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With an historic economic crisis, two ongoing wars, 
exploding health care costs and record budget deficits, 
our new president certainly will have his hands full. The 
chilling reality is that his job will be even tougher than it 
seems. To deal effectively with any of these high-profile 
challenges, the incoming administration also must deal 
with an under-the-radar issue which will impact every 
single policy it advocates: the state of the federal work-
force. 

Building, energizing and maintaining a high-quality 
workforce is the key to success for any organization—
and our federal government is no exception. Unfortu-
nately, our government’s current system for recruiting, 
hiring, compensating, training and managing people is 
broken in too many places. As a result, federal agencies 
struggle to bring in top talent, often don’t fully utilize the 
skills of current civil servants, or simply lack enough of 
the right talent. 

The consequences of these problems are enormous. If 
you look at our government’s most notable failures in 
recent years—the botched response to Hurricane Ka-
trina, the failure to connect the dots leading up to 9/11, 
insufficient federal oversight of our nation’s financial 
institutions—you see that each was rooted in workforce 
problems.

Compounding these problems, our federal government 
expects to lose roughly one-third of its employees over 
the next five years, as the retirement of baby boomers de-
pletes our government of many expert and experienced 
workers.

Tackling these problems and the challenge of getting the 
“people piece” right in our federal government is essen-
tial to fully realizing the Obama administration’s goals. 
This raises the obvious question, “How do we get the 
people piece right?” To learn the answer, Grant Thornton 
and the Partnership for Public Service asked the people 
who would know best: our federal government’s chief 
human capital officers (CHCOs), deputy CHCOs, and 
other key human resources staff and advisors. 

More specifically, these officials were asked to answer the 
following question: “You have a few minutes in an eleva-
tor with the new president. What do you tell him about 
federal human capital?”

The following apocryphal “elevator speech” reflects the 
consensus of the responses from this expert panel.

Mr. President, congratulations on your 
victory. I’d love to chat, but we only have 
a minute and there’s an issue you need to 
know about, so I’m going to get straight 
to the point. 

Good government starts with good people. 
Unfortunately, you don’t have enough of 
the right people in the right places work-
ing under the right policies and programs 
to get the job done. It’s going to take a lot 
of hard work to make sure we have the 
workforce you will need to carry out your 
agenda. But with the change in admin-
istrations and a change in demographics, 
now is the time to tackle the long-standing 
problems with our federal workforce. To 
build the civil service that the times de-
mand and the American people deserve, 
you are going to need to do four things:

Make people issues a presidential pri-1.	
ority. Federal managers will not see 
human capital reform as a priority un-
less it is a priority for the president. 
You should specifically assume the role 
of recruiter in chief and issue a call to 
government service. 

Create 21st century systems to support 2.	
a 21st century workforce. This will re-
quire updating the way our govern-
ment hires, classifies and compensates 

e x e c u t i v e  s u m m a ry
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its workers, among other reforms. You 
will also need to update your Office of 
Personnel Management, and focus its 
efforts on workforce improvement and 
agency assistance.

Improve our federal workforce by in-3.	
vesting in the human resources work-
force. Less than a third of HR leaders 
think their staffs clearly have the skills 
needed to do their jobs effectively. An 
investment in HR staffs is an invest-
ment in attracting and retaining high-
quality people to carry out your ad-
ministration’s agenda. 

Don’t automatically hit the reset but-4.	
ton on previous workforce reform ef-
forts. Thanks to a lot of hard work, a 
lot of progress has been made in areas 
such as improving performance man-
agement systems and metrics to hold 
agencies and managers accountable for 
effective workforce management. Build 
on this progress and send a powerful 
message to career employees that you 
value the work they’ve been doing. 

Here’s the bottom line: an investment in 
human capital issues is an investment in 
your policy agenda. The higher the quali-
ty of our federal workforce, the higher the 
chances that your policies will be well ex-
ecuted. I hope to have the opportunity to 
work with you and your team to revitalize 
our 1.9 million-strong civil service.

Thank you for your time, sir, and good 
luck.

These brief remarks reflect the collective wisdom of 54 
of our government’s leading experts on people issues, but 
they are hardly the only key insights to come from these 
interviews. The following are some key findings of this 
research, many of which underpin the case for reform:

More than half of respondents volunteered that bold •	
reform of our civil service system is necessary.

More than two-thirds advocate eliminating or signifi-•	
cantly updating the General Schedule pay and classifi-
cation system. The vast majority of them recommend 
phasing out the current system gradually.

Ninety percent agree that alternative work schedules •	
are a useful tool to a “great or very great extent” for at-
tracting and retaining talent, and over half would add 
telework to that list of especially useful tools.

Given a menu of options, direct-hire authority and dual •	
compensation waivers are cited as the most underuti-
lized hiring tools. The need to obtain prior OPM approv-
al to use these tools on a case-by-case basis is cited as 
the main reason they are not more actively used.

Only 44 percent of CHCOs believe that federal manag-•	
ers and supervisors possess the supervisory or mana-
gerial competencies they need “to a great extent,” and 
none of the respondents believe federal managers 
overall deserve the highest rating, i.e., “to a very great 
extent.”

Only 29 percent of CHCOs believe “to a great extent” that •	
HR staff members have the competencies they need. 

The percentage of CHCOs who believe their HR staffs •	
are viewed as trusted advisors is 52 percent.

Almost all of the small agency HR officials we inter-•	
viewed reported shared HR services offered through 
the Human Resources Line of Business initiative to be 
useful. Large agency representatives were less inter-
ested in these services.

Eighty-eight percent of the CHCOs interviewed be-•	
lieve federal performance management systems are 
doing a good job of aligning organizational goals with 
individual performance, up from 64 percent in 2007. 

