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SUMMARY

The California Constitution and statutes assign responsibility to the
State Personnel Board (Board) to administer and enforce the selection process
undef the civil service system. The Board has legally been provided consider-
able flexibility in how the competitive selection process may operate. The
Board has operated in the dual role of both controller and direct service pro-

vider of examination services in the selection process.

Beginning in 1947, selected exams began to be delegated to departments
to admirister, and this practice has grown over the years. Dé]egation of exams
has Targely been to enhance the effectiveness of recruitment, and more recent-
ly to meet critical workload or timing needs of departments which the Board
could not accommodate or incorporate adequately into the centralized examina-

tion process.

The examination process is currently a mix of centralized and delegated
exams. In 1979-80, approximately 70 percent of the number of exams completed
were administered centrally by the Board. Exams typically take seven to nine
months before a 1ist of candidates eligible for hiring can be produced. The
number of exams processed by the Board represents only approximately one-third

the total examinations desired by departments.

The centralized examination process of the Board does not effectively

meet the selection requirements of the State because:

. The overall organization and systems of the exam process are
not consistent with the nature (size, scope, etc.) of the

examination workload. (See page 8)
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. The system design of the centralized examination system is
efficient only for very large exams, which are a minority
of the workload. Other exams take an excessively long pro-
cessing time and there is a backlog of exams waiting to be

processed. (See page 8)

. Distribution of available resources has not been efficient-
ly or effectively applied to exam workload, and the Board
is further hampered by high turnover of staff. (See page
13) |

. There is a need for the Board to More effectively monitor
the total selection process and develop more ongoing system

improvements and training. (See page 16)

Accordingly, we recommend that the Board proceed immediately with a
pilot decentralization program to verify findings of this study that signifi-
cant improvements in the State examination process can be accomplished, with
little or no increase (no more than 7 percent) in current resources, through
increased delegation of exams to departments under a well planned and adminis-
tered decentralization program. The Board should closely monitor the pilot
decentralization program and report to the Legislature on specified measures
of efficiency and effectiveness. Should the pilot project verify the antici-
pated benefits of decentralization, a complete decentralization program should
be implemented subject to appropriate oversight and control by the Board. We
also suggest that the Board place more emphasis on its control and oversight
responsibilities and the development of effective monitoring systems, examina-

tion systems improvements and training.



INTRODUCTION

We have reviewed the efficiency and effectiveness of the State Personnel
Board's management of the State civil service examination and placement pro-
cess. Direction for the Office of the Auditor General to conduct this study
was given by Item 13.1 of the 1979-80 California State Budget and Item 128 of

the Supplemental Language.

The study was authorized to be conducted by an independent consultant.
The ménagement consulting firm of Ralph Andersen and Associates conducted the
study under contract with the Office of the Auditor General. This reviéw was
conducted under the authority vested in the Auditor General under sections

10527 and 10528 of the Government Code.

BACKGROUND

The California State Constitution (Article VII) and various Sections of
the Government Code (Title 2, Division 5, Part 2) outline objectives and gen-
eral procedures for operation of the civil service system. The State Personnel
Board (Board) has the responsibility to administer and enforce the selection
process under the civil service system. The Board has been provided consider-
able flexibility in how the competitive selection process may operate. Section
18930 of the Government Code provides that a broad variety of examination met-
hods "... which the Board deems appropriate, may be employed." By authority
of Section 18701 of the Government Code, the State Personnel Board "... shall
prescribe, amend, and repeal fules in accordance with law for the administra-

tion and enforcement of this part."

In carrying out its responsibilities, the Board has the dual role of (1)
controlling the selection process to assure conformance with constitutional,
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legislative and policy provisions of the civil service system, and (2) serving
State agencies and applicants for employment in an efficient, effective man-
ner. These responsibilities have been carried out through the Board's central-
ized examination process and, to an increasing extent, by delegating the ad-
ministration of exams for certain classifications to departments. While the
majority of examinations have been conducted centrally by the Board, beginning
in 1947 selected exams were delegated to departments to administer, primarily
for more effective recruitment. Delegation of exams has increased continuously
over the years since. During fiscal year 1979-80, the Board completed 1,453

exams, and departments reported 612 delegated exams completed.*

Examination workload of the State Personnel Board is indicated by the

following data for the Tast five years.

Table 1

Board Workload History

Exams Applications
Year Completed Received Certifications
1975-76 841 144,235 19,229
1976-77 1,075 186,418 21,255
1977-78 1,115 175,625 24,146
1978-79 1,053 104,331 29,003
1979-80 1,453 159,524 31,027

* Historical data on delegated exams completed is not available; 1979-80 data
is a result of data gathered specifically by this study.



Exam Planning And Scheduling

A performance contract system to plan and schedule examination services
to departments has been developed and partially implemented (first full imple-
mentation is fiscal year 1980-81). Under the performance contract system, de-
partments identify and prioritize into three categories, examination needs in
advance of the fiscal year. Available Board staff resources are allocated to
meet department needs by applying time standards or "planning rates" to develop
staff year equivalents required for the various types or components of exams
needed for department priorities. Priorities are designated at three levels
of "A", "B", and "C". In 1979-80 the Board estimated that they would be able
to accomplish only the "A" priorities and approximately 38% of the "B" priori-

ties.

Departments basically negotiate for their share of Board staff resources
and exam needs of departments not initially in the contract are either met
through delegation of the exam to the department or are postponed indefinitely.
Those exams included in performance contracts are scheduled throughout the year
primarily on the basis of equalizing workload over the year so that the number
of exam candidates do not exceed the Board's funded capacity of staff hours

available in a given time period to process a given number of applicants.

SCOPE OF THE REVIEW

Our review focused on an evaluation of the overall efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Board's examination process; and included the advantages and
disadvantages of increased levels of delegation of examinations to departments,
the Board's budget development process, responsiveness of the examination pro-
cess to needs of new programs, the performance contract system for planning
and providing services to departments, and a review of the examination system's
compliance with federal uniform selection guidelines. The study methodology

involved:



. A review of the legal and policy framework within which the

examination process functions.

. A review of the Board's systems and practices for conduct-

ing examinations.

. A comprehensive questionnaire on the examination process

sent to all departments or agencies served by the Board.

. In-depth interviews with a representative sample of four-

teen departments served by the Board.



CHAPTER 1

THE CENTRALIZED EXAMINATION SYSTEM
DOES NOT SUFFICIENTLY MEET STATE EXAMINATION
AND PLACEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Examination needs of the State are not being met on a timely or compre-
hensive basis. Adverse effects on State programs are resulting from lengthy
processes and backlogs. Inherent in the overall organization and systems de-
sign of the current exam process are factors which cause inefficiencies; these

factors include:

. The present centralized exam system is not designed for the

current exam workload.

. Available departmental and Board resources have not been
efficiently distributed and applied to the workload, and

the Board is further hampered by high turnover.

. System design and resource Tlimitations for centralized

exams cause a queuing of exams waiting to be administered.

. There is a need for an ongoing internal systems improvement

effort by the Board.

Total resources available for the examination process have not been

effectively utilized, and as a result:

. The time required for administering exams is excessive,

causing delays in filling needed positions.



. There are large back]bgs of exams waiting to be administered

by the Board.

. Departments are incurring costs and inefficiencies because

of delays in the exam process.

. Implementation of new programs has been delayed by the exam

process.

The centralized examination system fundamentally consists of two major
activities: examination design and examination administration or processing.
Examination design involves planning and determining the various testing fea-
tures of the exam, requesting a filing date, determining the type of exam
(open, promotional, etc.), determining publicity, estimating the number of ap-
plicants, and various instructions for exam administration or processing.
Examination administration and processing involves completing a series of se-
quential steps or tasks that are the components of exams such as bulletin pre-
paration and distribution, application reception, application review, appli-
cant notification and scheduling, test administration, test scoring, notifica-
tion and scheduling for interviews, and 1list certification. Many of these

steps-involve input data into the computerized applicant tracking system.

EXAM SYSTEM DESIGN DOES NOT MATCH WORKLOAD

The centralized examination system is designed to handle a high volume
of -applicants. The system u£i1izes division and specialization of tasks, as
well as computerization, to take advantage of economies of scale. As a result,
there is a high degree of specialization of tasks and division of Tlabor, be-

ginning with the analyst who is responsible for initiating and designing the



exam.

tial, linear flow from one work unit of specialists to another.

Subsequent steps in exam administration and processing involve a sequen-

For example,

a typical exam would involve the following major steps and typical time frames:

10.

11.

12.

13.

