which
it is implemented, the degree of employee and union partici-
pation, the degree of flexibility afforded employees, time-
keeping procedures, geographic setting, organizational size,
type of work performed, availability of transportation facil-
ities, and the goal of the experiment itself. 1In evaluating
the effects of various AWS, CPM is not identifying, measur-
ing, and adjusting for such variables.

To be successful, OPM's evaluation and reports to the
Congress must provide, to the extent possikle, concrete evi-
dence which will help decide the Federal Government's future
approach to alternative work schedules. The evaluation
needs to be valid and reliable to minimize the public's
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perception of AWS as just another boon for Federal employees,
with a negative effect on taxpayers. The evaluation is also
of particular importance to the private sector since the re-
sults may well determine whether Federal labor laws will be
modified to allow companies to use more complex forms of
flexible and compressed work schedules.

OPM's LEGISLATED ROLE

Section 4(b) of the Federal Employees Flexible and Com-
pressed Work Schedules Act of 1978 required OPM to establish
by June 27, 1979, a master plan for studying and evaluating
AWS experiments conducted under the act. The master plan is
to provide for the study and evaluation of AWS experiments
within a sample of organizations of different sizes, geo-
graphic locations, and functions. It is also to include pro-
cedures for evaluating a sample of experiments sufficient to
(1) gauge the effects of flexible and compressed work sched-
ules on the six impact areas identified in the law (see p. 3)
and (2) determine whether, and in what situations, the Fed-
eral Government can successfully use AWS.

The Congress has recognized the need to test and evalu-
ate different types of AWS in diverse work environments.
The joint report of the Senate Committees on Governmental
Affairs and Human Resources stated that

“* * * the Committees envision a broad-based
experiment touching several hundred units of

the Federal Government in order to derive some
useful data about flexible (i.e., alternative)
work schedules. * * * experiments with units per-
forming diverse functions are essential * * *

and a limited experiment could produce results
that were seriously skewed."

OPM's MASTER PLAN

Although OPM was to have developed its master plan by
June 27, 1979, the plan was not ready until April 14, 1980.
According to an OPM official, this delay was caused by a
lack of sufficient resources and the extensive OPM and labor
union review processes and approvals which were required.
Although the final master plan is similar to an interim plan
which was published for comment in the Federal Register on
July 20, 1979, key differences exist which, in our opinion,
will seriously affect the evaluation.
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OPM's current evaluation approach differs in both con-
cept and scope from the approach that was outlined in the in-
terim master plan published in the Federal Register in July
1979. The revisions to the master plan primarily focus on
the types of data to be collected, the extent of data collec-
tion, and the methods of analyzing the collected data. The
result of these changes is collection of data which may not
be representative and the failure to consider the impacts
and interrelationships of variables which affect AWS.

These changes were made primarily for two reasons.
First, because the number of work units participating in the
AWS experiment was much larger than originally expected, OPM
no longer felt it necessary to include all units in the lon-
gitudinal and cross-sectional study. Second, OPM modified
the evaluation approach to make it more manageable given the
resources available. In addition, because the size of the
longitudinal study was reduced, OPM determined that it would
be necessary to alter one of the methods of analyzing the
collected data. Since it is too early to assess the valid-
ity and accuracy of the actual effects of AWS, we concen-
trated on assessing the strengths and weaknesses of OPM's
evaluation approach.

The current master plan (see apps. III and 1V) provides
for evaluating AWS through four types of studies:

~~A longitudinal and cross-sectional study of a sample
of experimenting work units.

~-Onsite studies conducted by the OPM staff which focus
on AWS effects on the six impact areas.

~-A special study on the net energy impact of AWS.
--Narrative evaluation reports which will be prepared
by each experimenting work unit not included in the

longitudinal, onsite, and energy studies.

Number and types of studies

The original master plan provided for evaluating AWS ef-
fects through a broad-based, longitudinal and cross-sectional
study, and intensive special case studies. The longitudinal
study, which was essentially the same in structure and con-
cept as the current version, differed in that it encompassed
all organizations participating in the AWS experiment rather
than the 70 which are currently included. The 70 were judg-
mentally selected.
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The original study included a design for segmenting the
overall sample using a combination of variables. These vari-
ables included three levels of organizatiocnal size, three
categories of functions and activities, two levels of geo-
graphic region, two levels of locale, and four types of work
schedules. The result was a complex factorial design which
would have considered 144 possible combinations of variables
and their effects on AWS. The present design is a simple
one~-way classification using four categories of schedules.
(See pp. 58 and 59.)

OPM originally proposed to conduct intensive special
case studies which would have involved 50 to 75 work units.
The scope of these studies differed from the present onsite
studies mainly in the kind and extensiveness of data that
would be collected. Each of the studies would have entailed
collecting extensive data on the effects of AWS used by the
organization on one particular impact area. Some of the pres-
ent onsite studies, while not as extensive as the special
studies, are designed to evaluate the effects of AWS on more
than one impact area. Also, some of the present studies in-
clude control groups which are not participating in the ex-
periment. We believe these are particularly desirable fea-
tures since there may be tradeoffs in using AWS, and control
groups allow AWS effects to be identified more definitively.

In addition to the extensiveness of the data collected,
the special studies also differed from the present onsite
studies in that OPM would have been greatly involved in the
actual development and implementation of the work units' AWS
experiments. Such an approach may have provided the oppor-
tunity, under a controlled situation, to show that AWS should
be designed and implemented to achieve certain desired goals
or benefits (e.g., increased service to the public). Under
the current onsite studies, OPM will focus on identifying
problems and benefits in planning, implementing, and func-
tioning under AWS. The manner in which AWS was implemented,
the specific AWS objectives, and the parameters within which
AWS is administered are not presently a focus of either the
onsite or longitudinal studies.

The current requirement--that all work units not partic-
ipating in the longitudinal, onsite, and the special energy
studies must prepare narrative reports evaluating their AWS--
was not included in the original master plan. We believe
these reports have potential for generating much evidence
concerning the effects of AWS, but only if OPM provides
enough guidance on how evaluations should be conducted and
reports prepared. The focus needs to be on obtaining compar-
able data which allows aggregation and comparative analysis.
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Analytical methods

The analytic process of the present master plan differs
from the original plan primarily in one respect. While both
plans provide for the use of descriptive statistics and
trend analysis, the present master plan also provides for
analysis of variance, whereas the former plan provided for
multiple regression, including analysis of variance. Multi-
ple regression would allow OPM to determine the importance
and interrelationships of various factors which influence
the success or failure of an organization's AWS. The analy-
sis of variance is not an appropriate technique for assessing
the effects of variables which influence AWS as envisioned
in the original master plan design.

In short, in evaluating AWS it is necessary to identify,
analyze, and adjust for variables before measuring the ef-
fects of AWS. Regression analysis allows the effects of
these variables to be considered jointly, in various combina-
tions, and individually:; however, regression analysis, in
this case, requires a fairly large sample to obtain reliable
results. 1/

OPM is currently using analysis of variance because it
is only sampling enough cases to make inferences about the
effects of four types of AWS. This approach will not allow
OPM to determine the effects of multiple variables on AWS.
Consequently, OPM will not be able to validly and reliably
identify the positive and negative effects of AWS and the
situations under which it may be successfully used.

SPECIFIC ISSUES AND CONCERNS

As recognized by OPM in the master plan, the data col-
lected in the AWS experiment must be analyzed and condensed
in a manner which aids its comprehension and interpretation.
This is particularly critical to the AWS project, since the
purpose of the experiment and the evaluation is to provide

1/various "rules of thumb" have been proposed for relating
sample size to the number cf variables in a multivariate
analysis. A former president of the koyal Statistical
Society, Sir Maurice Kendall, prefers 10 cases for each
variable; others allow as few as 5, and still others set
the minimum at 25. Adopting Kendall's rule, 1,440 cases
would be needed to satisfy CPM's original factorial design
of 144 combinations of variables.
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concrete evidence on which to base policy decisions and leg-
islative action. It is especially important, in our opinion,
to assess the impacts and interrelationships of as many en-
vironmental and organizational variables as possible, so
that the true effects of AWS can be measured.

We are specifically concerned with each of the follow-
ing individual aspects of OPM's current master plan.

Overall approach

We believe OPM's current master plan lacks important
experimental control. The lack of control will flaw the
validity and reliability of the experimental results. The
most fundamental area in which this lack of control can be
seen is in the basic design of the AWS experiment itself.

Had OPM conducted a "true" scientific experiment, it would
have exercised tight control over the design of the AWS pro-
grams; randomly assigned units to various types of program
formats, including a no-program control condition; developed
standardized measures and instruments for assessing program
outcomes; and established controls to insure that the meas-
ures and instruments were uniformly applied, both before and
during the program. Each of these elements of a true experi-
ment is designed to control factors which have consistently
created ambiguity, controversy, and errors in the interpreta-
tion of research results.

Instead of controls such as these, we found that:

--Only in a few instances has OPM reviewed work units’
AWS plans. Therefore, in evaluating AWS effects, OPM
will not know whether the plans comply with the pro-
visions of the 1978 act and OPM's program regulations.
Additionally, by not reviewing the plans and their ad-
ministration, OPM may be overlooking key variables in
assessing AWS effects. For example, the degree of
flexibility afforded individuals-may affect their
views toward AWS. Also, certain AWS may be success-
ful from employees' views, but a failure from manage-
ment's view if the organization's intended objectives

are not being met.

--Comparison groups, composed of work units not partic-
ipating in the AWS experiment, are not being used
enough. By carefully selecting work units which are
operating under the same or similar environmental and
organizational variables, OPM would be in a better
situation to attribute specific results to AWS. Ad-
ditionally, nonparticipants' views are extremely
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important since they may be adversely affected by
other individuals and work units using AWS.

--OPM is not considering the public's views in assessing
the effect of AWS on quality of service to the public.

--OPM has not used any specific scientific procedures
for selecting work units to be incorporated in the
longitudinal, onsite, and special energy studies.

OPM subjectively selected units which met certain pre-
determined criteria and variables. Consequently, it
is gathering and analyzing information which may not
be representative of the Federal work force.

--OPM lacks reliable information on the types of AWS
being used and the number of work units and employees
using them. In reviewing OPM's master lists of par-
ticipants and individual work unit's notifications of
intent to participate in the experiment (see ch. 2),
we found some listings contained the same work units
more than once, wrong listings of the types of AWS
being used, incorrect numbers of employees actually
using AWS, and some cases where a unit or even an
agency participating in the experiment was not in-
cluded on the master listing.

--OPM, on several occasions, extended the deadline for
participating in the experiment. Although October 1,
1979, was the initial deadline, OPM still was allow-
ing work units to begin experiments as late as April
1980. Consequently, the total number of work units
and employees participating in the experiment contin-
uously changed. This complicates sampling procedures
because the population is not a fixed number.