Our next president and his team will have no shortage of 
people offering them advice. Considering the primacy of 
an effective federal workforce toward achieving the ad-
ministration’s goals, they would be well served by what 
our government’s top human capital experts have to say. 
Acting upon these expert recommendations could elevate 
our federal government to new heights.
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A b o u t  t h e  Re  p o r t

In 2007, the Partnership for Public Service and Grant 
Thornton LLP, interviewed federal government chief hu-
man capital officers (CHCOs), deputy CHCOs and oth-
er key human resource advisors to learn firsthand about 
critical issues in federal human capital management. The 
2007 survey focused on the President’s Management 
Agenda, the general environment and laid the ground-
work for future surveys. 

In 2008, we repeated the survey and focused on issues sur-
rounding the impending presidential transition. While 
many CHCOs are career civil servants, some are political 
appointees who will leave the federal government and 
pass their duties on to new leaders. In this context, we 
hope the results of this year’s survey will be particularly 
useful as the new administration takes the reins. 

The concept of a CHCO—an official in each major de-
partment whose responsibility is to help leadership de-
velop a high-quality workforce—was championed by 
the Partnership for Public 
Service and established in 
law in 2002. Aided by the 
President’s Management 
Agenda and its focus on 
human capital, the role 
of the CHCO has grown 
as government leaders 
have realized that, in the 
words of one of our sur-
vey respondents, “human 
capital matters—the right 
person in the right job af-
fects how the government 
operates.” 

Between May and Septem-
ber 2008, we interviewed 
54 officials, both politi-
cal appointees and career civil servants, from all major 
departments and several small agencies. Interviews were 
conducted on a “not-for-attribution” basis to encourage 
candor and, therefore, we do not attribute quotations or 
responses to specific respondents. 

To maintain consistency, all interviews were conducted 
by the same person: John Palguta, Vice President for 
Policy at the Partnership for Public Service and a retired 
member of the Senior Executive Service with more than 
30 years of experience in federal government human re-
source management and policy. Other professionals from 
the Partnership and Grant Thornton also attended in-
terviews, recorded and analyzed responses, and helped 
develop this report. 

We asked survey participants nine open-ended discussion 
questions and eight closed-ended questions on critical 
human capital issues. The goal was to allow the CHCOs 
to shape the discussion. We asked them to offer advice to 
the new president, identify key issues, and tell us what is 
working and what needs to change. This report summa-
rizes and analyzes their responses.

All analysis or interpretation contained in this report is 
based on information collected during our interviews, 
and all direct quotes are those of survey participants.1 
Therefore, this project was a unique opportunity to hear 

firsthand the views, in-
sights and advice of the 
federal human capital lead-
ership at a critical time. 
Their voices have never 
been more important.

1  Because we asked open-ended questions, the percentages reported for 
these questions should not be interpreted in the same way as the answers 
to the closed-ended questions. For example, if one-third of survey partici-
pants mentioned a specific topic in response to a discussion question, this is 
significant because the answer was offered without prompting, as opposed to 
chosen from a list of options. Answers to closed-ended questions are repre-
sented with graphs in this report.

B ac kg r o u n d

“Human capital 
matters—the right 
person in the right 

job affects how 
the government 

operates.”
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“You have a few minutes in an 
elevator with the new president.  
What do you tell him about  
federal human capital?”

This was our first question to CHCOs for our 2008 sur-
vey. We wanted their thoughts and advice to the new 
administration—not just the president, but also his po-
litical team and the leaders who will come to Washington 
to manage the executive branch. While some CHCOs 
are political appointees and others are career executives, 
they largely spoke with one voice regarding the biggest 
issues facing our federal workforce. 

The president would need a long elevator ride to hear all 
our survey respondents’ advice; the federal government’s 
“people people” have a lot to say. Advice ranged from 
broad to very detailed, but consensus formed around 
four overarching recommendations: 

Make people issues a presidential priority. 1.	

Create 21st century systems to support a 21st century 2.	
workforce. 

Improve our federal workforce by investing in the hu-3.	
man resources workforce. 

Don’t automatically hit the reset button on previous 4.	
workforce reform efforts.

 
 
F IR  S T  F LOOR   :  M AK  E  P E OPL   E  I S S U E S  A 
PR  E S ID  E NTIAL      PRIORIT       Y

Demographic changes will affect the federal workforce 
profoundly in the next ten years, with baby boomers re-
tiring in large numbers. According to Partnership projec-
tions based on Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 
data, nearly one-third of the full-time permanent work-
force will leave federal service within the next five years, 
the majority through retirement. A number of the execu-
tives we interviewed said they see an upside to the retire-
ment wave; they urge the new administration to view the 
exodus as a chance to bring new people into government 
and reshape the federal workforce for the 21st century. 
Said one interviewee, “Don’t be afraid of the retirement 
tsunami; it’s an opportunity.” 

Serve as recruiter in chief

Nearly half of survey participants said the new president 
should issue a call to public service similar to that of Pres-
ident Kennedy’s. They see the president as recruiter in 
chief for the federal government. One interviewee said, 
“We need to inspire the next generation of young people 
to meet the huge challenges ahead: terrorism, the envi-
ronment, keeping up with foreign technology, reforming 
health care.” 

“Federal service is a high calling,” noted another survey 
participant. “Young people should think of public service 
as a first choice—not a last choice.” In that respect, many 
respondents feel it is important not to blame all of the 
problems in, or facing, government on career federal em-
ployees. “Politicians have been running against govern-
ment; we need to stop that,” lamented an interviewee. 
“You can have problems with programs, but you need to 
differentiate programs from the people that run them.”