Typical Exam Processing Steps And Times

Table 2

Exam Step

Rough draft of bulletin
submitted to Analyst

. Exam planning by Analyst

Review of bulletin rough
and determination of test
dates by exam coordinator

Bulletin preparation and
distribution

Publicity period
Application clearance

Application review, data

processing arrangements,

and written test arrange-
ments

Test materials mailing,
checking and processing

Scoring instructions, set
passing score

Score papers and run tabu-
Tation

Qualifications Appraisal
Panel (QAP) interview
arrangements

QAP interviews of candi-
dates

Run eligible 1lists, cer-
tification processing,
duplication of Tlists

Unit Involved

Exam Scheduling Unit

Departmental Services Unit

Exam Administration Section

Duplicating, Mail Room, Exam

Administration, and Word
Processing Center

Applications Review Section

Application Review, Data Pro-
cessing, and Test Arrangements

Sections

Test Arrangements Section

Data Processing, Test Arrange-
ments, and Department Services

Analyst

Data Processing Section

QAP Scheduling, and Test
Arrangements Sections

Qualification Appraisal Panels

(chaired by Board staff)

Data Processing Certification,

and Duplicating Sections

Minimum
Time Required

1 Week

3 Weeks

3 Days

3 Days

4 Weeks
7 Days
15 Days

10 Days

6 Days

6 Days

15 Days

1% Weeks/100
candidates

5 Days



Through a series of improvements resulting from previous studies by the
Board and outside reviews by others, a generally efficient system for high
volume exams has evolved. However, the centralized exam system is not effec-
tive for small exams, or even large exams with special recruitment or outreach
requirements. Under standard times established by the Board utilizing staff
hourly planning rates, the centralized exam process takes between 26-33 weeks
or 6% to 9 months. This is substantiated by departments' responses to our
questionnaire which indicate an average of 7 to 8 months during the year
1979-80. This length of time is essentially the same for very small exams as
well as very large exams. In other words, an exam with as few as 30 or less
applicants can take the same 7 to 9 months to process as do very large exams,
such as the State Traffic Officer exam with over 10,000 applicants. The aver-
age size of exams processed centrally by the Board in 1979-80 was approximately

100 candidates.

This is even more problematic when it is recognized that in 1980-81, 40
percent of the exams administered by the Board will have 30 or less candidates,
and approximately 25 percent are estimated at less than 10 candidates. The
current centralized exam system will process these exams in the same manner
and take approximately the same time as very large exams. This is due primar-
ily to an exam system that is overly specialized and cumbersome to handle small

exams effectively.

Even some large exams are not administered effectively by the Board'é
centralized system. While some classifications may have a very large number
of candidates Statewide, it has not been effective to administer the exam cen-
trally when there are recruitment difficulties due to a highly competitive or
localized labor market. For example, departments interviewed universally com-

plained of slow response and insufficient candidates for clerical positions,
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particularly where departments have offices or facilities throughout the State.
The clerical labor market is currently very competitive and localized, and as
a result, a timely and localized process is needed for effective recruitment.
Consequently, just as this report was being prepared, the Board decided to de-
centralize clerical recruitments for more effective recruitment, even though a
centralized approach might be perceived as more efficient due to the large

number of candidates Statewide.

A different, more effective process is needed to process the large num-
ber of smaller exams. As recently as 1978, the Board had a Small Exam Proces-
sing Unit (SEPU) which processed exams manually using a generalist approach.
Small exams processed separately through the SEPU took approximately one-half
the time of exams processed through the normal process. The SEPU appréach was
discontinued however, primarily on the basis that the cost per candidate was
higher than processing through the main exam administration process. A1l exams

are now processed through the same central system.

A focus on cost per candidate fails to recognize the total scope of
examination process costs. Costs of a position remaining vacant for twice as
long as is necessary, need to be recognized. Department operations become
less efficient and effective when impacted by a lengthy examination process to

fi11 needed positions. For example:

. Fifteen auditor positions were vacant in the Department of

Corporations for which a 1ist of 25 candidates was provided.
Only three were still interested in employment when con-

tacted.
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. The San Jose Office of the State Compensation Insurance Fund
has no employees to staff a word processing unit. Further,
Board of Control claims have been paid by the Fund as a re-
sult of employees working out of classification when assign-
ed to do the work of higher classifications which are

vacant, waiting for a list to fill the vacancies.

. The Department of Development Services has had to have pro-
fessional level employees do the work of vacant clerical

positions, thereby reducing services to patients.

. A program estimated to save $7 million per year in the De-
partment of Education has not been implemented, waiting to

fill the position to administer the program.

The costs of unnecessarily long exam processing can be significant. A
large portion of the Board's examination workload can be processed more quickly
using alternative systems or approaches. The abandoned approach of processing
small exams through a Small Exam Processing Unit averaged approximately one-
half the current average time for the central exam process. Delegation of
exams -to departments has resulted in processing exams in 2-3 months, or one-
third the time of centralized exams.* Yet, the entire exam workload of the
Board is processed using a single system designed to be most effective for

large, multi-department exams.

* Full decentralization of exams to departments as explained in the following
chapter would include exam planning by departments and the Board estimates
that decentralized exams would require approximately one-half the current
time for centralized exams.
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RESOURCE DISTRIBUTION AND TURNOVER ARE A PROBLEM

Workload is not effectively distributed between department resources
and Board resources. The staff resources of both the Board and other depart-
ments need to be taken into consideration when considering the total amount of
resources allocated to the examination process. Department responses to our
questionnaire (Appendix A) indicated a total of 217 position equivalents were
allocated by departments to the exam process in 1979-80. For the same year,
the total staff resources of the Board allocated to the exam process was 215.4
position equivalents. During the same period, the Board completed 1,050 exams
while the departments completed 612 delegated exams while working with the

Board's staff on completing centralized exams.

A total of 413 position equivalents were therefore available to the
-exam process in 1979-80, and were essentially equally distributed between the
Board and departments. There is an inevitable overlap of work and functions
between the Board and departments. Review and approval processes by the Board
required under the current process for delegated exams, as well as communica-
tion and coordination efforts on centralized exams result in a layering or

overlap of effort.

- The Tevel of expertise for most department staff is at least on a par
with the Board's staff. The Board has experienced a 45 percent turnover rate
in analysts assigned to work with departments on the exam process and other
Departmental services. This very high turnover is contrasted with a rate of
18-20 percent for supervisors and managers, which is also a relatively high
rate for goverhment service. A majority of this turnover has resulted from

Board staff moving to departmental personnel positions.
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Turnover has been an ongoing problem for the Board and has been noted
by previous studies such as those conducted by the U. S. Civil Service Commis-
sion and the Commission on California State Government (Little Hoover Commis-
sion). The result has been a reduction in efficiency and effectiveness in
understanding and dealing with departmehts. One department reported having
seven Board analysts assigned to them over a two year period. Board staff
have been considering reclassification of their analysts to a higher level in
order to reduce turnover, but this approach appears weakly justified without a

significant change in role and responsibilities.

BACKLOGS AND QUEUING PROBLEMS CAUSE DELAYS IN PROCESSING

The Timited capacity of the centralized examination system has created
backlogs and queuing of exams waiting to be administered. The centralized
exam process is essentially a linear or sequential process through which all
exams must flow. Only a given number of exams can be processed at a time and

additional exams must wait or be!de1ayed.

In order to provide better order and planning to the process, the Board
has implemented staff planning rates together with performance contracts with
departments and a sophisticated computerized exam scheduling system to plan
and schedule exams consistent with the Board's available resources. These
have been effective in communicating realistic expectations of what can be
accomplished over a year, with the Board's staff resources being allocated to
meet only the highest priority exam needs of departments. The system also
equalizes workload over the year by scheduling only the number of exams at any

point in time that the central exam system can process based on planning rates.
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However, the system is designed to accommodate the Board's exam proces-
sing capacity, not the departments' needs. The primary consideration is
equalizing Board workload by spreading exam workload throughout the year. The
result can be inappropriate timing for departments. For example, the Board
has scheduled Department of Forestry promotional exams during fire season when
all their staff are needed in the field. Department of Transportation exams
for field maintenance staff have been scheduled during snow season when all
are needed in the field. The automated system reviews requested exam dates, .
and the number of candidates and lists projected workload by week throughout
the year. When departments' requested dates cannot be met within the system
capacity, alternative dates are negotiated through the contract procesé. With
a 45% turnover rate, many analysts are not aware of departments needs, which

can further hamper effective scheduling.

Only the highest of three categories of exam priorities have been in-
cluded in performance contracts with departments due to the Timited capacity
of the Board. Departments report that this amounts to only 35 percent of their
examination needs being accommodated by the Board. It should be noted that
this includes some exams that departments did not even submit requests for,
knowing that the Board would not be able to process on a priority basis. De-
partments must anticipate and prioritize their exam needs at least a year in
advance. For some, this has worked effectively, but many departments have
changing programs and smaller staffs where turnover is critical. Where exam-
ination needs are not easily predicted, unanticipated exam needs are either

not met, substituted for a previous priority, or delegated to departments.

The Board has developed a system that plans effectively to equalize
workload to meet the limitations of the central exam system. However, the

effect has been to create a dam to hold back exams and meter them out to flow
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through the defined limits of the central exam pipeline or funnel. The central
exam system is inherently a lengthy process (especially for small exams) and
its limited capacity causes a department's exam needs to be backlogged or be
scheduled at undesirable times to adjust to statewide workload demands on the

Board's central system.

INTERNAL SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENT EFFORT NEEDED

Increasing staff resources would enable the board to process more exams
and reduce the backlog of exams. However, without significant changes in the
system design and approaches used, the time required for exam processing will
not be appreciably reduced. This too would require an addition or shift of

resources to develop and implement alternative systems for exam processing.

There has been no ongoing systems improvement effort at the Board. Ad
hoc efforts have implemented improvements, many of which have been in response
to previous outside studies of the Board. Recently, at the Board's initiative,
the Department of General Services conducted a review of the examination system
which primarily resulted in integrating the Board's centralized exam planning
performance contracts with planning rate standards to develop the computerized
exam scheduling process referenced earlier which schedules exams throughout

the year to equalize workload to meet the Board's processing capacity.