-=-In conducting its evaluation, OPM, for the most part,
is not considering and compensating for certain vari-
ables which need to be considered. These include the
reasons for implementing a specific AWS; the degree of
employee and union participation in selecting, design-
ing, and implementing AWS; the degree of employee flex-
ibility; the impact of varied timekeeping procedures;
restrictions on earning and using credit hours for
those using flexible schedules; child care availabil-
ity; and modes and availability of transportation for
commuting to and from work. Additionally, OPM is not
considering or compensating for the possible effects
of work units beginning experiments at different times.
Work units which began experiments after others may
have benefited from other units' experiences.
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Longitudinal and cross-sectional study

I1f develcped and administered properly, we believe an
employee survey which is both longitudinal and cross-
sectional would have been an excellent vehicle for measuring
employees' and supervisors' reactions to AWS. OPM's study
is not truly “longitudinal," however, because no attempt is
being made to identify respondents (e.g., through the use of
code numbers). OCPM is not considering the fact that the
makeup of Federal work units is not static. Therefore, even
though the same number of respondents may complete an em-
ployee questionnaire at all four points in the administra-
tion process, the changes in attitudes of the same respond-
ents will not be known. OPM's approach does not consider
or compensate for those individuals who leave a work unit
and are replaced by others with opposing views concerning
AWS. Other weaknesses include the following:

--Eecause agencies were permitted to begin AWS experi-
ments befcre the master plan was finalized, OPM was
unable to obtain pre-experimental responses from most
individuals who are included in the "longitudinal"
study. Consequently, CPM will not be able to reli-
ably assess how attitudes about the six impact areas
changed as a result of implementing AWS.

--The AWS questionnaire was designed with the intention
of collecting pre-experimental data. After missing
the opportunity for collecting this data, OPM did not
redesign the questionnaire. We believe this is essen-
tial because the questionnaire uses indirect qguestions
and in many cases does not address specifics which re-
sulted solely from implementing AWS.

~-For the questionnaires which have been administered
thus far, OPM has not identified which responses are
those of individuals not using AWS. OPM selected
work units to participate in the study and not all
employees within the units are necessarily using AWS.

In summary, because, for the most part, (1) comparison
groups were not established, (2) pre-experimental data was
not obtained, and (3) the methods being used do not analyze
the interrelationships of variables and their effects on AWS,
OPM will not be able to differentiate and assess the effects
of AWS and the effects of variables.



Onsite studies

Although OPM states in its master plan that the onsite
studies will supplement the longitudinal and cross-sectional
study and the narrative reports, the OPM Research Director
told us at the conclusion of our review that the onsite
studies will probably yield the most reliable data. As cur-
rently structured, he believes the studies will allow OPM to
make more specific conclusions about AWS effects and to
develop a better understanding of the effects and interrela-
tionships of variables on a particular AWS.

We agree that onsite studies could be useful in assess-
ing AWS effects, especially when comparison groups are used.
However, we believe at least three additional essential ele-
ments must be considered. First, the 9 or 10 onsite studies
which are presently planned include agencies and work units
which were judgmentally selected. These sites were chosen
primarily because of the availability of certain kinds of
data and a willingness to cooperate-~-not because they are
statistically representative of any major segment of the Fed-
eral work force. The problem with this approach is that OPM
is gathering and analyzing extensive amounts of data which
may not be typical of the Federal work force. It is likely,
therefore, that the onsite studies will result in OPM's pre-
senting facts and conclusions only about the work units in-
cluded in the studies.

Second, while some of the onsite studies will assess
the effects of AWS on more than one of the six impact areas,
we believe it is necessary to consider them all because
there may be offsetting effects.

Third, the onsite studies need to be more formal and
structured. Currently, the format for each study is differ-
ent and is tailored to each specific agency or work unit.
This approach makes it less likely that OPM will be able to
validly compare the onsite results. Additienally, there is
a need to include a structured set of questions for inter-
viewing employees, supervisors, and managers so that OPM is
assured of obtaining at least the minimum amount of informa-
tion it needs.

Narrative reports

While the use of narrative reports is noteworthy be-
cause it represents an attempt by OPM to obtain information
from all experimenting work units, we believe the reports
will generate more data than OPM is equipped to interpret
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and analyze. Also of concern is the fact that OPM has pro-
vided only general information on what should be included in
the reports and has not provided guidance on how the informa-
tion should be obtained or developed. Additionally, OPM has
not developed a procedure for collating and interpreting the
information which will be included in these reports. OPM
will, at the conclusion of the AWS experiment, have as many
as 1,300 narrative reports of varying lengths and formats
which it will not be equipped to analyze. We believe that
the methods for analyzing and evaluating the data and vari-
ables must be specified in advance.

Special energy study

As is the case with other aspects of OPM's evaluation,
the specific number and types of work units and their loca-
tions were selected judgmentally. Consequently, OPM will
not know whether the data obtained and the conclusions drawn
are representative. In addition, we do not believe that the
method of analyzing the results will meet the objective of
assessing the effects of AWS on mass transit facilities.

The transportation survey is geared toward gathering
data on commuting habits of individuals working varied sched-
ules, including the standard 8-hour day. OPM plans to ana-
lyze the differences in commuting habits of individuals work-
ing different AWS and to compare the commuting patterns of
AWS users with nonusers. While this information will be
both useful and interesting, we believe that the approach
must also address how AWS affects individuals' commuting
habits and how the availability of transportation modes af-
fects individuals' opportunities to use AWS and the degree
of flexibility permitted.

We also believe that, because the transportation survey
is being administered on a specific day, the questionnaire
should be revised to insure that the particular commuting
mode listed is actually the one the individual normally uses.

CONCLUSIONS

The Federal Employees Flexible and Compressed Work
Schedules Act of 1978 wisely provides for a period of exper-
imentation and evaluation before a decision is made regard-
ing the desirability of allowing permanent use of AWS. The
ongoing experiment is, in our view, a large and important en-
deavor in the Federal Government. We believe it is essential
that the experiment's evaluation provide valid and reliable
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conclusions on the effects of AWS in the Federal environment.
It is also very important to determine whether, and in what
situations, AWS is feasible.

If the advantages which have been realized as a result
of using AWS in the private sector also apply to the Federal
sector, AWS may improve the efficiency of Government opera-
tions and the quality of work and home life, increase em-
ployee morale, and reduce operating costs. AWS may also re-
sult in reduced energy consumption and better use of mass
transit facilities. If these advantages are applicable to
the Federal Government, we believe the potential exists for
considerable cost savings. In addition, it is essential
that the disadvantages be identified and assessed in light
of the competing benefits so an actual evaluation of the de-
sirability of using AWS can be accomplished.

OPM's current master plan for evaluating the AWS experi-
ment will not generate the information needed to assess the
various positive and negative effects. We believe that, at
the conclusion of the 3-year experiment, OPM will have a mas-
sive amount of data, but will not be in a position to pre-
sent valid and reliable information on the effects of AWS,
and the experiment's intended objectives will not be
achieved. The principal reason for this was a decision by
OPM not to conduct a true scientific experiment, but rather
to let agencies design their own AWS programs, to provide
them with only broad guidance on how to evaluate those pro-
grams, and to cut back on its own factorially complex design
which would have allowed the assessment of a number of vari-
ables which affect AWS results.

As more questions and criticisms are raised concerning
the evaluation approach and analytical methods, the evalua-
tion results will become less credible. The result will be
the completion of a 3-year experiment with little additional
knowledge about AWS and whether, and in what situations, it
can be successfully and permanently used by-the Federal Gov-
ernment. The consequence of this effort could be permanent
adoption of AWS in environments where it is not in the best
interest of the Government to do so. Conversely, the Congress
could decide not to allow the permanent use of AWS when in
fact its use might be beneficial from both a cost and effi-
ciency standpoint.

We believe that, given the present state of the AWS ex-
periment and evaluation, at least four options exist:

~-Continue the current experiment and evaluation with-
out change, accepting its weaknesses and limitations.
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--Modify the existing experiment and evaluation to im-
prove the quality of the evaluation results, realiz-
ing that the data may not be representative.

--Develop a new evaluation approach to maximize the op-
portunity for providing the Congress with the needed
data.

--Completely stop the AWS experiment.

We believe the first and last options are not desirable.
If the existing experiment and evaluation are continued, the
data will be questionable, the experiment's intended objec-
tives will not be achieved, and the Congress will not have
valid and reliable information to decide the desirability of
permanently using AWS. Stopping the experiment is also not
desirable because no one will know whether the benefits
derived in the private sector also apply to the Federal Gov-
ernment. This would be especially crucial if AWS can reduce
operating costs and increase productivity.

We believe that modifying the existing evaluation ap-
proach or developing a new one are the best options. How-
ever, the experiment may have to be extended beyond 3 years
to allow the master plan to be redesigned and executed if
the experiment's objectives are to be achieved. Kather than
gathering massive amounts of information from which broad
generalizations will undoubtedly be made, we believe OPM
should place greater emphasis on collecting and analyzing
quality data from which reliable and valid conclusions can
be drawn. 1In our opinion, the effects and interrelation-
ships of variables should be analyzed and some form of ex-
perimental approach with comparison groups should be used.
This approach could include the development of tightly con-
trolled demonstration projects and the random assignment of
units to those projects, as well as to a delayed implementa-
tion control group.

RECOMMENLDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

In view of the importance of the AWS experiment and the
fact that the Congress will eventually have to decide whether
to allow permanent use of AWS in the Federal Government, we
recommend that oversight hearings be held on the status and
adequacy of AWS implementation and evaluation. In conducting
this oversight, we recommend that the Congress consider the

-ineed for, and costs and benefits associated with,
modifying the existing master plan or developing a
new one;
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--necessity for extending the 3-year experiment, and

~~desirability of establishing a joint executive agency
task force to redesign and execute the master plan
and to provide the needed experimental control.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO DIRECTOR,
OPM, AND THE CONGRESS

We do not believe that OPM's master plan will provide
the information the Congress needs to assess the effects of
AWS and to determine whether, and in what situations, it may
be permanently used in the Federal Government. For this
reason, we recommend that OPM work with the Congress to as-
gsess the current master plan and the type and quality of in-
formation it will yield. As a minimum, we believe OPM and

the Congress must agree on the
~-specific evaluation objectives,
~-criteria for measuring attainment of those objectives)

--costs and benefits of various experimental designs
and analytical approaches,; and

~--desired levels of precision and confidence.

In making this joint assessment, we recommend that OPM
and the Congress consider the desirability and need for:

--Using scientific sampling procedures which would al-
low findings and conclusions to be projected to the
overall Federal work force.

--Analyzing multiple variables which may affect AWS im-
pact and adjusting for variables which affect the

results.

--Gathering public views about AWS and its effects on
the degree and quality of the Federal Government's
service to the public. Such consideration should
include comparing public views with those using and
not using AWS.

-—Establishing a "true" scientific experiment in which
program design is carefully controlled, units are
randomly assigned to program formats and to a con-
trol condition, and standardized data is collected
on the effectiveness of the program.
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To the extent that features of OPM's current evaluation
approach are incorporated in any new plan, we have the fol-
lowing specific recommendations.

Longitudinal and cross-sectional study

§ --Eliminate the current employee and supervisor ques-
: tionnaire which is being administered four times
during the experiment.

--Design a new questionnaire which would specifically
address the AWS experiences of employees, supervisors,
and managers; individual reactions to AWS; and self-
reported changes in individual behavior which resulted
from AWS. The questionnaire could be administered
only once, toward the end of the 3-year experiment,
to a sample of individuals which would be representa-
tive of the Federal work force.

% ~--Incorporate two open-ended questions in the question-

| naire. The first would ask respondents to describe

! the most positive specific things that happened to

{ them as a result of using AWS. The second would ask
them to describe the most negative aspects. This ap-
proach will identify the specific things individuals
actually experienced as opposed to strictly subjec-
tive responses which might be affected by perceived
notions of what the individual should have experienced.

--Obtain responses from both users and nonusers of AWS.
In an organization where AWS is being used, the indi-
viduals not participating in the experiment may be
those who are most adversely affected.

Onsite studies

--Include agencies or work units which are more represen-
tative of some of the larger segments of the Federal
work force.