Put human capital management in good hands

Several respondents specifically mentioned the need for 
the president to put a trusted aide at the helm of manage-
ment in general and of human capital issues in particu-
lar. “Put someone you trust in charge high up, and push 
them to drive results,” one respondent suggested. “Any 
people you choose to lead, make them understand the 
importance of human capital. It will trickle down to key 
positions.” 

“Remember,” another interviewee advised, “you are com-
ing to manage the executive branch.” This was a sentiment 
echoed by a number of respondents, who pointed out 
that although management issues are often seen as less 
exciting than policy decisions, they are equally impor-
tant: “You have to pay attention to the plumbing if you 
want the building to function.” 

Engage career leadership

Fully half of all respondents implored the next president 
to trust career civil servants, solicit and listen to their 

H e l lo,  MR  .  P r e s i d e n t.  G o i n g  u p ?
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views, and work as partners rather than adversaries. “We 
are all part of the same team,” said a CHCO. 

One respondent spoke favorably of President George 
H.W. Bush’s meeting with career government leaders six 
days after his inauguration, referring to them as “among 
America’s finest” and stating, “You’re the first group that 
I am addressing as president outside the White House, 
and you’re one of the most important groups I will ever 
speak to.” 

This same respondent urged the new president to follow 
a similar course: “I would tell the next president to sup-
port the career civil servants publicly and visibly. Foster 
a partnership between political and career leaders. It’s a 
question of leadership—pure and simple. Signal to your 
appointees that they need to work and play well with ca-
reer folks. Communicate this by word and deed. Include 
your career leaders as you’re standing up your adminis-
tration. It will serve as a model to your appointees: this is 
how we treat our civil servants.”

Respect for civil servants should not be limited to the 
top ranks, respondents cautioned. “Don’t leave first-line 
managers behind. You can have the best leaders in the 
world, but you need people who can carry out the vision 
on the ground,” offered an interviewee.

Make civil service reform a government-wide effort

About one-third of participants pointed out that solv-
ing the complex problems of our time must involve an 
“enterprise” approach to governing—agencies working 
together across boundaries to develop innovative solu-
tions. 

“The great challenges can only be met on an interagency 
basis,” said one respondent. “Federal employees have 
been brought up in stovepipes, but we need to think en-
terprise. That was the original vision of the SES [Senior 
Executive Service], but we need to push it further down 
[and] focus on professional development by discipline, 
not agency. And we need to figure out how to make 
boundaries [between agencies] more permeable.” 

Another respondent put it succinctly: “We need to grow 
good leaders to be good public service leaders, not just 
good leaders for individual agencies.”

“Hire people who are good at communication, collabora-
tion and innovation,” another interviewee responded. 
“Technical skills can be taught, but these qualities are nec-

essary. This approach is far more valuable than hiring a 
particular skill set. We’re doing things now that we weren’t 
doing 10 years ago, and we will be doing different things in 
the future—even during your administration.”

Focus on strategy, not just on tactics 

While the President’s Management Agenda (PMA) was 
a major topic raised by those interviewed in our 2007 
survey, this year’s interviewees focused less on this ini-
tiative. Mirroring the results for 2007, about a third of 
2008 participants said that the PMA has helped to focus 
attention on human capital issues. Nearly 40 percent of 
respondents in 2008, however, feel that the PMA has 
become too tactical and focused on process rather than 
strategy—an increase from one-third of respondents in 
2007. 

Specifically, several interviewees noted that the criteria 
used to determine if an agency earned a “red,” “yellow,” 
or “green” on the administration’s scorecard often seemed 
unrelated to whether the human capital systems being re-
viewed were actually producing the desired end results. 
“There was too much form over substance,” according 
to one interviewee. “I feel like we’re trying to impress 
people with our writing ability.”

“The scorecard mentality does not give us the time to 
focus on reflection; you always have to move on to the 
next thing,” offered another.

Interviewees urged the next president to keep the focus 
on strategy and resist the trend toward easily captured 
tactical measures—especially after initial goals are met. 
“An initiative may sound strategic at first, but it becomes 
a playground for the green eye-shaded auditors,” one 
warned. “You drill down too far and the tail is wagging 
the dog, and you might drive the agency to focus on 
minute details that don’t matter.”

 
S E COND    F LOOR   :  CR  E AT E  21 S T  C E NTUR   Y 
S YS T E M S  TO  S UPPORT       A  21 S T  C E NTUR   Y 
W ORK   F ORC   E 

In response to the open-ended question soliciting their 
advice to the president, more than half of respondents 
specifically said that certain aspects of the current civil 
service system discourage talent from considering gov-
ernment, and that a top priority of the next administra-
tion should be bold reform. This is up from 2007, when 



e l e vat i n g  o u r  f e d e r a l  w o r k f o r c e  |  c h i e f  h u m a n  c a p i ta l  o f f i c e r s  o f f e r  a d v i c e  to  p r e s i d e n t  O b a m a

3

about one-third advocated this when asked about legisla-
tive or regulatory changes. 

Laws governing federal employment on everything from 
recruiting and hiring to compensation and retirement 
are promulgated in Title 5 of the U.S. Code of Federal 
Regulations. The current structure of federal employ-
ment has been in place since passage of the Classifica-
tion Act of 1923, which divided government jobs into 
five distinct services or classifications. The Classification 
Act of 1949 expanded the 1923 law, and established the 
General Schedule (GS), which is still used today. While 
the classification and pay structure have been around for 
more than 50 years, the number of laws and regulations 
governing every other aspect of federal employment 
continues to grow each year (from how the government 
hires to when employees can retire, and everything in be-
tween). The result is a complex web of rules, restrictions 
and paperwork. 