Such efforts have improved the current centralized exam processing sys-
tem so that it is generally efficient at accomplishing the original intent and
design - to process large, high volume examinations. However, as has been in-
dicated, the Board's workload consists of only a relatively small amount of

large, system-wide or multi-department exams, and the average exam size is much
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smaller than the current system can handle on a timely basis. Further, a
majority of the exams are for one department only and a large amount (40 per-

cent) of the exams are very small, having only 30 candidates or less.

Major changes or redesign of the exam system are needed to maintain the
capacity for efficient processing of large, service-wide exams, and at the same
time, effectively process the large amount of small exams on a timely basis.
There is a need to develop a separate or different method of processing small
exams. Also, staff planning rates need to be further developed and verified
to assure they reflect the most efficient methods. An ongoing systems review
and improvement effort is needed to assure optimum efficiency and effectiveness

of Board examination processing systems.

The Board has begun to implement a reorganization of resources allocated
to exam processing. This reorganization creates a new Selection Programs and
Services Division within the Board. This Division consolidates internal cen-
tralized exam administration and processing functions and is responsible for
"... the development of examination systems improvements, and the provision of
examination support, field office, recruitment and test validation and con-
struction services." The Department Services Division will retain the respon-
sibility for direct communications with departments and design of exams. The
new organization will enable the Board to better focus responsibility for exam
processing. Within the new Programs and Services Division will be the creation

of an Exam Systems Development Unit which will have three technical staff with

responsibility for developing systems improvements for the examination process.
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CHAPTER 11

DECENTRALIZATION OF THE EXAM PROCESS
WOULD IMPROVE EFFICIENCY AND
EFFECTIVENESS WITHIN EXISTING RESOURCES

Significant improvements in the centralized exam process would require
additional resources to expand the capacity of the current system and achieve
significant system improvements. Delegation of a majority of exams to depart-
ments under a well planned and administered decentralization program can in-
crease the efficiency and effectiveness of the exam process with no increase

in total staff resources. This is supported by the following:

. Experience with delegation has indicated significant improve-
ment in timeliness and effectiveness of exams with no adverse

effect on the merit system.

. A combination of current staff resources of the Board and de-
partments is sufficient to implement decentralization with

1ittle or no increases.

. A decentralization implementation program has been developed
by the Board which provides for effective administration and

oversight consistent with protection of the merit system.

Unlike the centralized examination process outlined in Chapter I, dele-
gated exams do not have to wait in line to be processed by the centralized
system. Delegated exams can be scheduled simultaneously in the many depart-
ments to meet their timing needs. A de1egated'exam is typically processed by

one or two generalist staff who complete all of the steps in the examination
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process, as contrasted with the highly specialized step by step linear flow

through the centralized examination process. Beginning the administration of
a delegated exam can take days instead of the weeks needed for centralized
exams, and subsequent steps in the process are also expedited because of the

candidate size and generalist approach of de]égated exams.

EXPERIENCE WITH DELEGATION INDICATES SUCCESS

As noted in the Introduction of this. report, the exam process is currently a
mix of delegated and centralized exams. Delegation began over 20 years ago on
a limited basis for more effective recruitment, but has grown more recently as

a means to better meet critical priorities and workload demands. Most depart-
ments have centralized personnel resources within their department who have
been responsible for liaison with the Board, dealing with a variety of depart-
mental personnel issues, and conducting some delegated exams. The Board is in
reality a superstructure on the examination process that forms an additional
layer above department resources. While this may be appropriate for the Board
in providing effective oversigﬁt and control of the merit system, this layering
has not been effective or efficient for the direct delivery of examination
services. An exception would be where there are particular advantages to a
large scale centralized operation, which is not the case for most of the state-

wide examination workload.

The experience with delegation to date has revealed significant advan-

tages from delegation; among these are:
. Timeliness. Departments have reported that delegated exams
have averaged 2-3 months to complete as opposed to 7-9

months for centralized exams. Some of the difference may
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be attributable to the type of exams delegated. However, a
task group of Board staff has conservatively estimated that
further delegation of exams that are currently centralized

would reduce the average time by 2-3 months.

. Effective Scheduling. Departments have been able to sche-

dule delegated exams when and where they are needed rather
than accommodate the Board's scheduling to Tlevel their

workload, or meet Statewide priorities.

. Effective Recruitment. Departments have been better able

to schedule delegated exams where the potential candidates
are located. Departments with outlying offices or facili-
ties have located exams in those areas and recruited from
the surrounding communities. Departments having particular
technical needs have been able to locate and communicate

directly with potential applicants in their field.

. Effective Affirmative Action. Departments have reported

more effective affirmative action efforts through delegated
exams. Advantages noted above 1in recruitment and more
effective outreach opportunities in minority communities
have helped to enhance the affirmative action efforts of

delegated exams.

Flexible Allocation Of Resources. Departments have been

able to temporarily shift resources to expedite high prior-

ity exams and subsequently return those resources to
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operating programs. Since departments' main priority in-
volves their operating programs, there is less tendency to

N\
build permanent, large personnel operations.

While the preceding advantages have resulted from delegation, potential
disadvantages have been identified and methods for minimizing or eliminating
those concerns should be noted. Departments and the Board have identified the

following concerns and counter measures:

. Limited Department Resources. As explained below, 45 per-

cent of the departments surveyed indicated they could assume
increased delegation of exams under a decentralization pro-
gram without additional resources. For those who indicated
a need for increases in staff resources, a total of 95 ad-
ditional positions were 1listed. At the same time, staff
resources of the Board can be shifted to departments to
offset departmental needs under a decentralized examination
program. This 1is explained further in a following section

of this Chapter.

. Potential Duplication Of Effort. If departments conduct

many separate recruitments for the same class, duplication
of effort could occur. The Board has suggested a consor-
tium of departments in geographic areas throughout the
State to join together for recruitments of the same class.
Exams for very large system-wide classes would continue to
be conducted by the Board under the proposed decentraliza-
tion plan. Some duplication of effort could be justified
to achieve more effective outreach and solve recruitment

difficulties.
21



. Potential Misuse Of Authority. An effective oversight and

audit function by the Board would be needed as a prerequi-
site to decentralization. An increase in audit staff at
the Board would be needed as delegation increases. The
Board currently conducts specific audits of delegated exams
in addition to regular Tlarger scale departmental audits.
It should be noted that after the many years of delegation,
Board delegation audits have ndt revealed any significant
concerns; only minor procedural problems have been noted by
“such audits. The larger scale departmental audits have re-
vealed some improprieties and illegal appointments. - At the
same time, several centralized exams have also had signifi-
cant irregularities. The proposed decentralization plan
would not permit delegation to departments where there has
been a history of problems, and would remove delegation

from departments should audits reveaﬁ problems.

. Departments May Lack Expertise. Nearly all departments have

experienced personnel staff, and the smallest of depart-
ments may continue to utilize centralized exam services.
Specialized services such as test writing and validation

can and should continue to be provided by the Board.

A MINIMAL INCREASE IN RESOURCES WOULD BE REQUIRED

Departmental resources allocated to the examination process have not
been adequately recognized or utilized. As noted earlier, departments identi-
fied a total of 217 position equivalents allocated to the exam process in
1979-80, and the Board had allocated 215.4 positions for a total of approxi-

mately 413 position equivalents. In responding to our questionnaire (Appendix
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A) 45 percent of the departments indicated that in 1979-80 they could have
accommodated all their departments' examination needs on a delegated basis
without any additiona1. resources (excluding system-wide or multi-department
class exams). Those departments who did indicate a need for additional re-
sources to take on full delegation in 1979-80, listed a total of 95 additional

positions, or an average of three per department.

In a separate study by Board staffv(November, 1979) and assisted by de-
partmental personnel staff, it was estimated that departments would need only
an additional 61 position equivalents to administer exams delegated under the
decentralization plan. The Board's staff further estimated that 63 position
equivalents could be released by the Board for reassignment to meet department
requirements. This amount does not include supervisory, management, or over-
‘head positions of the Board that could also be released, nor does it include
positions that would be reassigned internally at the Board for a strengthened
audit and monitoring of delegated exams (7.2 position equivalents). Therefore,
it can be seen that if supervisory and overhead positions are included in the
reassignment of Board positions, 1ittle or no increase in resources would be
required to achieve the significant advantages of increased delegation. Even
if the maximum amount of 95 positions is needed and is offset by transferring
the minimum amount of 63 Board positions, a total increase of only 32 positions
would be needed statewide. This represents a maximum increase of approximately

7 percent above the current total of 413 positions applied to examinations.

AN IMPLEMENTATION PLAN IS NEARLY COMPLETE

A decentralization task group of Board staff has been developing a de-
tailed plan for delegation under a decentralization program. The task group

is currently disbanded in response to direction from the Legislature for a
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moratorium on delegation pending the results of this study. Remaining prepar-
atory work could be completed within three to four months in order to begin a

pilot implementation program for decentralization.