--Standardize the format for the case studies to a de-
gree so that the results can be compared. A standard
procedure should be developed for interviewing a spe-
cified number of personnel within each organization,
and a standardized document should be used for report-
ing productivity changes. This latter document should
provide for assessing the degree to which productivity
measure is under employees' control. It should also
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provide for a description of the processes or mechan-
isms by which AWS influenced productivity. For exam-
ple, if productivity increased, was it because the
building was open more hours, more projects were being
held over, or more uninterrupted time was available?

--Consider using outside contractors to conduct some of
the case studies to determine how AWS was implemented;
the reactions of employees and management; and the
changes in operations, employee routines, and unit
output. In-house assessments and independent outside
assessments could be compared. This approach might
be particularly useful since OPM has been charged with
both implementing and evaluating the AWS experiment.

Narrative reports

--Require a sample of work units to prepare their narra-
tive reports abcut 1 year after they begin their AWS
experiments. This approach could serve as a pretest
to determine the major difficulties encountered in
evaluating AWS and to develop a more structured and
useful reporting format for the remainder of the units
to use. By specifying more precisely what information
is required and how it should be obtained, OPM should
be able to minimize the probability of biased and in-
correct reporting. Such an approach would also help
to eliminate the possibilities of OPM being inundated
with a mass of data which varies widely in quality
and content and for which there is no explicit analy-
sis plan.

--Monitor the work units' data collection. There is
too little control to insure that the information
which will be included in the reports is carefully
and systematically compiled in .an unbiased manner.
OPM should provide information to individuals who are
charged with preparing the narrative reports.

--Determine the approach for reviewing and analyzing
the reports as soon as possible.

Special energy study

~=-Include in the study an assessment of (1) how AWS has
affected individuals' modes of transportation, vehicle
usage, and ability to use public mass transit and (2)
how the availability of mass transit affects individ-
uals' abilities to use AWS or tc exercise maximum AWS
flexibility.
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Additionally, we recommend that, to the degree possible,
OPM reallocate internal funds to the AWS Program Office so ad-
ditional experienced staff with the necessary qualifications
can assist in redesigning and executing the master plan.
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CHAPTER 5

NEED FOR CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

The Federal Employees Flexible and Compressed Work
Schedules Act of 1978 is significant and important legisla-
tion which we support. The results of the 3-year experiment,
which was mandated by the act, may ultimately affect the
work habits and patterns of all Federal employees. Addition-
ally, if a decision is made to allow permanent use of all
types of alternative work schedules in the Federal sector,
we believe that the private sector may expand its use of
more sophisticated work schedules.

In our view, the importance of the 3-year experiment
cannot be overstated. We believe it is essential that the
overall experiment and individual agencies'and work units'
work schedules be carefully planned, designed, implemented,
and evaluated. The experiment must be controlled as much
as possible. Control is essential for determining and as-
sessing the actual AWS effects; whether the maximum benefits
to both the organization and employees have been achieved;
and whether the results of an AWS experiment are caused by
the work schedule itself or by the manner in which it was
planned, designed, implemented, or evaluated.

Because of the importance of this legislation and the
potential benefits which both the Government and employees
may derive from using AWS, the evaluation of the experiment
must be closely controlled and monitored. In retrospect, it
is unfortunate that the implementing legislation did not in-
clude an oversight requirement and specify a desired over-
sight procedure. The act simply required OPM to establish
an experimental program; develop and execute a master plan
for evaluating the program; and prepare two reports at the
conclusion of the experiment, recommending needed legisla-
tive and administrative changes or actions and addressing
the results of the overall experiment.

An oversight framework should have included extensive
discussions and communications between OPM and the Congress
concerning the:

--Specific objectives and expectations of both the
overall experiment and the.evaluation.

~-Development of evaluation criteria for measuring AWS
impact and for providing the necessary information.
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--Methods for collecting and analyzing the required
information.

~--Procedures for preparing the final analysis and
reports.

For each of these steps, various alternatives should have
been considered and all parties should have been informed of
the potential advantages and disadvantages of each approach
and the cost involved. We believe that before the evaluation
began, the Congress and OPM should have determined jointly
what specific evaluation approach should have been used in
light of the advantages and costs involved. Most importantly,
the evaluation approach agreed upon should have been one
which would provide the type of valid, reliable, and conclu-
sive evidence the Congress needs.

SUGGESTED OVERSIGHT PROCEDURE

In prior testimony before the Congress, we have recog-
nized "a growing consensus on the need to improve congres-
sional oversight." We have stated that oversight is the
process by which the Congress learns about the implementa-
tion, results, effectiveness, and adequacy of the laws it
has enacted and the programs it has authorized and funded.

We have indicated that oversight requires the Congress
to "acquire knowledge about the operation and results of
laws and programs" and to "provide for the collectdion and
reporting of information on programs and their results." We
support the need for clear statements of program objectives
to enable systematic monitoring and evaluation of programs.

In our report, "Finding Out How Programs Are Working:
Suggestions for Congressional Oversight" (PAD-78-3, Nov. 22,
1977), we suggested that a disciplined process be estab-
lished for agencies to follow in monitoring, evaluating, and
reporting on their programs to answer congressional oversight
questions. We further indicated the importance of the com-
mittee and agency agreement on the oversight questions which
are most important and on the evaluation measures which can
satisfactorily answer those questions.

The report presented a framework for an oversight pro-
cedure which included

--setting up oversight requirements,

--reporting agency progress in implementing programs,
and
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--reporting planned evaluation measures and results.

We believe the oversight planning framework discussed in
that report is an excellent tool for assisting the Congress
in planning and structuring effective oversight procedures,
and it should have been incorporated in the AWS legislation.
While oversight was not provided for in the legislation, we
strongly believe it is needed now and should be initiated
through congressional hearings.
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APPENDIX 1 APPENDIX 1

MODELS OF FLEXIBLE AND COMPRESSED

WORK SCHEDULES

FLEXIBLE SCHEDULES

The following models, which OPM prepared, illustrate
examples of typical flexitime configurations being used in
the AWS experiment. The flexitour and gliding schedules
have been used in the Federal Government since 1972.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

(1) Flexitour/Modified Flexitour

In the following example 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. represent the earliest

time an employee may begin work and the latest time an employee may end wock
under this program. The employee may select a starting time between

7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.; however, all employces must be present between

9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.

Flexitour/Modified Flexitour

W/

Flexible Time Flexible Time

///// / (Includes "2-hour lunch) // ' /

7:.00 a.m. 9:00 a.m. 3:00 p.m. 5:00 p.-m.

Flexitour

-employee preselects starting time

-may select new schedule at time intervals provided by program
Modified Flexitour

-same as above but schedule may be modifled with prior notification
and approval of supervisor
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(2) Gliding Schedule/Modified Gliding Schedule

Gliding /Modified Gliding

—— — ——— ———— o i it et i i UT———" ——— C— SO ——— —

r

" CUSTOMER SERVICE HOURS |

e
e

iy T
Flexible Core Time Flexible
/Tim7 (Includes 2-hour lunch) Time ,
/N /]
7:00 7:30 9:00 3:00 4:30 6:00
am. p.m.

Gliding Schedule

-within flexible bands, employees may vary starting time without
prior notification or approval of the supervisor

Modified Gliding Schedule
-9-hour customer service band established

-employees may vary starting time but must insure minimum coverage
level is maintained during customer service hours
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(3) Variable Day

Variable Day

6:00 10 2
a.m.
M
T
CORE TIME
(Includes |
w - Y-hour
1”_Iunch)
Th
F

-employee may vary the 1
present for core time w

-must work or account for the basic work requirement, e.g.,

for a full-time employee

-credit hour accumulation 1is l1imited to a
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6:00
p.m.

10

\\S§§

10

Total Hours Worked Weekly = 40

ength of the workday as long as he/she is
{thin limits established by organization

40 hours

maximum of 10 hours
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(4) Variable Week

Variable Week

.N\\w.\\\w,\\l,.\\\\!\\\\w\\

2 credit hours remaining

Basic Work Requirement = 80

Total Hours Worked Biweekly =45 + 37 = 82

time

ry the length of the day and the wo
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APPENDIX 1 APPENDIX I

(5) Maxiflex

Maxifilex

WEEK 1 WEEK 2
6 10 2 6 6 10 2 °
a.m. p.m. am . . e
‘ | Hours
M 8 0
‘§\§{\\\\\‘\\
T NN 9 7
\ \
X \ N
§§ CORE TIME CORE TIME
W Q}\\\\ (Includes 10 11 (Includes
Y-hour #-hour
\ lunch) lunch)
\\
Th 10 ' \
\
NN
\\\\\ NN \\\\\\\\\\\\\§
Y
F 6 N\

Hburs Worked Zg

Total Hours Worked Biweekly = 82
Basic Work Requirement :8_0
2 credit hours remaining

-employees must be present for core days as well as core hours
-basic work requirement is 80 hours each biweekly pay period

~credit hour accumulation is limited to a maximum of 10 hours
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COMPRESSED SCHEDULES

The following models of compressed work schedules were
also prepared by OPM. While the 3-day workweek is illu-
strated, its use has been limited under the experiment. The
4-day workweek is presently the most popular compressed
schedule.
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(1) Three-Day Compressed Schedule

3-Day Week

HOURSWORKED
M GROUP A 13 hours, 20 minutes
T GROUP A 13hours, 20 minutes
W GROUP A 13 hours, 20 minutes
| Th GROUP B 13 hours, 20 minutes
| F GROUPB 13 hours, 20 minutes
S GROUP B 13 hours, 20 minutes

Total Hours Worked Weekly, GROUP A =40
Total Hours Worked Weekly, GROUP B = 40

-full-time employees work 40 hours, 3 days each week

-basic work requirement 1is 13 hours, 20 minutes each day
and 40 hours each week :
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(2) Four-Day Compressed Schedule

4-Day Week

10

=~
.
. n

_

_

eeeeeeee
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5-4/9 Plan

GROUP A
WEEK 1 WEEK 2

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

.
-
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Approximately

///
o

T

..

HHHHH

Approximately

L
\\\\\\\\\\\\\
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Total Hours Worked Biweekly, Group A = 80
Total Hours Worked Biweekly, Group B = 80

/
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AGENCIES AND WORK UNITS CONTACTED

Office of Personnel Management
Regional Offices
Atlanta, Georgia
Denver, Colorado

Department of Agriculture
Headquarters, Washington, DC

Food Safety and Quality Service, Eastern

Laboratory, Athens, Georgia

Food and Nutrition Service
Atlanta, Georgia
Denver, Colorado

Soil Conservation Service
Atlanta, Georgia
Davis, California
Denver, Colorado

| Department of the Air Force
| Lowry Air Force Base, Denver,

Department of the Army
Army Audit Agency
Headquarters, Washington,
Atlanta, Georgia

Department of Commerce
Headquarters, Washington, DC
Bureau of the Census

Atlanta, Georgia
Lakewood, Colorado

Department of Defense

Colorado

DC

Defense Contract Audit Agency, Marietta, Georgia

OCHAMPUS, Aurora, Colorado

Department of Energy

Department of Interior

Regional Office, Lakewood, Colorado

National Park Service, Rocky Mountain Regional Office,

Denver, Colorado

Department of Transportation

Coast Guard, Headquarters, Washington, DC

Research and Special Programs
College Park, Georgia
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Environmental Protection Agency

Headquarters, Washington, DC

Environmental Research Laboratory
Athens, Georgia
Gulf Breeze, Florida
Las Vegas, Nevada

Regional Offices
Atlanta, Georgia
Denver, Colorado

National Enforcement Investigation Center, Denver,

Colorado

Office of the Assistant Inspector General for Audit
Atlanta, Georgia
Chicago, Illinois

General Services Administration
Regional Offices
Atlanta, Georgia
Denver, Colorado

Veterans Administration
Regional Office, Denver, Colorado
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Rules and Regulations

10455
e ——————————————————
Poderal Register
Vol. 43, No. 82

Fridsy. March 14, 1980

Ths secton ol the FEDERAL REGISTER
oontaine reguislory goCuUMents havng
gonersi apphcabiity and jegal effect most
of whech wre hoyed 10 and codfied n
w Code of Fecersl Reguiatons. which is
published under 50 tties pursuamt 10 44
UsC. 1510

The Code of Feceral Reguisbons is soid
by the Supenniendent of Documents
Pnces ol new books are hsted in the
frst FEDERAL REGISTER wsus of each
month

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT )

SCFR Part 213

Excepted Service; Entire Executive
Civil Service

AGENCY: Office of Personnel
Management.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: Positions when filled for up
2 years by individuals who (1) are
placed at a severe disadvaniage in
obtaining employment because of a
E;ychinmc disability evidenced by
ospitalization or outpstient treatment
and have had a significant period of
substantially disrupled employment
because of the disability, and (2) are
certilied o & specific position by s State
vocationa! rebabilitation counselor or a
VA counseling psychologist are
excepled under Schedule B because it is
impracticable to examine competitively
for such positions.
SFPRCTIVE DATE: February 27, 19080.
POR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
On position authonty: Wilham Bohling,
Office of Psrsonnel Management, 202832~
6000
On position content. Hedwig Oswsld, Office
of Personnel Management, 202-632-5087.
Office of Personnel Management

Beverly M. Jones,
I System Manoger.
PART 213—EXCEPTED SERVICE

Accordingly. 8 CFR 213.3202(k) Is
eadded as ssl out below:

§$215.3202 Entire execuiive civll service.