Said one respondent, “Stop tinkering and do some pretty 
drastic change—management, pay, everything.” As out-
lined below, the federal pay and hiring system represents 
two areas in which major actions were seen as needed.

Reform the General Schedule (GS) pay and classification system

When most CHCOs talked about modernizing civil ser-
vice laws, they focused primarily on the GS, the 15-grade 
pay system used by the federal government since 1949. 
More than two-thirds of participants advocated elimi-
nating it either immediately or over a set period of time, 
or suggested some other type of reform. Only 14 percent 
would keep the GS system as is (see figure 1). Note: we 
added this question for 2008 based on strong interest 
and discussion from 2007 respondents.

“The GS system is antiquated; we need a market-based, 
pay-for-performance system—not one that’s longevity-
based,” said an interviewee. Another added, “I would say 
you need to get rid of the GS rather than try to tinker 
with it—there’s too much history there.” Many, particu-
larly those from agencies with a highly technical work-

force, agreed that a new pay system should be market-
sensitive.

Those who would retain the current system cited con-
sistency and familiarity as the primary reasons. “The GS 
structure is not ideal, but it may be the best we’ve got. 
The GS doesn’t get enough credit,” said one CHCO. “It 
allows for consistency. Salaries are published; it levels the 
playing field.” 

We asked interviewees to discuss both the pros and cons 
of the GS. One CHCO answered, “The best thing is that 
it’s predictable; the worst thing is that it’s predictable.” 

One aspect of the GS pay system which was particularly 
singled out was the position classification system, which 
is based on the broad descriptions in law of the types of 
work (in terms of difficulty and level of responsibility) 
that should be assigned to each of 15 grade levels. 

More than one-third of respondents volunteered that 
the position classification system is outdated and 
needs an overhaul. Respondents said that a system cre-
ated more than half a century ago (by the Classifica-
tion Act of 1949), when 70 percent of the workforce 
performed clerical or lower-level technical work, is not 
the right structure for a 21st century workforce. While 
OPM publishes classification standards to guide this 
process, jobs and the work environment change over 
time and the standards become outdated, they noted.  
 
Another problem with the position classification system, 
according to respondents, is that the differences between 
grade levels are not aligned with the realities of today’s 
job market. For example, a highly-recruited new college 
graduate with superior academic qualifications is deemed 
qualified only for a job up to the GS-7 grade level (cur-
rently with a starting salary of $39,330 per year in the 
Washington, D.C. area). Private-sector employers will 
often pay a much higher starting salary for that same in-
dividual. 

Further, as an employee advances into higher grades, the 
need to divide all jobs into one of 15 grade levels can 

Figure 1 

Do you think the General Schedule (GS) pay system should be:

Retained 14%

Eliminated immediately 9%

Eliminated gradually over a set period of time 60%

Other 17%
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lead to seemingly arbitrary distinctions. For example, the 
difference in statute between a GS-11 and a GS-12 level 
job is, in part, that the GS-11 position performs work of 
“marked difficulty and responsibility” while the GS-12 
position performs work of “a very high order of difficulty 
and responsibility.” Many respondents argued this is a 
root cause of the problem with the General Schedule. 
“Job classification and grading decisions are the prob-
lem,” according to one respondent, “not necessarily the 
[concept of the] GS.”

Others feel that the classification system is too rigid and 
complex. “It’s not the GS system, necessarily; it’s the lack 
of flexibility. If they allowed you to be more flexible, they 
wouldn’t have ‘creative classification’ going on, which 
creates the problem of diminished grades [manipulating 
classifications to give people higher salaries, particularly 
in areas with high costs of living],” noted one intervie-
wee. 

Further, each grade level encompasses a pay band with 
ten steps (with a 30 percent pay range between step 1 
and step 10), and movement to the next step is based pri-
marily on length of service (for employees operating at an 
“acceptable level of competence”). As a result, employees 
have little influence over base pay increases even if they 
are exceptional performers, or if they make outstanding 
contributions. Plus, most new hires must start at step 
one of the grade level into which they are hired. This 
further limits an agency’s ability to be “market-sensitive” 
and competitive for talent. 

One CHCO offered this advice: “Keep the pay side for 
now, but fix the classification system. Fix that now, then 
fix pay slowly. Eliminate the classification structure—but 
do it with the unions.” Another agreed, saying, “If we 
could fix problems with the classification structure—
update it since most [of the standards] are ancient—you 
could conceivably address the problems.” 

Lift the Senior Executive pay cap 

Nearly 20 percent of respondents said they worry about 
pay compression (which occurs when members of the 
Senior Executive Service (SES)) have reached the maxi-
mum salary allowable by law, and cannot receive raises 
or performance bonuses while employees under the Gen-
eral Schedule—who are not subject to the same limita-
tions—can continue to earn annual pay adjustments). 
Since the SES pay scale is tied to pay for Members of 
Congress, every few years executives are held hostage 
while they wait for Congress to take (or not take) the 

politically unpopular step of voting itself a raise. Right 
now, GS-15 pay at the higher steps significantly overlaps 
the SES pay range.

A few of our survey participants warned that this would 
cause an exodus of seasoned federal employees. “The ex-
ecutive salary cap is getting ready to kill us,” one CHCO 
said. “Employee pay will rise more than executive pay. We 
have round two of the perfect storm ahead, and if round 
one was Andrew, round two is Katrina.” 

“SES pay compression is a problem,” another added. 
“You’ve got some people earning more than their bosses.” 
A few mentioned this as a disincentive for GS-15 manag-
ers to apply for the SES.