The Board's task group has developed a thorough and detailed plan for
implementing a decentralized examination process. Key elements of the plan

which are complete or near completion include:

. Policy and standards for decentralization which cover such

items as:

Policy resources

Multi-departmental exams

Written and oral exams

Certification

Transfer of eligibility

. Training for departments which includes:

Work plans

Needs assessment

Curriculum development

Pilot department training

Bulletin preparation manual

. Management control systems and procedures for Board over-
sight of delegated exams which cover:
- "Modified selection reviews", which es-
tablishes one of four levels of de]ega-
tion, or no delegation for each classi-

fication in a department
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- Pre-examination review procedures
- Post-examination review procedures
- Audit procedures and objectives which
focus on such areas as:
. management satisfaction
. employee acceptance
.. affirmative action
. selection staff expertise
. selection program organization
.. exam security
. program resources
. costs/benefits (particularly
during pilot project)
.. technical adequacy of exam

planning and documentation

. Pilot evaluation methodology to be applied to a pilot im-
plementation program in four departments which will result
in:
- Determining if departments can effec-
tively administer their own selection
programs consistent with merit system
rules and principles
- Establishing cost effective methods for
departments to utilize the Board's com-
puterized data processing services
- Determining the cost, efficiency and
benefit of decentralization compared to

the centralized exam process
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- Determining if the Board can adequately
control a decentralized examining pro-
gram through pre-review and audit pro-
cedures

- Identifying opportunities for policy
options for greater flexibility in

" meeting departments' needs

The experience with delegated exams to date has revealed significant
advantages in making the State's examination process more timely and effective
without adversely affecting the integrity of the merit system. Our review, as
well as studies by the Board, indicate that a redistribution of existing staff
resources can result in implementing a more appropriate mix of delegated exams
and centralized exams under a decentralization program, with no increase in
total resources. A pilot imp]ementation program is needed to verify the cost
effectiveness of decentralization in order to be assured that the desired re-

sults can be achieved Statewide.

Under full implementation of decentralization of examination services,
the Board would find itself in less of a conflicting dual role of service
provider and controller. Greater emphasis could be placed on a new role for

the Board; one which emphasizes their monitoring and control responsibilities.
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CHAPTER III

THE BOARD NEEDS TO ASSUME GREATER
LEADERSHIP IN OVERSIGHT OF THE MERIT SYSTEM
AND INCREASE SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENT AND TRAINING

" The Board currently monitors and periodically reviews various elements
of the State civil service system, particularly audits in the areas of depart-
mental affirmative action efforts and delegated classification by departments.
Data gathering on examinations has beeh somewhat fragmented and focused on
exams conducted centrally by the Board. Training and statewide exam system

improveménts have fallen short of the needs of departments.

A more aggressive leadership role by the Board is needed in the areas
of training, examination systems improvement and oversight of the merit system.

Indicative of these needs are:

. Deficiencies in particular, types of examinations, especial-

ly the Employee Development Appraisal (EDA).

. Specialized service needs of departments which are most

effectively centralized with the Board.

. A need for increased oversight by the Board to assure the
continuing integrity of the merit system and conformance
with Federal selection guidelines, particularly if decen-

tralization of the examination system occurs.

Current needs are for the Board to assume more of a control and leader-
ship role in merit system oversight and development of ongoing improvements in
examination systems and procedures. An ongoing monitoring effort is needed to

identify problem areas and develop effective controls or system improvements
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and training in a proactive manner. The need for evolution of a stronger
oversight and control role by the Board becomes even more apparent should de-

centralization of the examination process occur.

DEFICIENCIES IN TESTING

There has not been sufficienf ongoing monitoring and improvement of
 examination systems at the Board. Both centralized and delegated examinations
utilize various testing features designed to select candidates competitively
in an effective manner. Promotional exams have increasingly utilized the Em-
ployee Development Appraisal (EDA) process as a significant feature of examina-
tions. The EDA is currently one of the most frequently used features of promo-
tional exams, and is therefore, a very important examination process. The EDA
process calls for the candidate to nominate his or her current supervisor and
two others to evaluate current performance and potential for performance in
the classification being examined. Those nominated prepare written EDA's that
are then reviewed, and evaluated by a committee that may also interview the
employee. Sometimes, for very large or multi-department exams, a Preliminary
Review Committee (PRC) reviews and evaluates the written EDA's at the depart-

ment level to equalize the appraisals prepared by different supervisors.

Employees and management generally accept or support the concept inher-
ent in the EDA process that an employee's current performance can be a valu-
able indicator of potential performance in a promotiona] position. However,
the EDA 1in practice is a time consuming process that has been sharply criti-
cized by employees, employee representatives, and management. Interviews with
a cross section of supervisory and management staff in a sampling of 14 depart-
ments reveal that the EDA in its current form is universally felt to be of
doubtful reliability and generally not worth the great deal of time involved
in the process. Examp]es of criticism of the EDA include:
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. Lack of training for supervisors on performance evaluation and

preparation of EDA's.

. EDA's duplicate much of the information in employee performance

reviews.

. Instructions and criteria vary greatly from one exam to another

and are generally vague.

. Since only the nominated supervisors write the EDA, it is the
supervisor who competes rather than the employee. The em-
ployee's success with the EDA is largely dependent on the writ-

ing skills of the supervisor.

. Supervisors typically rate all employees high so as not to

alienate the employee who receives a copy of the completed EDA.

. The review committee and/or preliminary review committee is
consistently placed in a position of second-guessing the super-

visors.

. The EDA 1is time consuming and results in a great deal of
duplication of effort with annual performance reviews and the

need for an EDA each time an employee competes for a promotion.

Departments generally agree that the EDA is a potentially effective con-
cept and, with better structure, training, and efficiency, it can be a valuable
part of the examination process. The EDA is an example of the need for the
Board to better monitor the examination process and develop proactive improve-

ments and training. During the course of this study, weaknesses of the EDA
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process were brought to the Board's attention as a result of complaints and
appeals. The Board is now conducting two separate, and unrelated studies in-
volving the EDA; one in reaction to an appeal before fhe Board, and the other
as an addition to a federally funded study to improve performance evaluations

in State service.

SPECTALIZED SERVICE NEEDS

There are a number of functions in the examination process that are
most efficiently performed centrally at the Board. Departments surveyed indi-
cated a need for additional support from the Board in these areas and a con-
cern that delegation of exams to departments not require a duplication of cer-

tain specialized services in each department. These include:

. Test design and preparation as carried out in the Selection

Program and Services Division.

. Test validation studies to assure job relatedness of exams
in conformance with Federal Uniform Guidelines or Employee

Selection Procedures (See Appendix B).
. Computerized processing of large exams.

Most departments, and the California State Employees' Association, indi-
cated a desire to use more written tests, as a timely and effective means of
examining. Written tests, however, require a great deal of expertise to pre-
pare as well as careful validation studies because of their historical adverse
effect on minorities and protected groups. Such expertise has been available
at the Board, but not sufficiently to meet department needs. One department

has retained a personnel expert to prepare written tests for their examinations

30



which are subsequently reviewed for approval by the Board. This represents an
unnecessary duplication of «cost and specialized resources that could

effectively be centralized at the Board.

Test validation is an important element of the State Examination system
since it provides the vehicle for assuring the job-relatedness and validity of
selection procedures. Test validation assumes an important role in assuring
conformance with the Federal Uniform Gufde]ines on Employee Selection Proce-
dures (see Appendix B) because it is the vehicle with which to retain valid

job-related tests notwithstanding the presence of adverse impact.

Although the Board has separately identified test construction units
over the last 25 years, the current test validation and construction program
was established in 1973. To date, validation studies have primarily been con-
ducted in response to operational needs of examination programs. The studies
have focused primarily on written examinations, and physical and medical re-
quirements. Most validation studies are for only portions of the total exam-
ination. No comprehensive validation studies have been conducted for Qualifi-
cations Appraisal Panels (QAP) or Employee Development Appraisals (EDA) exam-

ination which are among the most frequently used features of exams.

MERIT SYSTEM OVERSIGHT AND AUDIT

Whether the examination process remains primarily centra]ized, or if it
is decentralized, the responsibility for assuring the integrity of the examina-
tion system remains primarily with the Board. Included in this responsibility
is assuring conformance of the exam process with Taws and rules of the merit

system as well as compliance with Federal selection guidelines.
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The Federal Government has issued Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selec-
tion Procedures. The guidelines provide a uniform government position, in
conformance with the Federal law, to prohibit employment practices that dis-
criminate against any race, sex, or ethnic group. The guidelines apply to
public employees covered under Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and to
State government which employ 15 or more employees, or which receive revenue

sharing funds, grants or other Federal assistance.

The guidelines apply to employee selection procedures used in making
employment decisions. They provide a framework for determining the proper use
of tests and other selection procedures based on the principle that the use of
a selection procedure which has an adverse impact on any racial, ethnic or sex
group, is unlawfully discriminatory unless the procedure is validated as job
related. Adverse impact and the validation procedures are defined in the
guidelines. Additionally, the guidelines require that records or other infor-
mation be available to show the impact of the selection procedures on employ-

ment.