) Positions st grades G5-15 and
below when filled by individuals who:
(1) are placed sl severe disadvantage in
obtaining employment becauss of &
psychiatric dissbility evidenoed by

bospitalization or outpatient treatment
and have had a significant period of
substantially disrupted employment
because of the disability: and (2) are
certified to a specific position by s State
vocational rehabilitation counselor or 8
Veterany Administration counseling

-psychologist who Indicates that they

mee! the severe dissdvantage criteria
stated above, tha! they are capable of
functioning in the positions to which
they will be appointed. ard that any
residual disability is not job-related.
Em‘ﬁloymam of any individual under this
authority msy not exceed 2 years.

(8 U.S.C. 3301, 3302; EO 10677, 3 CFR 1854~
1958 Comp. p. 218)

("R Doc. 80-7478 Pied 3-13-8X 84) am)

SULING CODE 6305014

§ CFR Part 620

Alemative Work Schadulss.
Expacmant. Master Plan Asmovad.
FromSCFR

acEncy: Office of Personnel
Management.

AcTon: Final Master Plan for the
Alternative Work Schedules
Experimental Program (AWS).

SUMMARY: The Federa! Employees
Flexible and Compressed Work
Schedules Act of 1978 requires the
Office of Personnel Management (OPM)
to establish a Master Plan contalning
the guidelines and criteria by which
alternative work schedule experiments
in the Federsl Government will be
evaluated. This document revokes the
Master Plan from the OPM regulations,
and adopts s new fins! Master Plan to
be incorporated into the Federal
Personnel Manual.

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 14, 1060.

FOR FURTHEN INFORMATION CONTACT:
Dr. Raymond }. Kirk, Office of Personnel
Management, Office of Program
Planning and Development, 1000 E
Street, NW.—Room 3353, Washington,
D.C. 20418, (202) 632-5804.
SUPPLEMENTARY WPORMATION: The
Mnster Plan was published oa Jjuly 20,
1979, (44 FR 42661), on an interim basis
with comments invited for final
rulemaking. Bection 620.107 of OPM's
regulations (5 CFR 620.107) was
ressrved (or the Master Plan. That
ressrved section ls being revoked and
the Master Plan will appear as
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Appendix A, Book §20, Federal
Personnel Manus! 8upplement 890-2.
For the information of the user. anslysis
of comments on Lhe interim Master Plan
and the revised Master Plan are printed
below.

Three comments were received. One
offered an organization's continued
support for the experimental program.
The other two suggested that the
magnitude of the proposed data

" collection would create significant

administrative problems. The large
number of organizstions that have
indicated that they plan to experiment
has resulted in a reduction in the
magnitude of date collection.

e revision of the Master Plan
focuses on the types of data to be
collected and the extent of the deta
collection. The major changes are: 10
reduce the sample size of the
longitudinal study; to replace the special
intensive studies (except the energy
study which will be retained) with a
small number of on-site studies: and to
require all experimenting prganizations
not selected for the longitudinal. on-site,
or energy studies to submit a narrative
evaluation report on their experiment
near the conclusion of the experimental

. period.

Section Analysis

Section |. Background—No changes.

Section II. Research Questions—The
scope of 3uem’om A4, E8, and F5 was
reduced due to the revised design
matrix.

Section [LI. Conduct of the Evaluation

II-A. Design—Section replaced to
reflect the new design outlined
above.

I-B. Sample—The discussion of the
original design matrix is eliminated.
Discussion of the new design matrix

-for the longitudinal study is in II-E,

ID-C. Experimental Control—
Reference to control groups in the
intensive special studies has been
eliminated since those studies have
been eliminsted.

I0-D. Implementation—Reference to
local project and research
coordinator training has been
deleted since it will not be
conducted. The “Implementation
Guide” and "Supervisors Guide"
referred to have been consolidated
and are referred to in the section
“Educational Materials”,

IM-E Data Collection—The heading
has been changed to “Dats
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Collection and Reporting” to reflect
the change in spproach. The section
bas been revised to include
information on the narrstive
evaluation reports, the reduced
design matrix for the longitudinal
study. the apveite studies. and the
soergy . The saction on
“Intensive Special Studies” bas
been eliminaied

I0-F. Analytic Methodology—
References to the anslysis of the
sarrelive reports and on-site studies
have been added. Aualyeis of
variance has replaced regression
analysis ae the lhird ype of
statistical procedurs. Analysis of
variance is & more spproprisie
statistical procedure 10 use with the
reduced longitudinal study.
Referances to :xodd studies have
been eliminat

ID-C. Reports—No changes have been

made.

Master Plan for the Alternative Work
Schedules (AWS) Experimental Program;
Table of Contents

1. Background
A. Geoaral loformstion
B. Pub. L 95390

0. Research Questions

A. Efficiency af Government Operetions

B. Msss Transit Fecilities and Traffic

C. Levels of Energy Coosumption

D. Servioe to the Public

E Opportunitias for Full-time and Part-time
Employment

F. Quality of Life for Individuals and Families

. Cooduct of the Evaluatl

A. Design

B. Sample

C. Experimental Control

D. Implementation

£ Data Collection and Reporting

F. Anslytic Methodalogy

G. Reports

Master Plan for the Alternstive Work
Schedules Experimental Program

The Federal Employees Flexible and
Compressed Work Schedules Act of
1978 requires the Office of Personnel
Manasgement to establish a program to
provide an adequate basis on which to
evaluate the effectivencss of alternative
wark schedules. This Master Plan
outlines the research questionas. the
experimental design. the dats collection
procedures, and the analytic techniques
which will be used for evalua the

impact of alternative work schedules on
the Fedaral work {orce.
L Bacicground
A. Genaral Information

The 5-day. 40-hour workweek with
fixed starting and times has

remained the dominant work schedule

for the past 40 years. It is only in the

a8t 12 years that organizations have

gun 1o experiment with alternative

work schedules, that is. work schedules
which allow some flexibllity in selection
of ot times or which compress the
workweek into same period shorter than
the treditionsl 5 days.

The two general categories of
alternative work schedules are flexible
and compressed workweeks. A flexible
schedule allows an employee to vary,
withio constraints set by the
orgsnization, the times be or she reports
for duty and departs from work A
compressed workweek is one which
compresses the 40-bour workweek into
less than & days. or alternatively the 80-
bour biweekly pay period into less than
10 working days. The most common
compressed workweek has four, 10-bour
days.

I¥| 1087, Messerschmitt-Boelkow-
Blohm, sn aerospsce company in
Munich, West Germmr. became the
first major industrial plant in the world
to adop! s flexible working hours
srrangement for its 2,000 employees. The
impetus behind this first experiment
with flexitime was the severe traffic
botleneck around the factory, caused
by severs! thousand workers all starting
and leaving work st the same time.

Within 15 months the experiment was
judged a success, and flexitime was
made permanent At first slowly, and
then later at an increasing pace, other
European business firms began trying a
variety of scheduling arrangements
involving flexible bours.

Although firet introduced in the
United States in 1971, by 1077 there
were an eslimated 2.5 10 3.5 million
employees (approximately 6 percent of
the working population) on flexdble
schedules, not counting thase
professionals. managers, salespeople,
and self-employed workers who had
long set their own work schedules.
Additionally, there were 2.1 million
American workers on compressed
workweeks in 1077,

In & recent review of the empirical
literature on fexible hours,
Golemblewski and Proehl (Robert 1.
Golemblewsk! and Carl W, Proehl, Jr.,
“A Survey of the Empirical Litersture on
Flexible Workhours: Character and
Consequences of s Major Innovation,”
Academy of Management Review,
Oclober 1978, pp. 637-863) found that
there ls widespread interest in end
enthusisem for these schedules even
though an emplrical basts for adopting
them s, for the most part, lacking.
Hitherto, there bas not besn sufficient
study, stthar tn numbers or in rigor, to
at te specific differences in resaits

to various ways of structuring or
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administering such achedules. Few
studies used contro) or comparison
groups; few provided s longtudinal
perspective or any sort of statietical
trestment. Another deficiency of
previous studies is thet mos! of these
studias wure gonducted in clericsl.
white-collar contexts. Furthermore.
these studies tended to overlook the
impact of alternative work schedules on
performance and productivity. Finally,
past studies have not been sophisticated
enough 1o take into account the
variabllity that may result from the
differences between union and non-
union settings.

In summary, previous studics on
alternative work schedules have been
narrow and limited. In addition to the
deficiencies discussed above. they have
tended to focus llrmely on employees’
attitudes about such schedules and on
macro-behavioral variables. such as
effects on the use of vacation time and
on tardiness. Canversely, they have paid
little stiention to managers’ attitudes
and changes in these attitudes as
affected by such schedules.

B. Pub. L. 95390

The President and the Congress have
found the evidence on alternative work
schedules to be sufficiently encouragi
1o warrant the enactment of the Federa
Employees Flexdble and Compressed
Work Schedules Act of 1078. Pub. L. 05~
300 mandates a 3-year period of
controlled experimentation with the use
of flexible and compressed work
schedules for employees of agencies in
the executive branch of the United
States Government. The purpose of the
experimentation {s to determine the
impacte—both pesitive and negative—
which these alternatives to traditional
work schedules may have on: (1}
Efficiency of Government operations; (3)
service to the public; (3) mass transit
facilities; (4) energy consumption; (5)
increased job opportunities; and (8) the
?uulity of life for individuals and

.s.

The sxperimentation is made possible
by the temporary modification of certain
premium pay and scheduling provisions
of: (1) Title 5, United States Code. and
(2) the overtime pay provisions of the
Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA). These
modifications are applicable only to
those agencies or wark units
participating in a test program; all
permanent provisions of Title 5 and the
FLSA remain in effect for
nonparticipating agency sctivities and
employees.