Make the hiring process work better

Despite improvements in time-to-hire, hiring complex-
ity was the chief complaint of survey respondents, who 
generally feel that the hiring process is still too cumber-
some. “The hiring process needs to be streamlined,” said 
one interviewee. “We need to do a better job of enticing 
people into public service—and make them want to stay 
once they get here.” 

Nearly every aspect of the federal hiring system is gov-
erned by laws and regulations designed to meet a particu-
lar public policy goal—whether it is to give first priority 
to veterans, preserve merit principles, or foster a diverse 
workforce. Noble aims, all of them, but the result is that 
everything from the position description through the 
way vacancies are announced to the way candidates are 
evaluated has its own set of complex rules. In an era of 
instant communication, the system seems cumbersome 
to even the most experienced HR professional—and ut-
terly mystifying to anyone outside of government. 

“Laws and regulations are the reason [for the complexi-
ty], not the bureaucracy,” said a respondent, who focused 
on the need for a broad overhaul. “We have spent time to 
make the process more efficient, but you can’t change it 
unless you change the laws and regulations. We need to 
maintain [the original legislative] intent without all the 
complexity. You can study the process ad nauseam, but 
you can’t make it better until you amend the laws and 
regulations.”

A few feel that the level of complexity makes it difficult 
to attract workers from outside the federal government. 
“The [federal hiring] system is designed to attract feds. 
If you’re in the federal government, you know how to 
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do all the tricks, which boxes to check. We have a hard 
enough time attracting outsiders with our low salaries,” 
noted one interviewee.
 
For example, “With the Internet, it would be better for 
USAJOBS (the OPM Web portal which lists federal job 
vacancies) to be an interactive tool, [more intuitive and 
easier to navigate],” said another respondent. “Now it’s 
almost like, ‘Say the secret word and I will show you a 
job.’ Why can’t we make USAJOBS more user-friendly 
and use technology to find the right people through ad-
vanced search capabilities and data mining? For instance, 
if someone applies for a job at one agency and they don’t 
get it, wouldn’t it be great if the system could send that 
person to another agency looking for similar skills?”

Retool the Office of Personnel Management 

Nearly half of respondents would like to see the OPM 
focus more on strategy, and become more of a partner 
and less of an overseer. The finding echoes results from 
the 2007 survey. 

OPM is responsible for ensuring that the federal govern-
ment has an effective civilian workforce. It issues guidance 
on all personnel matters from recruitment to retirement 
administration, and designs government-wide human 
capital strategies. OPM also conducts background inves-
tigations. While OPM provides a central clearinghouse 
for human capital practices, most HR responsibilities 
(hiring new employees, for example) are delegated to 
each agency.

Although the above list of OPM responsibilities includes 
a focus on strategy and guidance, survey respondents’ 
views of actual practice can be summed up in one com-
ment: “OPM focuses too much on ‘Mother, may I?’ and 
not enough [on] serving as an advisor and consultant to 
agencies and helping with strategy.” 

Focus on the means – not just the ends

While many respondents agreed on what the civil service 
of the future should look like, the consensus is that re-
forming the decades-old compensation and classification 
system will be a complex undertaking. However, several 
CHCOs suggested tactics to create the right conditions 
for large-scale change. 

Level the playing field 
When considering reform focused on compensation, 
38 percent of survey participants want to level the play-
ing field by taking a government-wide approach. “Some 
agencies have relief from [some provisions of ] Title 5,” 
said one CHCO, citing the title of the United States 
Code that covers the civil service. “But it has caused 
unfair competition among agencies. Intergovernmental 
competition makes [recruiting and hiring] hugely diffi-
cult.” 

“Right now, it’s the haves and the have nots,” said an-
other respondent, referring to agencies that have more 
flexible pay systems with broader pay bands in place of 
the 15 grade levels, as well as the ability to make greater 
adjustments in pay. These flexibilities, it was maintained, 
make it easier to attract and retain talent than operations 
at agencies under the GS system. Several CHCOs in 
agencies under the GS system noted that they were los-
ing some of their best employees to other federal agencies 
that can pay more.

“Be consistent,” suggested another interviewee. “Any-
thing you do, do it on a government-wide basis.” One 
interviewee said, “The GS is obsolete, but it should not be 
every agency for itself. How do you compromise? Common 
standards—not uniformity but common principles.”

Invite unions to the table to discuss pay reform
Several interviewees said they think it will be important 
to engage employee unions when tackling GS reforms. 
“The new president will have to patch things up with the 
unions,” said one interviewee. “Unions should be at the 
table on how to modernize the federal service.” 

Recognize intergenerational differences
Nearly 40 percent of respondents said that it will be im-
portant for the new administration to recognize the dif-
ferences among generations when crafting federal human 
capital policy. They said the goals and aspirations of the 
current generation of entry-level employees are differ-
ent than those of the baby boom generation. “Younger 
people are looking for a challenge and better work/life 
balance,” said one respondent. “[They] don’t want to be 
paid based on tenure; they want to be paid based on re-
sults,” added another.

The typical model of spending an entire career in the 
federal government will change, respondents noted. One 
said that the average young worker today will change ca-
reers (not just jobs) three to five times in their lifetime. 
This new career model will require focusing on more 
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mid-career hiring and better knowledge management, 
according to survey participants. 
 
Trust CHCOs to use personnel flexibilities wisely
Generally, CHCOs want the new administration to grant 
them more authority to use personnel flexibilities, and 
recruitment and retention tools. We learned this through 
an open-ended discussion question concerning which 
legislative or regulatory changes CHCOs would like to 
see, in addition to closed-ended questions regarding the 
usefulness of different flexibilities. 