The essential means for determining compliance with the guidelines, is
to gather and monitor data on the number of minorities or protected groups
that progress through the exam process and are eventually hired. This is re-
ferred to as "bottom-line" data on adverse impact. (See Appendix B). There
is currently no operating data monitoring and reporting system that provides
easy access to "bottom-line" data on adverse impact which is one of the key
means to determine full compliance with Federal Uniform Guidelines on Employee
Selection Procedures (UGESP). As indicated above and in Appendix B, the
State's selection procedures need to be documented td provide "bottom-1ine"

data in accordance with the Federal Guidelines.
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Enforcement agencies have, in some cases, been given the power to deny
payment of federal funds to jurisdictions that have not complied with UGESP.
For example, the Office of Revenue Sharing withheld $180 million from the City
of Chicago because the City's examination program had demonstrated adverse
impact and did not comply with the UGESP. Because the State 1is mandated to
comply with the Federal UGESP, non-compliance could result in loss of all or
portions of Federal aid granted to the State which amount to over $9 billion
or 23 percent of total spending of all State funds for 1980-81, excluding

Federal Revenue Sharing Funds (detailed in Appendix B).

While departments report that they have not yet had any funds lost or
threatened due to lack of compliance with UGESP, there are, however, a number
of litigation cases pending that, if decided against the State, could subse-

quently affect the compliance issue.

A centralized record-keeping system is needed that provides easy access
to the required "bottom-line" data. The State currently maintains a variety
of data, both manually and by computer, to track the selection process and
results for each examination. However, a review and analysis of the selection
processes for evidence of adverse impact for all examinations given over any
designated period of time is not readily accomplished within the present docu-

mentation systems.

The Board is in the process of implementing a new computer system that
will include "bottom-line" data for centralized examinations (appointments made
from eligible 1lists, and comﬁutation of data to demonstrate the presence or
absence of adverse impact). However, this system will not include "bottomline"
data for delegated examinations unless a department chooses to tie in with the

centralized computer exam process. The Board has instructed departments to
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departments to maintain the required data manually, however the Board has not
established a monitoring program to assure these records are adequately

maintained.

The Board currently has an audit program staffed by 14 technical posi-
tions and one clerical position organized into two audit Control Sections of
the Policy and Standards Division of the Board. The regular "departmental
audits" examine a variety of personnel functions delegated to departments with
emphasis on delegated classification work conducted by departments. These
audits occur on an average cycle of 5-6 years, with more frequent audits where
problems have been identified. Separate audits are conducted of delegated
exams and these occur on an average cycle of every two years. No audit is
conducted by these Sections of "one-time" delegations to departments which are
non-recurring. These are reviewed by the Board's Departmental Services Divi-

sion.

Board audit staff indicate that in the last eight years, the separate
delegated exam audits have revealed no significant problems identified with
delegated exams; only process or documentation problems. The Tlarger scale
"department audits" have revealed some more serious problems including some
illegal appointments, but not of such number as to bé disproportionate to what
might be expected of any exam process - centralized or decentralized. There
have also been such instances of improprieties for centralized exams. Should
there be decentralization, the Board's current audit staff resources would not
be sufficient to adequately audit the increased level of delegated exams. As
noted earlier, there would be sufficient staff equivalents released elsewhere
in the Board as a result of decentralization: to adequately staff the audit

program.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

The centralized examination process of the State Personnel Board does
not sufficiently meet the examination requirements of the State. There are
large backlogs of exams waiting to be administéred by the Board. Processing
time is excessive, causing delays in filling needed positions with resulting
costs and inefficiencies being incurred by departments. Implementation of new

programs has been delayed by the examination process.

There have been recent improvements in the Board's centralized examina-
tion process, but it is generally only efficient in handling very large exams.
The Board's examination workload consists of relatively few large multi-depart-
ment exams. A majority of exams are for only one department, and 40% of the
Board's examination workload in 1980-81 will have only 30 or less candidates
to process. The design of the centralized system is such that these small

exams typically require the same 7-9 month process as for the large exams.

The scheduling of exams is primarily influenced by the limited capacity
and inherent linear or sequential process of the centralized examination sys-
tem. Exam scheduling is designed to equalize workload over the year to meet
the resources of the Board, and not to meet the scheduling needs of depart-
ments. Service level problems are compounded by a high turnover rate (45%) in

the Board's analyst staff that directly serve departments.
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Delegation of exams to departments has resulted in significant reduc-
tions in the time required for examination processing (less than one-half the
average time for centralized exams) with no adverse effect on the merit system.
However, delegation has generally occurred only in response to critical work-
load or timing constraints, and has not been based on an overall plan with

jmportant evaluation and audit criteria.

The Board has been developing a plén, which is nearly complete, to test
and implement increased delegation under a decentralization program. This
program would include training, criteria for delegation, manuals, and impor-
tant oversight and audit provisions. Work on this program has been halted
short of beginning a pilot implementation program to test the decentralization

program in four departments.

A decentralization program can achieve the significant advantages of
delegation without increasing total resources. Our study found that between
61 and 95 positions would have been needed by departments in 1979-80 to take
on the increased delegation under the decentralization program. A minimum of
61 positions (not including supervisory and overhead) of Board staff resources
could be reassigned to departments under decentralization. The maximum in-
crease would amount to approximately seven percent of current statewide re-
sources applied to examinations. This amount would be significantly reducted

if overhead and supervisory positions at the Board are also reassigned.

Whether or not decentralization occurs, the Board needs to assume a
more aggressive leadership role in developing system improvements and training
programs, as well as increase monitoring and oversight of the merit system to

assure the continuing integrity of the merit system and compliance with Federal
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Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures. There are currently sig-
nificant deficiencies in certain features of the examination process, particu-
larly the Employee Development Appraisal system. Especially if decentrali-
zation occurs, there is a need for the Board to focus its role more on over-
sight of the merit system and provision of specialized services that would be
inefficient for departments to duplicate or supplement. To date, the Board
has attempted to maintain the difficult dual role of direct service provider
and controller for the examination procéss, resulting in a dilution of the

effectiveness of both.

RECOMMENDATIONS

More effective use of existing resources and significant improvements
in the examination process can be achieved through a decentralization of the
examination process which would delegate the majority of exams to departments.
The Board should retain the administration of those very large exams where
centralized processing would be more efficient and effective. Similarly, the
Board should continue to provide highly specialized and technical support ser-
vices to the examination process, and strengthen oversight and monitoring of
the examination process. Specifically, the following recommendations should

be implemented:

1. The Board's Decentralization Project should be reinstitut-
ed, and the Board should proceed immediately with imple-
mentation of a pilot decentralization project in four de-
partments that would provide highly representative data
for evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of proceed-
ing further with decentralization. Tﬁe Board should close-

ly monitor and evaluate pilot decentralization project
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experience and report to the Legislature on the

which should include as a minimum:

a. A determination of departmental effec—
tiveness in administering exams con-
sistent with merit system rules and
principles, affirmative action goals,
and conformance with Federal Uniform
Guidelines on Employee Selection Pro-
cedures. ‘
. An identification of positive and
adverse effects of decentralization on
improving the timeliness and effective-
ness of the examination process, in-
cluding a determination of:
. time required for delegated vs.
centralized exams
. management satisfaction
. employee acceptance
. affirmative action results
. department staff expertise
. technical adequacy of exam plan-
ning and documentation
. on-going and non-recurring costs
incurred by departments and the
Board
. benefits, comparing centralized

vs. decentralized
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c. An identification of opportunities to
provide flexible policy options to
meet different department needs in the
selection process.

d. Development of a cost-effective and
timely means for departments to util-
ize the Board's computerized data pro-
cessing services fof exam processing
and evaluation.

e. A determination of the Board's ability
to effectively control a decentralized
examining program through planned pre-

review and audit systems.

2. If the pilot decentralization project confirms anticipated
benefits, full implementation of decentralization should
proceed on the basis of:

a. An analysis of each classification in
a department based on specific criteria
to determine whether examination for
that class should be delegated and to
what degree delegation should occur.

b. Criteria for delegation should include
those developed by the Board's Decen-
tralization Task Force with the under-
standing that delegation should not

occur:
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. for servicewide or multi-depart-
mental open classes, unless there
are  recruitment  difficulties
that would be aided by delegation

. when exams have been "sanctioned"
to meet affirmative action needs,
or exams are under a court order
for quota appoihtments

. for those very large exams which
can be processed centrally on a
more cost effective basis

. when audits of a department's
exam administration has revealed
significant irregularities and/or
i1legal appointments

. where there is a new or experi-
mental exam process developed by
the Board's Test Validation and
Construction Unit

. where a very small department
has inadequate staff resources

to handle delegated testing

3. Staff resources of the Board should be reallocated to de-
partments commensurate with delegation of exams, and no
less than seven position equivalents should be reassigned
within the Board to audit delegated exams. In the event
that delegation is withdrawn from a department, commensur-

ate staff resources should be reassigned back to the Board.
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The total number of staff resources assigned to examining
(Board and departments) should not have to be increased on

the basis of delegation.

The Board's role in the examination process should be re-
defined to providing oversight and &udit for compliance
wifh merit system principles and rules, and providing
specialized exam services not bractical or cost effective
for departments to assume. The Board should conduct a
classification study of staff positions remaining at the
Board with the objective of establishing appropriate
levels commensurate with strengthening oversight and audit

responsibilities.

The Board should maintain a 1leadership role and make a
more focused effort in improving examination methods and
processes whether centralized or delegated. Particular
focus should be placed on improving the Employee Develop-
ment Appraisal (EDA) form of examination to make it more

efficient and objective.