Pub. L. 85-390 further requires that the
OPM develop and conduct an
expetimenta! program of sufficient depth
and diversity to:
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* ' ¢ provide ap sdequals basls on which
1 everiate the elfectivenses and desirebility
of permanenly maintaining Daxible or
campressed work achedelas withio the
m‘nMM“ﬂdﬁ.L

I Ressarch Questions

This section ents the research
quastions which the program will
address in order to carry oul the
required evaluation of the impact of
alternative work schedules on the
Pederal work force.

While few previous studies bave
systematically examined the effects of

tarnative work schedules, there have
been s sufficient number of studies, and
the pattern of results bas been
conslstent enough to suggest a set of
varisbles for the present ressarch

project.
é::onl sysiems theory provides a

beuristic model for the

interrelationships among the variables.
o+ Varisbles may be classified inlo one of

three s: Input, prooess, and output.

A model for the present project is shown

in Pigure 1. Input variables are those

factors which are outside the direct

control of the work unit, Le. they are

inputs to the work unit. In the present

Ezlbcl. such variables as mission,

tion and work scheduls are

examples of inputs. Procass variables

are those varia which are internal to

the work unit and affect the functio:

of the work unit, Le., the organizatiol

climate, the implementation of the

slternative work schedule, and the

supervisor's behavior. The outputls are

the end the results of the work

unit's activities. In the modal presented

in Figure 1, Lhe six impact areas

specilied in Pub. L. 05-300 are

conceptualized as the outputs.

Pgwe t

dnput

Allemnative Work Schedule

Plex!

Eowgy Cossrum|
Servie Mﬂ:h
Bmployment Opportunitios
Quality of Life

The general systams mode! suggests
that there is no simple single answer to
the question, “What is the effect of
alternstive work schedule X The
variebles are all highly interactive, and
the effects of a given schedule will be
influenced. or modersted, by the specific
inputs and processes opersting in the
systora. Por this reason, a series of
research questions has been formulated
{or the present svaluation of allernative
work schedules in Federal agencies. The
specific research questions intended to
::;inn the six impeact areas are listed

ow.

A. Efficiency of Government Operations
1. What changes occur in mission
accomplishment and work unit costs?

2 How are ent tasks
affected? What lems develop and
how are they od?

3. What are the effects on
orllglrnlloml climate resulting from
AW

4. Are efficiency and productivity
affected by the type of AWS used?

B. Mass Transit Paciliies and Traffic

1. Is there & transportation advantage
from AWS for either individuals or
public transit authorities?

2. What effects do AWS have on the
choice of commuters' transportation and
on commuting time?

T’. What ul- the oﬂoc;a on car pools
and van pool programs

4 What lro tL sffect on rush bour
congestion

8. Ls there a changs in recreational
travel?

C. Levels of Enargy Conmmption

1. Do energy savings revnlt from the
effects of AWS oo transportation?

2 Is there an increass in energy
consumption from buflding and
cq:!wlnn-ln-hdAW

t is the Dot sowrgy of
Ammwmm

1. Is servios to the public increased or
decreased in quality or

2 To what extent is the change in
service affected by the AWS, work
unit's function, sise or lecation?

E Jor Pull-time and Part-
i smaed
wt are the laber supply offects of

A
2 Wil thase be aow labor force
satranie?
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3. ls there a sbift from pari-time 1o
full-time employment?

4. Does moonlighting increase?
!ot‘.AwW.:'l types of jobs are best suited

6. How do AWS affect the

esmployment opportunities for wom
.J htmth.c handicapped? “

F. Quality of Life Jor Individuals and
Families

1. How s the quality of work life
.ﬂ.c}‘(.d’ th lity of personal and

2 How is the ana ty of
son-work life od?

3. Do social, educetional. or clvic
activities change? :

4 Do family relationships and child
care change?

8. Do the effects on quality of lifs vary
with the AWS used?

1. Conduct of the Evaluation
A. Design

The effocts of the alternative work
schedules on the impact areas will be
evaluated by four types of studies.
These are: (1) Narrative svaluation
reports from each experimenting
organizations; (2} s longitudinal and
cross-sectional study of a sample of
experimenting work units; (3) on-site
studies of experimenting organizations;
and (4) a special study on the net energy
impact of altemative work schedules.

The narrative svaluation reports from
anization will

each experimenting
the effects of

provide an overview
AWS. Experimenting organizations will
be required o provide basic information
about their AWS experiment and report
to OPM at the snd of the experimental
period providing Ih,;l.t.:vdutiom the
six impact areas. reporis not
be required for tons selected to
participate In the tudinal cross-
sectional, oo-sils or snergy (see E2, B3,
and E4) studies.

The longitudinal cross-sectional study
will collect both objective data on the
funetioning of the work unit and
subjective attitudes of o‘:’agloym on
thelr reactions to the AWS. It will be
longitudinal in that dats will be
collected at specified times in the same
work units throughout the durstioa of
each experiment. Dets will be aross-
ucﬂnlld: :nst it will mp;u a
variety opersting in s diverse
sampling of Pederal sctivities.

The longitudinal cross-sectional study
will collect information i four genersl

wns charscleristios (2
diary o(l‘ m::.lull OV.:I.I)D %)

additicnal surveys 90
sxperimental work units and (4)
objective archival data. The cffects wpon

the various impact aress, as determined
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~—Number of suthorized overtime

hours

—Parnt-time/full-time employee ratio

—=Accident ratles

(c) Enfﬂyn Survey. Some sttitudinal
dets en ormation can be collected
only from surveys of employees in the
experimental work units (e.g..
commuting habits). Four surveys of
smployees will be conducted. These
surveys will take spproximaltely 45
minutes to complete and will be
collected a1 the stert of the experimental
period. and 3 months, 12 months, and 18
months into the experimental period.
The surveys will collect deta on the
following arsas:

~Organizations] climate and quality
of working life

~—Commuting habits

~Impact on Tamily and personal life

ob performance
ob satisfaction

—Time utilization

—AWS utilization

~Parceived sbuses of system

~Supervisor's functions

eduling .

—Recreational travel habits

(d) Diary of Significant Events. The
local Project Director will be required to
keep a diary of significant events within
the organization which might have an
impact on the effects of AWS. Examples
of such events might include a move to »
new building, a flu epidemic, 8 change in
supervisors (including top level
management), changes in work flow,
major snow storms, reorganization, or 8
critical snergy sh ..

3. On-site Studies. Because certein,
limited types of dats may be difficult to
obtain oo an overall, cross-sectionsl
basis, and because some results may be
manifest only in the presence of specia!
factors, soms effects of the use of
alternative work schedules can be
determined onl on-site studies.
The bn-site studies serve to
supplement the narrative reports and the
longitudinal cross-sectional study and
provide additional explanstory detail in
the final report. They will have more
intensive dats collection, and/or they
will utilize controlled experimental or
quasi-experimenta! designs. OPM will
select 8-10 experimenting organisations
for on-slts studies. These organizations
will not be required to eubmit the
sarrstive evaluation report. The on-site
studies will be un‘md.- by the AWS

od orgentsation to provide
{nformation on the six impact areas of
. Pub. L. 95-300 as well as to identify the
p;oblcu:dbu-ﬂ&h::l‘ndh
leln'. Mm
under sn AWS. The purpose of the on-
aite studies is to obtain information on

AWS and not to evaulate the
effectiveness of a specific organization
in conducting its AWS experiment.
Data collection metbods for the on-
site studies will include interviews of
employees. supervisors, and managers:
surveys of samples of employees; and
collection of some organizational date
such as productivity measures, type and
number of public service contects, elc.
An initial planning meeting will be held
of OPM staff and management of the
selected organizations to discuss
specific plans for the on-site study. OPM
staff then make thres or four on-site
visits to conduct interviews and collect
data during the 18-month experimental
period.
4. Energy Study. A special study will
be conducted on the net energy impact
of AWS. This study will examine
changes in of public and private
transportation for commuting as well as
for recreational travel. This will be
sccomplished by using s survey and
travel diary from a sample of employees
in experimenting organizations. In
sddition, deta on changes in building
energy consumption will be collected
using dets from specific buildings as
well as computer models of building
energy utilization. The net snergy
impect will then be analyzed from dats
obtained from these two sources—
buildings and trensportation.
Organizations selected for the building

and/or transportation segments of the
energy study will be notified by OPM.
F. Analytic Msthodology

This section provides an overvisw of
the strategies and techniques which will
be used for statistical analysis of the
data collected. The of any
process of data anslysis is to condense
information contained in the body of
data into s form which can be
comprebended and interpreted. This Is
particularly cxitical to the AWS profect,
since the purposs of the research is to

a basis for policy decisions and
elative action.
times this analytic process is

simply used to describe s body of
empirical deta. In the present project, it
is important to go beyond that and
search for meaningful patterns of
relationships among sets of variables,
that {3, to build s comprehensive picture
of the impact of AWS on the Federal
work force

‘The narrative evaluation reports and
on-site studies will be analyzed to
identify genersl trends in the results of a
wide varfety of experimen
orgenizstions. While this ysis will
pot be quantitative in nature, it will
allow conclusions and provide
sariching detail to the quantitative
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analysis of the longitudinal cross-
sectional study.

Three types of statistice] procedures
will be used to analyze the data
collected in the longitudinal. cross-
sectional study. They are descriptive
statistics. trend analysis, and analysis of
variance.

The descriptive analysis of the data
will examine the characteristics of the
distribution of esch of the independent
and dependent variables under
investigation. This will be accomplished
by using measures of central tendency
(e.g.. mean, median) and distributions
and frequencies, such as the crose-
tabulation of two varisbles. Proportions
will be used to describe the data for
discrete category variables.

A second type of analysis, trend
analysis, will consist of plotting the data
points of relevant variables over the
time period of the experiment and
identi patterns in the data. Patierns
which t be revealed are effects of
experience with AWS, patterns of use
which vary by the season of the year,
and so on.

The third type of statistical procedure
to be used is analysis of variance.
Analysis of variance allows the
researcher to make inferences about the
effects of independent variables on
dependent variables. Using analysis of
variance, it will be possible to detect
differences in the various dependent
variables as & result of the different
types of schedules. :

The analytic method and independent
and dependent varisbles are given
below for each of the research
questions.

For most analyses, the leve! of
analysis is the work unit, .e., data will
be aggregated within a work unit and
that score will be used to represent the
work unit. A different level of analysis
will be used in dealing with the aress
indicated below.

1. Efficiency of Government
Operations. (a) What changes occur in
mission accomplishment and work unit
costs? .

~Descriptive statistics and trend
analysis of productivity measures,
turnover rates, leave usage, accident
rates and cost data.

(b) How are management tasks
affected? What problems develop and
how are they solved?

~Descriptive statistics and trend
apalysis of survey data, analysis of
diaries.

(c) What are the effects on
organizational climate resulting from
AWS?

—Analysis of variance of change
scores for organizational climate and
job satisfaction.
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emphasizes joint labor-management
planning for the experiment and
employee participation in analyzing
work requirements in their own unita 8o
that they may have input into the
process by which systems. designed to
sasure the adequacy of the wark force
st any given time. are formulsted

3. Reguiations and Cuidance
R tons {or the Alternative Work

ules Experimental Program are in

Part 820 of the OPM's regulations (title 8,
Code of Federel Regulations). These
regulstions must be used in conjunction
with Pub. L. $5-390. The regulations and
sdditiona) guidanoce for the
sdministration of altemative work
schedule experimental programs are
provided in Book 820 of Federal
Personasl Manual Supplement 990-2.