Two important tools mentioned by respondents are es-
pecially hard to use, according to our survey: dual com-
pensation waivers and direct-hire authority. Without a 
dual compensation waiver, a retired federal employee 
with specialized skills who is re-employed has her retire-
ment annuity significantly reduced. Direct-hire author-
ity allows agencies to avoid many of the time-consuming 
standard hiring steps when speed is needed to compete 
for hard-to-find talent. For these flexibilities, the vast 
majority of interviewees feel that OPM is too rigid and 
arbitrary. Several described needlessly difficult negotia-
tions with OPM and talent lost due to OPM’s overly 
restrictive stance.

In answering the open-ended question about desirable 
legislative or regulatory changes, sixty percent of inter-
viewees said they want better access to dual compensa-
tion waivers. This mirrors our 2007 results. One CHCO 
said, “Annuitants who retire at 55 are not ready to go 
fishing full time, and we need the means to tap into 
that.” Respondents said that hiring annuitants is criti-
cal for knowledge transfer—especially with demographic 
shifts, and a federal workforce heavy on senior managers 
and new hires but sparse in the middle ranks. 

Forty percent of respondents would include on their 
wish list of regulatory changes the authority to hire new 
employees directly (while still adhering to standards and 
criteria within the existing regulatory framework), rather 

than having to petition OPM. Many respondents said 
the approval process is arbitrary and cumbersome, and 
that the cases where authority is granted are few and far 
between. “Direct-hire authority needs to be expanded,” 
said one interviewee. “It’s not meeting our needs. Compa-
nies hire people—the government collects résumés.”

In the closed-ended questions, we asked survey partici-
pants to rate several personnel flexibilities on their use-
fulness:

telework;•	
hiring and retention bonuses; •	
student loan repayment;•	
alternative work schedules; •	
direct-hire authority; and •	
OPM-approved dual compensation waivers. •	

 
The flexibility which received the highest marks was al-
lowing employees to follow alternative work schedules, 
with 90 percent of respondents saying it is useful to a 
great or very great extent. The next most useful flexibility, 
according to interviewees, is the ability to offer hiring 
and retention bonuses. Not surprisingly, the least useful 
were the dual compensation waiver (27 percent) and di-
rect-hire authority (36 percent) because of the difficulty, 
described above, of obtaining prior OPM approval. In 
fact, interviewees frequently said, “It would be a five [on 
a five-point scale] if I had blanket authority to use it.” 

In general, CHCOs said they don’t mind—in fact, they 
expect—to be held accountable for judicious use of the 
flexibilities. Their preference, however, is for account-
ability on a post-audit basis for achieving the desired end 
results. The current approach seeks to prevent problems 
but, to achieve that goal, severely limits access to needed 
tools, they noted.

The figures below highlight the results for all flexibilities 
as well as the primary barriers to using them as cited by 
CHCOs. (See figures 2-7)

Figure 2 

To what extent do you find alternative work schedules to be a useful tool?

Not at all 0%

To a limited extent 0%

To a moderate extent 10%

To a great extent 30%

To a very great extent 60%

Barriers to using alternative work schedules: Reluctance of managers; Intergenerational differences; Scheduling difficulties for team projects
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Figure 3 

To what extent do you find hiring and retention bonuses to be a useful tool?

Not at all 3%

To a limited extent 13%

To a moderate extent 23%

To a great extent 23%

To a very great extent 38%

Barriers to using hiring and retention bonuses: Budget constraints

Figure 4 

To what extent do you find telework to be a useful tool?

Not at all 0%

To a limited extent 23%

To a moderate extent 23%

To a great extent 17%

To a very great extent 37%

Barriers to using telework: Not appropriate for all jobs (“Try guarding the border from home.”); Reluctance of management; Technology limitations; Security concerns

Figure 5 

To what extent do you find student loan repayment to be a useful tool?

Not at all 10%

To a limited extent 21%

To a moderate extent 17%

To a great extent 17%

To a very great extent 35%

Barriers to using student loan repayment: Budget constraints; Inequity (i.e., not every employee has student loan debt)

Figure 6 

To what extent do you find direc t-hire authorit y to be a useful tool as it is currently struc tured?

No answer given 10%

Not at all 13%

To a limited extent 13%

To a moderate extent 17%

To a great extent 20%

To a very great extent 27%

Barriers to using direct-hire authority: Dealing with OPM is too cumbersome; OPM decisions are arbitrary

Figure 7 

To what extent do you find OPM-approved dual compensation waivers to be a useful tool?

No answer given 10%

Not at all 17%

To a limited extent 17%

To a moderate extent 22%

To a great extent 17%

To a very great extent 17%

Barriers to using OPM-approved dual compensation waivers: Dealing with OPM is too cumbersome; OPM decisions are arbitrary
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Improve management skills 
According to our respondents, management skills are in-
creasingly important—but often overlooked. 

In 2007, many interviewees expressed concern that man-
agement competencies were weak across government in 
relation to technical skills; therefore, in 2008 we added 
a question to develop a baseline on this subject. This is 
an important area of focus, according to respondents, 
particularly as agencies move to multi-level performance 
appraisals and the pay system is reformed. 

CHCOs were asked to rate the skills of line managers 
in their agencies on a five-point scale. The average rat-
ing was 3.42 on a five-point scale, with only 44 percent 
saying that managers and supervisors have competencies 
they need “to a great extent,” and none giving their agen-
cy managers the highest rating. (See figure 8)

“People are still selected for leadership positions based 
solely on technical expertise,” said one interviewee. 
“There’s a lot of work to be done.”