. The Board should expand and strengthen the use of perform-

ance contracts with departments to 1include specifying
classes designated for delegation and the level of delega-
tion. Performance evaluations of Board staff should in-
clude a consideration of their accomplishing the terms of
the performance contracts, and incentives should be devel-
oped for exceeding performance contract and planning rate

standards.
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7. The Board should develop and implement a centralized man-
agement information system that standardizes all selection
related records (whether centralized or delegated) demon-
strating the impact of the selection procedures on pro-
tected groups. With centralized and standardized data
collection and reporting, decisions on prioritization of
examination validation, or the use of other selection met-
hods, should be based on the éntire State selection pro-

gram,
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RESPONSE TO THE AUDITOR GENERAL'S REPORT
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State of California

Memorandum

To :
From
Subject :

Thomas W. Hayes Date : November 10, 1980
Auditor General
Office of the Auditor General

State Personnel Board

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to review the draft copy
of the Ralph Andersen and Associates' report entitled "Opportunities to
Improve the Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Civil Service Selection
Process'". We are, of course, very pleased that the consultant's review
of the selection system has led to the same conclusion that we at the
State Personnel Board previously reached: that a decentralization pro-
gram which delegates increased selection responsibilities to departments
appears to be one of the best ways to increase the timeliness of the
examination process. We are also gratified to note the consultant's
endorsement of the specific approach toward decentralization developed
earlier this year by the Board's Decentralization Task Force. In
addition, we note that the consultant has identified a number of
specific examination methods and processes (such as Employee Develop-
ment Appraisal) which need to be improved. We welcome his suggestions;
in fact we have already taken steps to reexamine our current practices
in some of the areas identified.

While we are in accord with the thrust of most of the consultant's
recommendations, we are concerned that his comments on the existing
system include little recognition of the extent to which resource
limitations have dictated the current examining program. We also
believe that a similar qualifier should be added to his endorsement of
the decentralization concept, i.e., while it will increase timeliness,
decentralization, without additional resources, will not allow for an
increase in the number of examinations completed on a statewide basis.

Our comments would be incomplete if we did not point out the difficulties
inherent in this or any attempt to complete an objective and up-to-date
review of a dynamic organization. Much of the data was obtained from a
departmental questionnaire, and questionnaires, by their very nature,
have a strong subjective element. In addition, while we realize there
was a need to freeze the data at a point in time, since the report is
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based on statistics for the entire 1979-80 Fiscal Year it does not
acknowledge improvements which occurred either toward the end of that
year or subsequently. The more significant improvements include the
following:

1. The typical time to produce an eligible list has been
averaging five-to-seven months since May 1980 rather than the
seven-to-nine months cited in the report. This is a signifi-
cant decrease which we attribute in large measure to the
systems improvements embodied in the computerized examination
scheduling system.

2. The "bottom line' data system referenced in the report has
recently been completed and hiring data have been added to
examination data for centralized examinations given since
September 1977.

In closing, the consultant's analysis has confirmed many of our own
long standing concerns and we welcome many of his recommendations. Our
additional comments are made in order to ensure both operating depart-
ments and the Legislature are aware of the constraints we face and the
extent of our efforts to provide the highest possible overall level of
service given these constraints.

S

RONALD M. KURTZ
Executive Officer

Attach.
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES
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SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

State Civil Service Examination and Placement Process

Questionnaire Profile and Methodology

. The Questionnaire was developed to obtain information from operating

departments or agencies which utilize State Personnel Board examina-
tion and placement services. Questions were designed to identify
cumulative, Statewide trends, concerns and priorities. The questions
also identified examination workload, issues and concerns which became
the basis for in-depth, follow-up interviews with a representative
sample of departments. Most of the questions focused on fiscal year
1979-80 data in order to obtain the most recent and accurate informa-

tion.

. Distribution of the questionnaires was to the individual in each de-

partment or agency (in some cases, major division in large depart-
ments) who has direct responsibility for working with the State Per-
sonnel Board in meeting the agency's personnel recruitment and place-
ment needs. Typically, this was the department's personnel officer.

A total of 102 questionnaires were sent.

. The number of completed questionnaires received tota]edA87 out of the

102 sent. This represents an 85% response. Many of the departments
or agencies that did not complete the questionnaire were very small
and indicated they had very 1little, or no experience during the last
year to provide a basis for reSpondinQ. Responses to the question-
naire. are sumarized by the following which highlights the more sig-
nificant data.
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Summary of Responses

1. Regarding timeliness of the examination process:

. Twenty-nine departments (50%) of the 58 answering the questions indi-

cated they had experienced delays in exam processing beyond time

schedules established under State Personnel Board performance con-
tracts with departments. (73% indicated their answer was based on

established data, 26% were based on estimates).

. Fifty-one departments (77% of those answering the question) had used

temporary authorizations (TAU's) to fill vacancies, pending the estab-

Tishment of a list. This amounted to a total of 945 TAU's indicated

for 1979-80. Of that number, 49 (5%) expired before a permanent ap-

pointment could be made (nine months).*

2. Evaluating timeliness of steps in the examination process:

. Departments indicated average actual time for centralize exams (con-

ducted by SPB) was seven to eight months, while delegated exams aver-

aged two to three months. Departments indicated average actual times

for each of the eight major steps in the examination process for both
centralized and delegated exams. From this data, weighted averages

were developed for each step and the total process.

. The most lengthy steps indicated for centralized exams involved (1)

preparation and distribution of exam announcements, test construction

* This amount may include TAU's for which no examination was given and TAU's
which failed examinations.
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3.

4.

and acceptances of applications; (2) establishing the Tist and certi-
fying names; and (3) administering the test, handling protests, and
scoring of written tests. Shorter times were indicated for these

steps when delegated.

. For delegated exams, departments indicated the greatest degree of time

delay problems with getting lists established and names certified;

and the assembly of materials, obtaining the approved of exam

planning documents (282), and scheduling of the final filing data.

Department suggestions for improving the timeliness of the exam process:

. When asked to suggest improvements to the exam process to make it

more timely, the most frequently suggested changes were:

More delegation

Increased staff resources

More advance notice of final filing date

More accurate reviews of applications

Improve computer processing so that it

doesn't hold up process.

Frequency of errors occurring in centralized exams:

. Departments were asked to indicate, for each of the eight major steps

in the examination process, the frequency of errors occurring. Re-
sponses were structured into 0 - 25%, 35 - 50%, and over 50% of the
time. For all steps in the exam process, approximately 90% of the

departments indicated errors occurred only 0 - 25% of the time; only

one départment indicated errors occurred over 50% of the time.
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5. Use of an examination plan by departments to predict examination needs.

. Fifty-four (65%) of the departments said they used an examination plan

in 1979-80 to predict examination needs in advance. The amount of
time in advance that exam plans are prepared varies and are as fol-

Tows:

- Semi-annual: 8 departments
- Annual: 37 departmenté

- Multi-year: 6 departments

. The methods most frequently used by departments to identify examina-

tion needs are:

Average turnover rate (16 departments)

Anticipated new positions or vacancies (15)

Expiration date of existing eligible

Tists (13)

Review of existing eligible lists (12)

. Most departments use examination cycles for their main classification

series (69% of the 68 answering the question). Duration of exam cy-

cles vary and were indicated as follows:

12 months: 29 departments

18 months: 13 departments

24 months: 16 departments

36 months: 2 departments

48 months: 0 departments
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6.

7.

Responsiveness to unanticipated exams:

. Thirty-one deprtments said they had unanticipated exams (not in exam

plan or SPB performance contract) in fiscal year 1979-80, averaging

three unanticipated exams per department.

. The majority of departments (63%) said the SPB responded to unanti-

cipated exams on a timely basis. A breakdown of department answers

is as follows:

SPB Was Responsive: Number Departments
In all cases 16 (57%)
In many cases 3 (10%)
In a few cases 7 (23%)
In no cases 4 (13%)

Departments administering delegated exams:

. Sixty-eight departments (89% of those answering the question) admin-

istered exams delegated by the SPB in 1979-80.

Departments compared a representative delegated exam (the one most

recently completed) with typical centralized exams. Seventy-seven

percent felt the representative delegated exam was typical of their

department's overall experience.

In comparing delegated exams to centralized exams, the majority of

departments felt:
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- The amount of time for delegated exams
decreased (indicated by 93% departments)

- Theré is no change in the quality of
applicants with delegated exams (75%)

- Department costs increased for delega-
ted exams (64%)

- There was no change in the accuracy of
exam processing (59%) |

- Department staff resources are adequate
to administer delegated exams (64% in-
dicated adequate; 36% indicated insuf-
ficient)

- SPB guidance (manuals, instructions,
etc.) is adequate for delegated exams
(86%) .

- SPB assistance (monitoring, answering

questions, etc.) is adequate (80%).

. The most frequently cited advantages of delegated exams were:

- Better timeliness and flexibility in
the process (listed by 33 departments)

- Lists are produced more promptly (30
departments)

- Exams are conducted when and where they
are needed (21 departments)

- Better control of the process by depart-

ments (16 departments).
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- Position vacancies are filled as soon
as possible (12 departments)

- More responsive to department need§ (11
departments)

- Candidates are pleased with the process
(6 departments)

- Better quality of applicants (5 depart-
ments) |

- Reduction in errors (5 departments)

- Increased affirmative action (5 depart-

ments)

. The most frequently cited disadvantages of delegated exams were:

Limited department staff resources

(1isted by 31 departments)

- Expensive to administer (11 departments)

- No computerization to expedite the
process (6 departments)

- Additional workload for SPB (5 depart-
ments)

- Lack of flexibility by SPB (3 depart-
ments)

- Misuse of exams by departments (3 de-
partments)

- Lack of assistance from SPB (3 depart-

ments)
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8. Departments evaluated the various types of exams.