E. Data Collsction and Reporting.

1. Narrotive Bvaluotion Reports.
Ovganizations not selected to participste
in the longitudinal cross-sectionsl, on-
site, or energy studies must conduct an
svaluation of tbeir experiments and
report the result directly to OPM sfter 18
mouths of experimentation. or by May 1,
1981, whichever date occare first. The
parrative avalustioa report must include
information on the six impact areas
{dentified in Pub. L 85-390. An outline of
the arsas 1o be addressed in this report
and the types of information to be
covered in the is furnished below.
This outline will be followed in
preparing the report lo provide
maximum compatibility between reports
from differsat organizations. The report
will be » pontechnicel summary
sssessment of the experiment. The
summary sssessment shonld include the
results of any interns! svshustion efforts.
Poth management and local lsbor
nnions involved in the experiment
should provide input 10 the development
and tion of the report. More
detailed guidance will be provided on
the preparation of the narrstive reports
through the lssuance of s Federsl
Personns! Manual bulletin. .

. Organizotional characteristics. The
pumber of smployees in the experiment;
the pre-experimental anc' alternative
work schedules; barge unit stetus;
carpool, van pool. and p facilities;
svailabiiity of pablic transportation:
description of the major sctivities or
services of the experimenting units (e.g.,
clerical. produce goods, public service
contact. sdministrative office, or staff
function).

b. Bfficiency of Covernment
operations. Conclusions sbout changes
in productivity, sick leave, anoual lasve
and lsave without pay usage.
conclusions about changss o ampleyes

tumover, number of overtime hours. job
sstisfaction, and worale.

¢. Mass transit focilities. and uaffic.
Any conclusions on changes in
commuting habits such as use of mass
transil. carpools, and private
sulomobiles.

d. Levels of snergy consumption.
Where svailable, note changes (o the
amount of energy used in the building ss
» function of changed operating hours
that may result from changes io work
schedules.

o. Service o the public. Bvaluation of
the leve] and amount of service 1o the
public if the experimenting organization
provides direct public sarvice.

1. Increased opportunities for full-time
ond pari-time employment. Discerned
changes in the pumber of applicants for
jobs. and Jevels of part-time employses.

. Individuals and families generally.
Received effects of AWS on family
scheduling of child care and bousebold
sctivities and employse recreational
activities.

b. Special problems. Special problems
which developed during the sxperiment
such as a large number of requests for
exclusions due to bardship difficulties
sdministering pay and leave, overtime
or manpower problems during peak
work load periodas, etc.

2. Longitudinal Cross-Sectional Study.
A sample of 60 work units will be
seiected by OPM 1o be part of the
longitudinal cross-sectional study.
Orgeanizations which have work units
selected for this study will not be
tequired to submit the narrative
evalustion report.

The selectad work units must bave #
reasonably work
technology and a siagle focus of
function and activity. cally, such a
work unit will be be bya
supervisor autborized to certily time and
attendance carda. For exampls, s work
vnit for purposss of this project might be
# mail room, & plant, a data
processing center, a claims group, or 8
policy group; bowever, all ssployees in
2 work unil must be on the same type of
schedule. with the axception of those
employses excluded because of
personsl bardship.

The experimental design for the
longitudinal cross-sectional study is a
simple one-way classification with four

s of schedules.

The four types of schedules are 5-4/9 .
and ¢-day week compressed
flexible schedules that allow variability

in the pumbers of bours worked per day.
and flexible schedules which e

employees to work 8 hours per
flexitime s» sllowed uadar permanen!

rrovlshu of Ytle 5). Within each of the
jour types, 18 work units will be
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selected representing & variety of sizes.
locations. and functions. However, for
purposes of analysis, these variables
will not be included since there will be
100 few casen (0 create & complete
factorial design.

Dsts will be collected by ssch
orgsnization, using the forms and
surveys provided by OPM. OPM will
slso provide guidance and advice on
establishing dats collection procedures.
The raw unsnalyzed data will be
forwarded 1o OPM for all date reduction
and analysis. All dats collected will be
treated in » confidential manner: no
individuals will be identiBed. The
results of the experiment will be
reported as scores aggregated scross
work units and organizstions.
Organizations which terminate the
experiment prior to the end of the
experimental period will provide OPM
with data on the reasons for terminetion
o8 well ap other dsta which may be
required.

The {ollowing types of data wifl be
collected from work units selected for
the longitudinal cross-sectional study.

() Orgonizotional/Work Unit
Charocteristics. Descriptive information
to be collected prior to the onset of an
experiment will inciude:

~~Number of employses in
experimental work unit by age, sex.
grade

~Location of work unit

~—Preexperimental work schedule and
alternative work schedule planned

—Major activities or services of
experimental work units (s.g. clerical.
produca s, customer contact. office
or plant )

—Work technology [e.-. machine-
paced vs. worker-paced jobs.
sutonomous vs. interdependent job.
nature of supervision and

programs. .
of trans, ticn to organization
) Longitwdinal Archivel Dato.
Organizations should obtain as much of
thie longitudinal deta as possible
tetrospectively from existing records for
the 12-woath period preceding the start
of the t. Data collection
procedures should be established to

16-wonth axparimental period which is
Dot routinely maintained. Dats collected
will include the following:
~Productivity msasures, if any.
currently utilised by the organization
-Turaover

~-Sick lesve, annual lsave, and leave
without pay usage (total number of
bours per month and aumber of
{ncidents of leava use per mooth)
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by statistical analysis of the data. will
be correlated with the various
alternative work schedules used. Gome
effects msy be detectable soon after the
onse! of the experiment (e g.. job
satisfaction, commuting time, lesve
usage); others may take longer to appear
(e.g.. tumover, changes in family roles).
Some effects may initially appear and
then fade away (e.g . increased morale
and supervision problems). The
longitudina! nature of the study will
permit the tracking of these various
possibilities.

The on-site studies will focus upon the
six impact aress listed under “Output”
in Figure 1. They will attempt to
determine, in & detailed way, the effects
of alternative work schedules upon
organuzations which are considered
representative of certain types of
Federa! work environments. In addition
to gathering information on the six
impact areas, these on-site studies will
gather information that is pertinent to
the successful introduction and
administration of an AWS program such
as the degree of employee involvement
and necessary changes in time and
stiendance recordkeeping required for o
work schedule change.

These studies will be tailored to fit the
structure and function of the particular
organizations selected and to provide
data necessary to answer particular
research questions.

The special study on the net energy
Impact of AWS will provide data both
on the effects on transportation and on
building operating costs.

The four types of studies will provide
a comprehensive evaluation of the AWS
program. The narrative reports will

rovide a comprebensive overview. The
ongitudins! cross-sectional study will
sllow & systemaetic analysis of AWS.
The on-site studies will surich the
conclusions of the analytic and
narrative studies and provide detail on
the major issues in implementing an
AWS. Finally, the energy study will
provide data in an ares of increasing
importance. While AWS sppear to bold
much promise for energy conservation,
little Is currently known about the
specific net impact on
consumption as & result of thelr
apguam in the worlplaoce.

c details on the fouxr types of
studies are provided in the Data
Collection and Analytic Methodology
soctions

The OPM will provide dsts collection
instruments, assistance $o orgmizations
implementing ditaraativa work
schedules, and perform dets analysis.
Each participating q&nlnm will be
responsible for both the day-to-day
managemen! of the experimental

program and the collection of required
dats. Organizations should expect to
designate one or more individuals to: (1)
Serve as the principa! point of contact
between the organization and OPM. (2)
carry out the coordination, planning.
and implementation of the
organizetion's alternative work
edules experiment; and (3) in work
units selected far the longitudinal study,
distribute OPM data collection forms
and instruments, assure adequate
colleetion of baseline and followup data
" from the organization's records and from
employes surveys, and forward the raw
data to OPM's research staff for
analysis. Ordinarily, one person would
have responaibility for all three tasks
and functions, but in larger
organizations these functions might be
accomplished by two or more people.

B. Sample

Any sgency that wishes (o test an
alternative work schedule may do s0, as
long as it abides by the regulations
prncribedub{ OPM to guide the
experimental program. Thus, the sample
will essentially be self-selected.
However, & sufficient number of diverse
organizations must participate in the
alternative work schedules experimental
program for the report to have any
validity. For this reason, Public Law 05-
390 gives OPM authority to require
selected agencies to experiment with
certain work schedules. However, it is
pot anticipated that this provision will
need 10 be invoked.

C. Experimentol Control

Due 10 the diversity and complexity of
organizations that will be part of the
research project, it is not possible to
conduct s perfectly controlled
experiment. However, several
procedures wrill be used to increase
znﬁdum i inferences made from the

ta.

Contral will be provided by dats from
two of the svaluation studiss of the Civil
Service Reform Act baing conducted by
the QP Tha first of thess is & study of
productivity in the Federa! sectoe. The
productivity data will be collectad on an
aggregated basis across organizations.
While these data will not antpodﬁc

oﬂnmﬂmmhwh

sddjtion, ap ettituds survey of 20,000
Pederal employwer will be

annually during the time paried of the
Alemafive Work Schadules .
Pxperimental Program. This survey
contains organizational climste soales in
common with the employes survey
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which will be used in the Alternative
Work Schedules Experiments] Program.
As with the productivity data, these
common scales will provide s trend line
of Pederal employees’ attitudes toward
the work place for comparison with the
attitudes of employees participating in
the experiment. The nature of the
longitudinal design makes possible
additiona) control; esch work unit will
serve as Its own control to determine
changes over time.

D. Implementation

1. Technical Assistonce—(a)
Onientation sessions. The AWS program
staff will conduct a series of orentation
meetings. The purposes of these
imeetings will be to confer with agency
headquarters officials, as well as others,
on plans to implement Pub. L. 95-390; to
brief local agency and union
representatives on opportunities '
provided by the legislation and
requirements for participation in the
experimental program; and to hold
planning sessions with representatives
of egencies and unlons that express an
early interpst in an AWS experiment.

(b) Conﬁ:lu‘ng services. The AWS
research and implementation staff will
be avallable throughout the life of the
program to provide telephone consulting
services and some on-site consultation,
if necessary. OPM regional program
staff will also be available to provide
advice and consulting services.

(c) Public information services.
Central office staff will be available to
speak before national professional
gatherings, union meetings, conferences,
or similar groups which desire
information about the experimental
program. They will also contribute to
Government or other publications and
reapond to inquiries from the press.
researchers, and others interested in the

program. )

2 Educotionol Materiols. A number of
educational materials are availsble from
the OPM.

These include:

(a) A booklet that briefly describes
the Alternative Work Schedules

am. It covers the legislative
mandate, the ressarch plan, and the
steps to be taken to implement the non-
research aspects of this mandate.

{(b) A slide presentstion that explains
the requirements of Pub. L. 95-300, the
various forms of fiexdble and
compressed work schedules that may be
tested under the law and outlines

experimental agencies’ data collection

responsibiiities.
(c) An tmplementation guide that
bes & process agencies may follow
ta pl and hnphm%m
altemative work schedule. guide
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¢ ¢ * provide as sdequate baais on which
:m’.“".d' mhhm.ﬂbh wly

permanently mai or
campressed work achedulas withio the
mnmmwudh&.l.

1. Ressarch Questions

This section presents the research
quastions whlrrt'he program will
address In order 1o carry out the
requtred svalustion of the impact of
alternstive work schedules on the
Poderal work force.

While few previous studies bave
syslemetically examined the sffects of

ternative work schedules, thers bave
been a suffidlen! number of studiss, and
the pattern of results bas been
coaslstent enough to sugges! & set of
variables for the present

project.

C!:tcunl systems theory provides s
beuristic mode! for examining the
{nterrelationships among the variables.