Several respondents pointed to training programs they 
rolled out in their agencies to develop managers with an 
eye toward the future. One respondent optimistically 
predicted, “The bottom line is: few have these skills to-
day, but all will have them tomorrow.”

Use internships and other special entry-level hiring 
programs 
Respondents spoke highly of internship programs and 
other special hiring authorities, with one in four saying 
these programs helped to recruit the best talent. “We 
make good use of the Federal Career Intern Program and 
other internship programs,” said one CHCO.2

2  Despite its name, the Federal Career Intern Program is not a typical 
intern program as most people understand that term. It is a special, two-
year excepted service hiring authority established by Presidential Executive 
Order 13162, dated July 6, 2000. Employees hired under this authority may 
be converted to competitive civil service status at the end of the two-year 
“internship.”

Several interviewees expressed the need to make better 
use of current programs. “There is a lot of innovation 
coming out of government; we just need to communi-
cate that to students. Internships are a good way to do 
that.”

THIRD      F LOOR   :  I M PROV    E  OUR    F E D E RAL   
W ORK   F ORC   E  BY  INV   E S TING     IN   TH  E  HU  M AN  
R E S OURC    E S  W ORK   F ORC   E

Make sure CHCOs have a seat at the table 

One of the key goals of the CHCO Act was to ensure 
that leaders of the human capital community have a seat 
at the management table. As in 2007, the majority of 
CHCOs feel they are valued by agency leadership as a 
trusted business advisor. As one interviewee noted, “They 
get it. It’s my table.” 

While CHCOs themselves feel like part of the manage-
ment team, the real change will come when the entire 
HR function is seen as strategic rather than transactional. 
Last year, 68 percent of respondents said HR was seen as 
trusted business advisors to a great or very great extent. 
In 2008, only 52 percent agreed that their HR staffs were 
viewed as filling this role. However, the percentage who 
answered “to a limited extent” doubled from 2007 to 
2008.3 (See figure 9) 

Give CHCOs what they need to be effective 

Only a third of CHCOs interviewed said they have the 
resources they need to be effective to a “great” or “very 
great” extent, nearly the same as in 2007. Twenty percent 
either do not have the resources they need, or have them 

3  In 2007, this question appeared as “Do you feel that HR is viewed by 
our agency leadership as a trusted business advisor (versus a transaction man-
ager)?” In 2008, this question was slightly altered to “Do you feel that HR 
staff is viewed by our agency leadership as a trusted business advisor (versus a 
transaction manager)?”

Figure 8 

To what extent do you believe your managers and supervisors (i.e., line operations – not HR) have 
the competencies need to be successful?

Not at all 0%

To a limited extent 18%

To a moderate extent 38%

To a great extent 44%

To a very great extent 0%
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only “to a limited extent”—a nine-point improvement 
from a year ago. But with nearly half of respondents say-
ing they only have what they need “to a moderate extent,” 
it seems that CHCOs are just getting by (see figure 10). 
The three critical resources are money, people (including 
skills) and information.

Budgets/money
As always, respondents report that budgets are tight, and 
many feel they are competing for resources. “Resources 
don’t go to HR—the cobbler’s children go shoeless,” said 
one interviewee. According to another, “We’ve had a 
44 percent budget cut in the past four years.” Without 
money, some CHCOs are operating with smaller staffs. 
“We have the capabilities,” said one such respondent, “but 
not the capacity. We don’t have the capacity to be strategic, 
and we spend 80 to 85 percent of our time on hot water 
delivery.” 

Working under successive Continuing Resolutions (tem-
porary funding measures passed by Congress) was a dif-
ficulty shared by many participants.

HR staff and skills
The federal HR talent pool is limited, and many survey 
participants said that they often hire HR professionals 
from other agencies. Many of these workers have out-
dated skills as technology and other trends demand new 
competencies that require HR to evolve from transaction 
processing to analysis. “HR competencies are behind on 
the whole,” said a respondent, “but we are developing 
them.”

“[HR staff] are very comfortable in the transaction zone, 
but not so comfortable giving advice,” said another in-
terviewee. The shift away from transactional skills to a 
more consultative role for HR staff that requires strategic 
thinking was noted by many participants.

When asked again this year the extent to which HR staff 
members have the competencies needed to help their 
agency succeed in the future, the results were nearly 
identical in 2008. Seventy-one percent of respondents 
said their HR staffs had needed competencies to only a 
“limited” or “moderate” extent, with less than one-third 

Figure 9* 

To what extent is HR (staff) viewed by your agency leadership as a trusted business advisor versus 
a transac tion manager? (2008 versus 2007)

Not at all 0%

0%

To a limited extent 14%

7%

To a moderate extent 34%

25%

To a great extent 29%

43%

To a very great extent 23%

25%

Figure 10* 

Do you have the resources you need to be an effec tive CHCO? (2008 versus 2007)

Not at all 6%

4%

To a limited extent 14%

25%

To a moderate extent 48%

39%

To a great extent 23%

23%

To a very great extent 9%

7%

*Percentages do not equal 100 percent due to rounding error.
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saying their staffs had the right skills to a “great” or “very 
great” extent. (See figure 11)

Information and systems
Reliable, timely information is important for managing 
the workforce. We asked CHCOs which metrics and 
measures are particularly helpful and which ones are 
needed. 