. Exams were ranked from 1 to 10 in four evaluative categories. The

overall ranking for each type of exam is presented in the table on

the following page.

9. Sufficiency of centralized examination referrals in meeting departments'

affirmative action goals:

. A majority of departments (75%) indicated that referrals from central-

ized exams were sufficient to meet affirmative action goals some of

the time. Twenty-two percent of the responses were that referrals

were not at all sufficient, and three percent indicated referrals

were sufficient most of the time.

10. Departmental workload and resources allocated to the selection process:

. A total of 620 departmental positions are assigned at least a portion

of their time to the selection process. Time actually spent amounts

to a total of 217 position equivalents for all departments.

11. Departmental examination workload:

. Fifty-one departments provided examination workload data for the pe-

riod of fiscal year 1979-80. Forty-three departments listed 612 dele-

gated exams for an average of 14 per department. For the same period,

264 centralized exams were listed that were specifically for a depart-

ment (excludes system-wide and multi-department centralized exams).
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The greatest number of delegated exams were conducted by the depart-

ments of Youth Authority (103), Developmental Services (98), and the

Employment Development Department (95). Together these three

conducted nearly one-half of the total number reported.

. Of the total number of exams listed, (delegated and centralized) ap-

proximately 40% were open, 44% promotional, and 7% were open and pro-

motional.

. The average time required for all exams listed (delegated and central-

ized) was four months - from the date the exam was requested to the

date the 1ist was established.

. The median number of total candidates for departments in 1979-80 was

172 for all the exams listed.

. Sixty-eight percent of the exams were conducted to fill vacancies due

to turnover or replacement; 25% were for promotions in place (e.g.

trainee to journey level); and 7% were to staff new programs.

12. Effect of different levels of delegation on departments' staff resources.

. If all exams listed by departments for 1979-80 had been delegated, 27

departments (45%) indicated they would have sufficient staff resour-

ces, and 33 departments (55%) indicated they would not have sufficient

staff resources.
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. Thirty-three departments indicated a need for a total of 95.2 addi-

tional position equivalents (an average of 3 per department), if all

exams had been delegated.

. If none of the exams listed were delegated, and all were centralized,

21 departments indicated 75 positions equivalents would not be needed

and could be released for reassignment, or an average of 3.6 per de-

partment.
13. State Personnel Board performance contracts with departments:

. Eighty-nine percent of those departments responding had performance

contracts with SPB during 1979-80.

. Examinations included in SPB performance contracts represented 35% of

the total examination needs identified by departments. Responding

departments Tlisted 574 exams that were included in performance con-

tracts, and a total number of exams needed of 1,614. In addition,

departments listed 1,671 exams that were provided outside of the con-

tracts (service-wide and others).

. Sixty-nine percent of the performance contracts met the departments'

needs to some extent, and 12% of the contracts met departments' needs

completely. Eight percent of the departments indicated needs were

not met at all.

. Of the unmet exam needs, departments listed only 7 or 5.5% as having

a higher priority than those included in the contract.
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. In comparing the performance contracting system to other previous

methods, departments' ratings were as follows:

Number Departments Indicating:

Better Worse No Change

- Compared to previous

methods, contracts are: 30 (54%) 11 (20%) 16 (29%)
- Planning for recruitment '

needs under contracts is - 23 (40%) 4 (11%) 30 (53%)
- SPB service levels under

contracts are: 22 (40%) 12 (22%) 21 (38%)
- SPB budget for department

needs: 18 (38%) 7 (15%) 22 (47%)
- Communications between SPB

and departments are: 26 (46%) 3 (5%) 27 (49%)

. Departments' most frequently listed the following suggestions for im-

proving the contracting system:

- More staff resources

- Complete contracts on schedule

- Stop changing SPB analysts assigned to
departments

- Department personnel training

- Allow flexibility to meet priorfties,
or unexpected exam needs

- SPB needs to work with departments more.

14. Departments' willingness to provide budget support for SPB.

. When asked if they would be willing to provide funds from their budget

for supplemental SPB resources to meet departments new program exam

needs, 62% said no, and 38% said yes. To meet ongoing exam needs, 74%

said no, and 26% said yes.
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15. Conformance with Federal Selection Guidelines and its effect on Federal

funds.

. No department indicated they have had funds refused or threatened due

to lack of conformance with Federal Selection Guidelines.

16. Additional comments and concerns regarding the examination and placement

process:

. Additional concerns and commehts most frequently listed by departments

were:

- Poor communications with SPB (listed by
10 departments)

- Timing too slow by SPB (10 departments)

- Large workload (7 departments)

- Staff resources are inadequate (5 de-
partments)

- Departments can do exams quicker (5
departments)

- Changes are needed in SPB policies and
procedures (5 departments)

- Inadequately trained SPB staff (3 de-
partments)

- Errors in screening process by SPB (3
departments)

- Recruitment by SPB lacking (3 depart-
ments)

- Hesitance to grant TAU's (3 departments)
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APPENDIX B
INFORMATION ON COMPLIANCE WITH
FEDERAL UNIFORM SELECTION GUIDELINES
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APPENDIX B

Compliance With The Uniform Guidelines On Employee Selection Procedures And

Standards For A Merit System Of Personnel Administration

This Appendix to the report addresses the need to determine and evaluate the

current levels of compliance and the consequences of full or non-compliance
with the Federal Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures and

standards for a Merit System of Personnel Administration.

Uniform Guidelines On Employee Selection Procedures (UGESP) - General Practices

The intent of the UGESP was to produce a unified government position, in con-
formance with Federal law, prohibiting employment practices which discriminate
against any race, sex or other ethnic group for conformance with Federal law

(including the use of tests and other selection procedures).

The Guidelines exclude issues involving discrimination on the basis of age or
handicap (covered under other Federal laws), bonafide seniority system, Indian

preferences, Verteran's preferance and employment of foreign nationals.

The Guidelines apply to employee selection procedures used in making employment
decisions, i.e. decisions which affect an employee's work status. These may
include, but are not Tlimited to: hiring, promotions, demotions, referral,
retention, salary adjustment, training, transfers, merit pay and performance

appraisals.
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The basic principles or key elements of the Guidelines, simplistically stated
here, are that: "The use of any selection procedure which has an adverse im-
pact on the hiring, promotion, or other employment opportunities of any race,

sex or ethnic group is discrimination unless it can be shown to be valid."

Adverse impact is defined as: "A substantially different rate of selection in
hiring, promotion or other employment decision which works to the disadvantage
of a member of any race, sex or ethnic Qroup which comprises at least 2% of
the relevant Tlabor market. The selection rate for any race, sex or ethnic
group which is less than four-fifths (or 80 percent) of the rate of the group
with the highest rate, will generally be regarded by the federal enforcement

agencies as evidence of adverse impact.”

The Guidelines include a "bottom 1ine" concept: that if the overall selection
process for a job does not have adverse impact, validity evidence is not re-
quired (The "bottom 1ine" refers to the actual appointment of applicants to a
job, not eligibility Tist attainment). However, if adverse impact is shown,
each selection procedure should be analyzed, and validation procedures should
be applied to each component having adverse impact. A selection process that
has adverse impact, but has been validated in accordance with the Guidelines,

generally is in conformance with the 1law.

The Guidelines require that records and other information be maintained to
demonstrate the impact of the selection procedures on specified racial, ethnic

and sex groups. If no such data are maintained, the inference is that adverse

impact exists.
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Standards for cohducting validity studies are outlined in the Guidelines.
Validity is defined as "the demonstration of a relationship between a selec-
tion procedure and actual job performance using accepted professional stan-

dards."

Three types of validity studies following the technical standards described in

the Guidelines may be used. These include:

. Criterion-related validity: Demonstrated by empirical data

showing that the selection procedure is predictive of or
significantly correlated with important elements of work

behavior.

. Content validity: Demonstrated by data obtained through

job analysis showing that the content of a selection proce-
dure is representative of important aspects of performance

on the job.

. Construct validity: Demonstrated by data showing that the

selection procedure measures the degree to which condidates
have identifiable characteristics which have been determin-

ed to be important for successful job performance.

The Guidelines further stipulate that when two or more selection procedures
for a job are available that serve the interests of the employer and which are
substantially equally valid, the user should use that procedure having the

Teast adverse impact.
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The Guidelines, by implication, indicate that a selection procedure which re-
sults in adverse impact must either be validated in accordance with the UGESP
or replaced by another selection procedure which eliminates the adverse impact.

It is intended, however, that the selection procedure utilized is lawful and

job related.

Because of the interrelationship of the UGESP and Affirmative-Action programs,
it is important to describe basic differences in the thrust of each program.
The State's Affirmative Action program aims at achieving a balanced civil ser-
vice work force in all job classifications that is representative of the rele-
vant labor market with regard to ethnic, race, aﬁd other protected group com-
position. The UGESP aims at achieving selection procedures that have no ad-
verse impact on any race, sex or ethnic group. While adherence to the UGESP
will generally support the affirmative action goals, it is technically pos-
sible for conflicts to occur, i.e. such as in cases involving "reverse discri-

mination".