«Varisbles may be classified into one of
three s: Input, process. and output.
A model for tha present project is shown
in Pigure 1. loput variables are thoss
factors which are outside the direct
control of the work unit, Le. they are
inputs lo the work unit. In the present

L, such variables as mission,

tion and work schedule are

sxamplas of inputs. Process varisbles
are thoss variables which are internal to
the work unit and affect the functio
of the work unit, Le.. tha organiza
climats, the implementation of the
allenative work schadule, and the
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Eowrgy Consumptios
;ljrh t» Public os
Quality of Life

The systems mode! suggests
that there (s no simpls single answar to
the question. “What( is the effect of
alternative work schedule X7~ The
variables are all highly interactive, and
the sfiects of a given schedule will be
{nfluenced. or modersted. by the specific
inputs and processes opereting in the
syvtem. Por this reason, & series of
research questions bas been formulated
for the evalvation of alternative

A. Efficiancy of Government Operalions

1. What changes occur in mission
accomplishment and work unit costs?

2 How are en! tasks
affected? What lems develop and
bow are they solved?

3. What are the effects on
Aornn!nws? tional climate resulting from

4. Are efficiency and productivity
affected by the type of AWS used?

B. Mass Transil Pocilities and Traffic

1. Is there & transportation advantage
from AWS for sither individuals or
public transit sutborities?

2 What effects do AWS have on the
choice of commuters’ transportation and
on commuting time?
m%%utnr:thuﬂoc;nmwpoob

van pool programs

4. What is the effect on resh bour

congestion?
8. s \here a changs in recrestional
travel?

C. Levals of Enargy Conmumptioa

1. Do energy savings result from the
effects of AWS on transportation?

2 Is there an increase in spergy
m' oy md\d.:lw

t nee 08 8

s.mhhndw of
AWS from transportation and
consumption ellects?

D. Service lo the Public

1. 1s servioe to tbe peblic increased or
decreased in quality or quastity?

2 To whet extent ls the change in
service affected by the AWE, work
unit's function, sise or lecatioa?

E Jor Pull-lime and Part-
i Epioymaan

1. What are the lsber supply effacts of
AWSY '

2 Will thaee be aow labor force
entrantet
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3. 1s there a shift from peri-time to
full-time employment?

4 Dwo:: noonll&hm lnmbn:'c?

[ 1 typos are best suited
for AWS? fobe

6. How do AWS affect the
smploymaent opportunities for women
and for the handicspped?

F. Quality of Life for Individuals and
Families

1. How (s the quality of work life
affected?

2 How is the quality of personal and
son-work lifs affscted?

3. Do social. educational, or dvic
activities change? :

4 Do family relationships and child
o Dot fects on quality of

5. ects on ty of life v
with the AWS used? g

1L Conduct of the Rvaluation
A Design

The effects of the alternstive work
schedules on the impact areas will be
svaluated by four types of studies.
These are: (1) Narrative svaiuation
reports from each experimenting
organizations; (2) a longitudipal and
cross-sectional study of a sample of
experimenting work units; (3) on-site
studies of experimenting organizations;
and (4) a special study oo the nel energy
impact of alternative work schedules.

The narrative svaluation reports from
esch experimenting tion will
provids an overview ol the effects of
AWS. Experimenting organizstions will
be required 10 basic lnformation
sbou! thair AWS experiment and report
o OPM at the end of the experimenta)
pariod providing their evaluation in the
oix mpact areas. These reports will not
be required for toos selected to
participate in the tudinal cross-
sectional, oo-site or energy (see E2, E3,
and B4) studies.

The twdinal cross-sectional study
will collect both objective data on the
functioning of the wotk wnit and
subjective attitudes of smployess on
their reactions to the AWS. 1t will be

tudinal ia that data will be
collected at specified times in the same
work units througbout the duration of
each sxperimant. Dats will be cross-
sectional in that it will sncompass a
variety of AWS opersting in » diverse
sampling of Federal activities.

The loagitudinal cross-sectional study
wil collect information in four general
ares (lw charscteristics (2)
diary of ecganizational events {9)
sdditional surveys of in

tal work uaits and (4)
objective arciival data. The effects wpon
the various impact arens, as determined
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COMPONENTS OF OPM'S MASTER PLAN

LONGITUDINAL AND CROSS-SECTIONAL STUDY

The longitudinal and cross-sectional study constitutes
a major element in OPM's evaluation. The study is directed
at collecting both objective data on the functions and char-
acteristics of work units and subjective attitudes of employ-
ees on their impressions and reactions to AWS. According to
OPM, the study is longitudinal in that data will be collected
at specified times throughout the experiment; it is cross-
gectional in that it encompasses a variety of AWS operating
in a diverse sampling of Federal activities.

The longitudinal study will collect information on:
--Organizational and work unit characteristics.

-~significant events which might affect AWS results
within an organization.

--Longitudinal archival data on productivity measures,
turnover rates, leave usage, overtime, employment
opportunities, and accident rates.

-~-Employees' and supervisors' attitudes about AWS.

Employee survey

OPM's master plan calls for administering a question-
naire to all employees and supervisors in certain work units
participating in the longitudinal study. The questionnaire
is to be administered 4 times during the experimental period--
at the start of the experiment and 3, 12, and 18 months after
AWS is implemented.

At the time of our review, 70 work-units employing
about 2,000 employees were participating in this phase of
the evaluation and had been administered the first two ques-
tionnaires. OPM judgmentally selected these work units on
the basis of a number of considerations which included the
function, activity, and technology of the work units; their
size and location; and their willingness to participate in
the study.

In selecting its sample and conducting the study, OPM
is using an experimental design consisting of four types of
AWS~-the 5-4/9 compressed schedule, the 4-day week compressed
schedule, flexible schedules that allow variability in the
number of hours worked per day, and schedules which require
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~Descriptive sisustics and trend

nndlym of organizanonal climaste.
} Are efficiency and productivity
-n‘.cu by the type of AWS waed?
~—Dasariptive statietics of sfficiency
and uctivity messures a8 & funetice
'o.lx.hval schedule. {2} work ualt
. and (3) work foroe
characteristion.

«~Analysis of vanance of ouicome
measwee by work schedule.

2. Mase Transit Foci/itres and Traffic.
) Is there s transportation sdvantage
AWS for either mdrviduals or

public transit authonties?

—Analysis of specia) study on energy.

—Descriptive statistics of survey data
on commuting habits (Level of analysis:
Individual)

(b) What effects do AWS have oo
choice of commuting trensportation and
on commuting time®

—Descriptive statistics of survey data
on commuting habits as & function of
AWS and organizational characteristics.
{Level of ysis: individual)

3. Levels of Energy Consumption. (a)
Are there energy savings from
transportation effects of AWS?

—Analysis of venance on emount and
frequency of automobile usage.

(b) ls there an incresse in energy
consumption from building and
squipment use as a result of AWS?

—Analysis of specel study ob enargy
consumption.

{c) What is the net energy impact of
AWS from transporisnion (a. above) and
bullding (b.above) eflecia?

—Projections of the energy costs and
savings as 8 funcuon of s particular
AWS, and organizsstion characteristics
{particularly geographic location and

).

4. Service to the Public. {s) lo service
1o the public incressrd ot decreased in
quality or quantity? How much is the
gain or loss worth?

~Analysis of on-eite study data on
Quality of castomer service.

(b) How much is the change in service
affected by ths AWS. work unit's
function, siza, or locsnon?

~={escriptive stausucs of level of
ousiomar service as & function of AWS,
work snit function. size. and locstion.
h.;i-d-n lqu. b Ww the

yment. (s { are
labor supply effects of Awgm

%ﬁm statslics
data from w of Labor Slatistice.

(b) Wl thare be new labor force
entrants? o

ve statistics of secondary
‘n-m'u of Labor Siatistics.

(c) s there a shift trom part-Gmes to

full-ties employment?

~Trend analysis of part-time ffull-
une cmployu ratio n’:nhncﬂm

(d) Does moanlighting increase?
:u" lulmiu of survey data

vel of analysis:
hdlvldnll)
~Trend unlylh of survey data as s
function of AW

(e} What typu oﬂobo are best suited
for AWS?

~Descriptiva statistics of job
characteriatics by AWS, where outoome
mensures (a.g. productivity, lesve
usage, sic.) and employee satisfaction
are chief variables.

(N How do AWS affect the
ﬁloymenl opportunities for women

the handicapped?

~Descriptive statistics of employment
and turnover rates by sex and by
physical and mental bandicap.

—Descriptive statistics of survey data
on utilization of AWS. and attitudes
toward AWS by sex and by physical
and mevta) handicap.

8. Quality of Lifs for Individuals and
Families. (a) How is the quality of work
Aife affected? What features of work lile
are affected?

—Descriptive statistics and trend
analysis of survey dats on
organizational climste, job sstisfaction
and performance. (Level of analysis:
Individual)

(b) How is the quality of personal and
non-work life affected?

—Descriptive statistics and trend
unlrb of survey dnl- on impact on

(c){)o social, eduutionnl or dvic

nmlvltm
ml sis of survey :lh!:!. on impact on
hn.l, e.

{d) Do h-ﬂy nhﬂmhlpo and child
care patiamns change?
tive statistics and trend
survey date on impect on

scriptive mﬁan and trend

vary with the AWS used?
—Anpalysis of variance with quality of
life {actors as dependent variables.
G. Reports
As required by Pub. L. 95300, an
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Office of Persounal Masagsment.
BSeveriy M. Jomse,
lssuance Systecs Mesoger.

o v et

(1) The saasrwed Appendix A is
oked

oV X

(2) Ths intertm Mastsr Plan {s
revoked.
{Pub. L. 95-380, Titles § and O and
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1078, Sec. 102)
R Duc. 897081 Pllad 3-15-0& 04 an)
SRLNS CODE SNNS-0v-00

————

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Agricultural Marketing Service
7 CFR Part 910
[Lamon Reguiation 243)

Lamons Grown in Caltfornia and
Artzona; Limitation of Mandling

AOENCY: Agricultursl Marketing Service,
USDA.
achowe Final rule.

SUMMARY: This regulation establishes
the quantity of fresh California-Arizona
lemons that may be shipped to market
during the period March 18-22, 1060.
Such action is needed to provide for
orderly marketing of fresh lemons for
this period due o the marketing
situation confronting the lemon industry.
SFFECTIVE DATE: March 14, 1980.
POR PURTHER INPORMATION CONTACT:
Malvin E. McGaha, 202-447-8975.
SUPPLEMENTARY MFORMATION: Findings.
This regulstion is issued under the
marketing agreemant, as amended, and
Order No. 910, s amended (? CFR Part
910). regulating the bandling of lemons
grown in California and Arizana. The
ment and order are effective under
the cultura] Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601~
674). The action is based upon the
recommendations and information

policy of
the act
This action is consistent with the
marketing policy for 1979-80 which was
designated cant under the

madu- Executive Order 12044.
urbh was recommended

wln.dhmulon
'L!l 1979. A
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Distinguishing features cf the orcanizations, such as avail-
ability of historical productivity data and adoption of a
specific AWS to meet a unique organizational objective, were
also used as criteria.

Technical approach

No one research design or approach is being used for
all onsite studies. OPM is custom designing each study on
the basis of objectives, characteristics of the organiza-
tions, and availability of needed data. The data collection
techniqgues for each study include:

--Administration of the lcngitudinal employee survey.

--Interviews with key managers and AWS project managers
or coordinators.

--Collection of needed data from organization records.

NARRATIVE REPORTS

OPM's master plan requires each work unit experimenting
with AWS, which is not participating in the longitudinal and
cross-sectional, onsite, or special energy studies, to pre-
pare a narrative report by May 1, 1981, detailing its ex-
periences with, and the effects of, AWS. The reports are to
be prepared as nontechnical summary assessments. The master
plan stipulates that the reports must include information on
the effects of AWS on the six impact areas identified in the
act. The plan further provides that both management and
local labor unions involved in the individual experiments
should provide input in developing and preparing the narra-
tive reports. Additionally, the results of any formal in-
ternal evaluations which organizations conduct are to be
included in the reports.

Although OPM has provided no specific guidance on how
the individual assessments should be conducted, it has pro-
vided a general outline of information to make reports from
different organizations uniform.

In addition to information relating to the six impact
areas, the reports are to include information on organiza-
tional characteristics and special problems which developed
during the experiment, such as a large number of requests
for exclusions due to hardships, difficulties experienced in
administering pay and leave, and overtime or manpower prob-
lems during peak workload periods.
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employees to work 8 hours per day but allow flexibility in
starting and quitting times. Within each of these 4 types,
OPM selected between 15 and 19 work units. The prime consid-

. eration in the overall number of units selected was the

 amount of information which the OPM staff felt it could ef-

fectively handle while executing the other components of the
master plan.

ONSITE STUDIES

Believing that certain types of data may be difficult
to obtain on an overall, cross-sectional basis, and that
some results may be manifest only in the presence of special
factors, OPM decided to include onsite studies as a segment
of the evaluation. The objectives of these studies are to
provide detailed data on AWS effects and to identify prob-
lems and benefits associated with planning, implementing,
and functioning under AWS. At the time of our review OPM
had initiated several of these studies and had plans to con-
duct at least nine onsite studies in total. These studies
will supplement the longitudinal and cross-sectional study
and narrative reports and provide additional explanatory

' detail for OPM's final report.

The results of these studies will differ from the other
components of the evaluation because they will focus on col-
lecting information on the effects of AWS which manifest
themselves in larger organizational units, rather than the
work unit or only under some special conditions. Addition-
ally, in an attempt to isolate the effects that result from
specific AWS, OPM is using some comparison groups consisting
of units not participating in the AWS experiment.

OPM plans to conduct most of the onsite studies at mul-
tiple locations for each organization. OPM believes these
studies will allow it to collect data in greater detail and
to focus on problems encountered, management ‘issues, and the
methods by which both organizations and individuals cope
with the changes and problems resulting from AWS implementa-
tion.

Selection criteria

The organizations and locations included in the onsite
studies were selected judgmentally by OPM using a combina-
tion of criteria. Selection criteria included a variety of
AWS types, types of activities, geographic locations, and ex-
pression of willingness to participate in the onsite studies.
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United States of America

Office of
Personnel Management  washingion, D.C. 20415

We 25 1980

In Reply Reter To Your Reference

Mr. H. L. Krieger

Director, Federal Personnel
and Compensation Division

U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr eger:

We have reviewed your report on the Alternative Work Schedules Experiment
and offer the following comments and observations.

We generally agree with your finding that limitations on resources have made
more difficult the job of implementing and evaluating an experiment of this
size. However, for the reasons outlined below, we do not agree with GAQ

that "the current study will fail to provide the degree of valid and reliable
information necessary for the Congress to make a knowledgeable decision on
permanent legislation" and we certainly do not understand why GAO would
recommend that OPM take money from activities funded by the Congress to in-
crease the resources for AWS when the Congress specifically reduced the funds

for that project. [See GAO note 1, p. 64.]

Within the resources assigned to the project, we have attempted to deal with
the problems you have identified. For example, OPM is verifying the data
files containing information on each experiment as rapidly as possible with
the available staff. Several variables identified as necessary such as the
goals of the experiments, timekeeping procedures, use of credit hours, and

the degree of employee flexibility in using the AWS will be incorporated in
future guidance regarding preparation of the narrative reports. The addition
of these variables to the information being requested in the narrative reports
will provide much of the valid information you have suggested as necessary for
informed decision-making.

OPM also fully intends to employ multivariate analysis when we analyze these
narrative reports. Since these reports will be from all organizations experi-
menting (except those in one of the other AWS studies), they will be repre-
sentative of the population of AWS users in the Federal Government. [see
GAO note 2, p. 64.]

Control groups are being utilized to the maximum extent possible within the
constraints of available resources. The effects of AWS on service to the
public is being addressed in those experimental sites which deal directly
with the public. In addition, the employee survey is being revised to

include items on employee reactions to and experiences with AWS.
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On the basis of the number of work units presently ex-
perimenting, OPM should receive approximately 1,300 narra-
tive reports. Using these reports, OPM hopes to draw conclu-
sions about the effects of AWS, special problems encountered
in using it, and the variations of AWS used. At the time of
our review the procedure for analyzing the reports had not
been developed.

ENERGY STUDY

The special study on net energy impact will provide
data on the AWS effects on transportation and on building
operating costs. The study will examine the changes in
using public and private transportation for commuting as
well as recreational travel.

The study will be accomplished by administering a ques-
tionnaire on commuting practices to between 1,300 and 1,500
employees. The same individuals are also being requested to
maintain a l-week diary, or trip log, which details the
amount and purpose of individual vehicle usage.

The guestionnaire will be administered and the trip log
prepared three times during the experimental period. Al-
though approximately the same number of individuals from the
same work units will be requested to complete the question-
naire and trip log, the exact same individuals will not nec-
essarily be the respondents all three times. At the time of
our review, the questionnaire and trip log had been completed
once.

Information on changes in building energy consumption
will be collected using data from specific buildings. OPM
plans to use the building and transportation energy consump-
tion data to assess the net energy effect of AWS.
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AGENCY COMMENTS

GAO note 1.

This recommendation is consistent with the views of the
House and Senate Appropriations Committees. In denying OPM
its supplemental request for fiscal year 1979 and in reduc-
ing the fiscal year 1980 request, the committees indicated
that OPM should be able to fund the alternative work sched-
ules project with moneys already appropriated. In consider-
ing the fiscal year 1979 supplemental request, the House
Committee also stated that OPM should be able to fund the
project with funds already appropriated "if the program is
of sufficiently high priority."

At no time was there any indication that the scope or
guality of the experiment and evaluation should be reduced--
only that OPM should fund the project internally. 1f after
assessing its priorities, OPM could not reallocate the
needed budgeted funds, it should have worked with the respec-
tive congressional committees to discuss its priorities and
to inform them of the tradeoffs in quality and reliability
which would result from an altered evaluation.

GAO note 2.

An OPM official indicated that the decision to gather
the additional information for the narrative reports and to
use multivariate analysis resulted from our suggestions dur-
ing the review. While OPM's action is a positive effort to
improve its evaluation, we believe serious problems still
exist with the narrative reports. While work units have
been instructed on the format and content of the reports,
the method of analysis is being left to their discretion.
Also, OPM has not specified the evaluation criteria (i.e.,
what constitutes a positive or negative effect) or the im-
portance of the criteria.

If implemented, many of the other recommendations in-
cluded in chapter 4 could improve the usefulness of the nar-
rative reports. As with other components of the evaluation,
OPM's highest priority should be to reassess the entire nar-
rative report. It is especially crucial that OPM specify,
in advance, the objectives and how the information will be
analyzed and interpreted. Otherwise, OPM will gather addi-
tional information which it is not equipped to review and
analyze adequately.
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Based on the above changes, we believe the current AWS evaluation being
conducted by OPM will provide sufficient minimum valid information on the
effects of AWS in Federal agencies for the Congress to make an informed
decision on modification of current work hours legislation. We certainly
sympathize with the arguments for a more comprehensive study but, as the GAO
report notes, we funded such an effort in the President's Fiscal Year 1980
budget, and the funding was reduced by the Congress.

With respect to your comments on the sampling procedure we employed in the
longitudinal and cross-sectional study, it must be noted that the sampling
plan which we used was selected for pragmatic reasons. These reasons included
our recognition of the funding limitations for the project and the reporting
requirements burden to the agencies. Because of the voluntary nature of the
program, any sampiing technique will only reflect the effects of AWS in that
portion of the Federal workforce which adopts an AWS experiment. We do not
share GAQ's concern about broadening the base to include agencies or units

not desiring AWS, since it is our view that AWS should not be a Government-wide
mandatory program, but rather an option available to the agencies when they
and their employees both agree that AWS makes sense for them. In our view

the current evaluation will present a representative picture of the effects

of AWS on the affected workforce. [See GAO note 3, p. 65.]

We also disagree with your report in describing OPM's methodology for determining
the number of employees on a flexible schedule as a “technical error.” A
flexible schedule aliows an employee to select his/her starting time. Because
someone happens to choose the same starting time as the organization might have
had under fixed hours does not negate the employee's option of later choosing

a different starting time. To follow the GAO suggestion of not considering
employees who chease the “"traditional work schedule" as under the experiment
would create several administrative problems. For example, the number of
people in the experiment would vary on a daily, weekly, etc., basis depending
on the number who chose the "traditional schedule." The premium pay rules to
be used would be confusing; either the permanent provision of title 5 for those
working "traditional hours" or those provisions of Public Law 95-390 for em-
ployees who vary their schedule by any amount from the "traditional hours."

The result could be inconsistent data. [See GAD note 4, p. 65.]

In summary, although current funding does not allow us to conduct and evaluate
the experiment as extensively as we had originally planned, we believe our
updated evaluation plan will provide meaningful decision-making information.

[(See GAO note 5, p. 65.]
cerely yours,
zécfp

Gary R. Nelson
Assgtiate Director
for Compensation
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of all Federal employees, we believe it is essential that a
quality experiment and evaluation be conducted, which will
result in the valid and reliable information the Congress
needs to make an informed decision. The decision will ulti-
mately have far-reaching and long-term effects on the Fed-
eral Government and may dictate the future for increased
experimentation in the private sector. If there are substan-
tial cost benefits which can be realized from using AWS, the
evaluation must be a quality one and must yield valid and
reliable results to minimize criticism from AWS opponents.

(964156)
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GAO note 3.

We agree with OPM that AWS should not be a Government-
wide mandatory program. OPM fails to recognize, however,
that individuals who are not experimenting with AWS, whether
by choice or not, may be affected by it. For example, while
employees using a compressed or flexible schedule might in-
dicate that their productivity and morale have increased,
individuals within the same or another unit not using an al-
ternative schedule may be adversely affected by decreased
communication possibilities or by having to perform other
individuals' functions when they are absent. Therefore, we
believe that using control (i.e., comparison) groups to the
maximum degree possible is desirable.

In administering the employee questionnaires, OPM has
not differentiated between those respondents who are, and
who are not, using an alternative work schedule. This repre-
sents just one of the many variables which we believe must
be considered and adjusted for in evaluating the experiment.

GAO note 4

In describing OPM's method for determining the number
of employees using a flexible schedule as a "technical error,"”
we were referring only to evaluation. While by definition,
employees within a unit using a flexible work schedule are
considered participants for purposes of administering the
provisions of the act and OPM's regulations, OPM must, in our
view, determine whether individuals have actually altered
their work schedules for purposes of evaluation. The reac-
tions of these individuals and the potential biases must be
considered in assessing the evaluation results. An attempt
should also be made to determine why these individuals have
not altered their schedules. For example, individuals who,
because of personal preference, choose not to alter their
work schedule may react differently to AWS than individuals
who cannot alter their schedule for reasons beyond their
control (e.g., mass transit schedules and availability).

GAO note 5.

While OPM's evaluation will result in the collection of
a mass of data, we have little confidence in the validity
and reliability of the ultimate results. We believe that
the emphasis should be placed on executing a well-planned
and designed evaluation which maximizes experimental control
and produces quality results rather than simply quantity.
Because the results of this experiment may have substantial
cost implications for the Government and on the work habits
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