Standards For A Merit System Of Personnel Administration - General Principles

The Office of Personnel Management, through the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act of 1970, issued these standards which apply to those jurisdictions which
have designated federal grant-in-aid programs. The standards require the es-
tablishment and maintenance of a "system of personnel administration on a merit
basis in the grant-in-aid programs." The State of California is»a participant
of many of these programs including: Employment Security (Unemployment Insur-
ance and Employment Service);>01d-age Assistance, and AFDC, Jjust to name a
few. The Standards incorporate the information provisions of the UGESP, in-

cluding collection of data. Key elements in the Standards are quoted below:
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. "To assufe open competition and place special emphasis on
attracting minorities, women, or other groups that are sub-
stantially under-represented in accordance with the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission's Affirmative Action

policy statement for State and local governments."

. "Competition may be limited to facilitate the employment of
handicapped and economically disadvantaged persons and par-
ticipants in congressionally and related State authorized

employment or rehabilitation programs."

. "Provision is made for the exemption of handicapped persons
as defined in the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended
from the merit system in order to facilitate their employ-

ment.

Because requirements in these standards are generally consistent with the
UGESP, the following focuses only on the impact of the UGESP on the State

selection system.

Effects Of Full Compliance With The UGESP

Full compliance with the UGESP implies that the State's selection procedures:

. Are documented to provide "bottom-line" data in accordance

with the Guidelines.

. Result in no adverse impact on any race, sex, or ethnic

group.
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. Are validated in accordance with the Guidelines if adverse

impact results.

Full compliance could affect the State's selection system in a number of ways,

including:

. The use of selection instruments that have no adverse impact
on any protected group. This résu]t implies the use of job
related selection procedures that also selects qualified
emp1oyee$. However, there is the potential problem of using
selection procedures that do not adequately measure neces-
sary job skills as an a1terna§1ve to validating the proce-

dures when adverse impact occurs.

. Acceleration of the examination validation program to assure
that the selection procedures utilized are job related.
This approach could result in increased resources and costs

. for program implementation, but also with improved selection

methods.
. Improved recordkeeping systems of the examination and selec-
tion process to aid in evaluating the program and planning

for appropriate resources and modified selection methods.

Effects Of Non-Compliance With The UGESP

The State is mandated to comply with the UGESP irrespective of the receipt of
federal funds. However, non-compliance with the UGESP could result not only
in legal action against the State (with cost and mandated program implica-
tions), but in the loss of federal funds received by the State.
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Outlined below 1s'a statement of estimated expenditures of federal aid granted
to the State of California for 1980-81, derived from the 1980-81 Governor's
Budget, and indicating those departments that are the heaviest users of such
funds. Non-compliance with the UGESP could result in the loss of any portion

of the. amounts listed.

State Operations $3,804,854,193
Capital Outlay 399,230,788
Local Assistance 5,053, 301,203

‘Total $9,257,386,184

(or 23% of total spending of all funds for 1980-81)

Dept. of Transportation $ 673,089,000 ( 7% of total federal expenditures)
Employment Development Dept. 1,817,449,000 (20% of total federal expenditures)

Dept. of Health Services 2,022,982,000 (22% of total federal expenditures)
Dept. of Social Services 2,045,334,000 (22% of total federal expenditures)
Dept. of Education 2,075,035,000 (22% of total federal expenditures)

. Total $8,633,889,000 (93% of total federal expenditures)

The above amounts do not include federal revenue sharing funds. For 1980-81,
the State's proposed revenue sharing fund expenditures is $276,200,000 allo-
cated in total to the State Supplementary Aid Program for Adults administered

by the Department of Social Services.
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Current Level Of Compliance

A determination of full compliance is first based upon a review of the selec-
tion process documents for evidence of adverse impact. The State maintains a
variety of data, both manually and by computer entry, to track the selection
process and results for each examination, but there is no recordkeeping system
presently operating that provides easy access to the required "bottom-1ine"
data. This statement does not suggest that the State could not retrieve and
compute such data for individual examinations upon request. It does suggest,
however, that a review and analysis of the selection processes for evidence of
adverse impact for all examinations given over any designated period of time

is not feasible within the present documentation systems.

Notwithstanding the above statement, several inferences may be made with res-

pect to the State's current level of compliance:

. Documentation Of The Selection Procedures

The absence of a data system that readily identifies "bot-

tom-1line" data could be interpreted as non-compliance with

the UGESP.

. 1980 Annual Census Of State Employees

Summarizing the results of the State selection system for
all examinations completed from April 1, 1979 to March 31,
1979 infers rather than confirms the existence of adverse
impact. This data, provided in Table 1, provides no
"bottom-1ine" data (appointments made) nor identifies indi-

vidual examinations and, therefore, cannot be used as a
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measuring device. However, the group distribution on eli-
gible 1lists infers the existence of adverse impact in the

State system.

As a counter balance, however, are data describing the
ethnic distribution of State employees and changes from the
previous year 1indicating that the State is progressing

towards its affirmative action goals. (Table 2)

Litigation Regarding Non-Compliance With UGESP

The Attorney General's Office indicates that there are no
"non-compliance" cases in court at the present time. De-
partments responding to our questionnaire have indicated no
threats or refusal of federal funds due to lack of conform-
ance with the Guidelines. However, there is a number of
pending litigation cases where an unfavorable ruling against
the State could directly relate to the compliance issue.
Additionally, some departments have entered into concilia-

tion agreements or court consent decrees, or settlement out
of court resulting from non-compliance issues. While there
appear to be no major legal problems regarding compliance
with the UGESP, the isolated incidents may suggest the po-
tential existence of adverse impact. As noted earlier,
there is currently no comprehensive data management system
that provides readily accessible "bottom-1ine" data needed

for a determination of adverse impact.
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TABLE 1

Results Of State Selection System For Examinations Completed,

By Ethnic Group And Sex, For The Period Of April, 1979-March 31, 1980

(Percent of Candidates Who Completed Process And Attained List Eligibility)

White Black SS/S Asian Filipino Nat. Am. Male Female

A11 Exams 49.3 7.0 8.1 3.9 1.9 1.1 30.9  42.7
Promotional 50.2 5.6 7.3 4.2 1.5 1.1 26.2 45.4
Open/Promotional 48.0 6.6 6.0 4.5 3.1 1.1 47.8 24.4
Open/Non-Prom. 54.6 8.0 8.8 3.3 1.0 0.5 53.9 24.9
Open 47.7 9.6 10.0 3.2 2.6 1.2 35.7 41.8
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APPENDIX C
DEPARTMENTAL LISTING OF STAFF RESOURCES
NEEDED TO ASSUME FULL DELEGATION OF EXAM WORKLOAD
IN 1979-80
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DEPARTMENTAL STAFF RESOURCES NEEDED TO
ADMINISTER DELEGATION OF ALL EXAMS IN 1979-80

In the questionnaire to all departments served by the Board, each department
was asked to 1list additional staff resources that would have been required to
process, on a delegated basis, all examinations for their department in
1979-80 (with the exception of service-wide or multi-department exams). The
following 1lists the responses by department. It should be noted thét some

departments did not respond.

DEPARTMENTS INDICATING ADDITIONAL STAFF NEEDED (33)

Department Positions Needed
Developmental Services 12
Transportation 9
Employment Development Department 7
Parks and Recreation 4
California Conservation Corps 4
California Highway Patrol 4
Fish and Game
State Board of Equalization 4
Veterans Affairs 4
Youth Authority 4
Education 3.5
Rehabilitation 3
Forestry 3
Department of Motor Vehicles 3
Franshise Tax Board 3
State Compensation Insurance Fund 2
Department of Water Resources 2
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Department : Positions Needed

Consumer Affairs 2
Social Services 2

Office of Statewide Health Planning & Development 2

Industrial Relations 1.5
Water Resources Control Board 1.5
Health and Welf are Agency Data Center 1
Economic and Business Development | 1
Museum of Science and Industry 1
California Post Secondary Education Commission 1
0ffice of Criminal Justice Planning 1
Mental Health 1
Public Utilities Commission 1
Public Employee Retirement System 1
Office of State Fire Marshal 1
Housing and Community Development 1
Alcoholic Beverage Control 0.5
Unemployment Insurance Appeals Board _0.2
TOTAL 95.2

DEPARTMENTS INDICATING NO ADDITIONAL RESOURCES NEEDED (27)

Corrections

State Public Defender (General Services)
Justice

Insurance

Solid Waste Management Board

Public Employment Relations Board
California Coastal Commission

California Horse Racing Board
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Savings and Loan

State Banking Department

Conservation

Student Aid Commission

General Services

General Services - Boards and Commissions
Secretary of State

Board of Prison Terms

Military Department

State Personnel Board

Department of Aging

Agricultural Labor Relations Board
Boating and Waterways

Controller of the State of California
Staie Treasurer's 0ffice

Alcohol and Drug Programs

Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission
Air Resources Board

Corporations
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cc:

Members of the Legislature

O0ffice of the Governor

O0ffice of the Lieutenant Governor
Secretary of State

State Controller

State Treasurer

Legislative Analyst

Director of Finance

Assembly Office of Research

Senate O0ffice of Research

Assembly Majority/Minority Consultants
Senate Majority/Minority Consultants
California State Department Heads
Capitol Press Corps