Nearly half said data about turnover, attrition and re-
tirement are particularly helpful. Sixty-five percent of 
respondents stated that the Federal Human Capital Sur-
vey (FHCS) conducted by OPM and Annual Employee 
Survey provide useful data, and one in five said that the 
Partnership’s Best Places to Work in the Federal Govern-
ment rankings encourage human capital improvement. 
The FHCS, first conducted in 2002, measures “employ-
ees’ perception of whether ... conditions characterizing 
successful organizations are present in their agencies.” 
The Partnership for Public Service uses the results for its 
Best Places to Work rankings. A government-wide survey, 
the Annual Employee Survey (AES), is required every 
year under Section 1128 of the National Defense Autho-
rization for Fiscal 2004. The FHCS satisfies this require-
ment during the year it is conducted. Each agency must 
arrange for the survey during any year that the FHCS is 
not administered (since 2002, OPM has conducted the 
FHCS every two years). 

Several respondents cautioned that workforce data, mea-
sures and metrics must be put in context. One warned 
that too much of a focus on metrics can produce a “tee-
ball mentality—put the ball on the tee, everybody gets a 
hit and everybody scores.” 

Along these lines, a few brought up the example of time-
to-hire. “Measuring time-to-hire is like taking the tem-
perature of the patient to see if he has cancer,” said one 
CHCO. “If you hire someone who comes in and ruins the 
program—but you hired him quickly—what good does 
that do? We should be measuring whether we are hiring 
the right people.” 

One in five survey respondents said they needed better 
systems and analytical tools. “We have old and clunky 
systems,” one interviewee noted. “Just getting the data is 
hard,” said another respondent. “I need a system with a 
developmental assessment tool [that can measure com-
petencies and qualities of current and potential employ-
ees].” Nearly 20 percent said that predictive trend data 
(e.g., likelihood of retirement rather than just eligibility 
for retirement) are the most important and useful, but 
also the most difficult to capture and use. 

Shared Services and the HRLOB
As CHCOs are forced to make do with limited work-
forces, one idea that seems to make sense is to consolidate 
HR transaction processing using a shared service mod-
el—the basis for the Human Resource Lines of Business 
(HRLOB), developed by the Office of Management and 
Budget and administered by OPM. Survey respondents 
are cautiously optimistic about this shared service mod-
el, where one agency provides a service for many others. 
Currently, agencies can choose from among designated 
federal or private-sector shared service centers (SSCs). 

While most respondents support the concept behind 
shared services (creating economies of skill and scale), 
and nearly all agencies use an SSC for payroll functions, 
about a third of respondents representing the larger agen-
cies in our survey said they would not use an HRLOB 

Figure 11* 

Do you believe your HR staff members have the competencies needed to help your agency succeed in 
the future? (2008 versus 2007)

Not at all 0%

0%

To a limited extent 11%

15%

To a moderate extent 60%

55%

To a great extent 26%

25%

To a very great extent 3%

4%

*Percentages do not equal 100 percent due to rounding error.
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SSC to outsource HR transactions. Many of those agen-
cies already use an in-house approach, where one bureau 
provides HR services for others within the same depart-
ment. 

Small and large agencies differ on their opinions of the 
usefulness of the HRLOB. When asked to rate the like-
lihood of outsourcing HR transactions to an HRLOB 
SSC by 2010, large agency CHCOs were much less in-
clined to say this is likely. The average rating for the large 
agencies was 2.67 on a scale of 1 to 5 versus 4.6 for small 
agencies. (See figure 12). The inference is that small agen-
cies benefit enough from the economies of scale to give 
up some control over transaction processing. For some 
larger agencies, the tradeoff apparently is not worth it. 

Generally, large agencies were concerned about the lo-
gistical aspects of moving to one of the public or private 
SSCs designated under the HRLOB, and the possibility 
of losing functionality and control of data. A few that 
had tried SSCs ended up bringing operations back in-
house, with one calling the foray into HRLOB territory 
a “failed experiment.” This respondent went on to say, 
“This reflects on the maturity of that particular SSC, not 
the concept—the concept is sound; we’re just not there 
yet.” Some small agencies share the same frustration of 
losing functionality, with one participant characterizing 
it as “taking a step backward” in terms of service level and 
functionality.

Figure 12 

Over the next four years, is your agency likely to use an external shared service center under the HRLOB?

 

2008

2007

To a very great extent 
20%

To a great extent 
10%

To a moderate extent 
13%

Not at all 
27%

To a limited extent 
20%

No answer given 
10%

To a very great extent 
60%

To a great extent 
40%

8%

17%

33%

42%

14%

25%

7%

21%

14%

18%

Large Agencies small Agencies
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Consider giving CHCOs a greater role in managing the multi-
sector workforce

With the increase of a multi-sector workforce and a 
greater reliance on contract employees to meet the mis-
sion of government, there is debate over how to manage 
this important source of talent. Should CHCOs play a 
greater role and consider the contract workforce in their 
strategic management of human capital? While we did 
not ask this specifically in our 2008 survey, we did ask 
participants to offer their thoughts on how work is con-
tracted out. For many the answer involves the “make or 
buy” question (i.e., “is it more effective to have the tal-
ent in-house or to rent it for the time my agency needs 
it?”). 

About one-third of CHCOs rely on the definitions in 
the Federal Activities Inventory Reform (FAIR) Act of 
1998, which requires agencies to develop lists of “com-
mercial activities” (functions that the private sector can 
do), and defines which activities are “inherently govern-
mental” (functions “so intimately related to the public 
interest as to require performance by federal government 
employees”).

However, for 41 percent of respondents, contracting out 
is often a function of “dollars versus FTEs.” The focus is 
simply on doing whatever needs to be done to accomplish 
the mission. If the agency does not have enough employ-
ees on staff with the right skills, the default is to contract 
for what they need. Only one in four survey participants 
take a highly strategic approach, and for some CHCOs, 
the decision falls outside their purview. 

F OURTH      F LOOR   :  DON   ’ T  AUTO  M ATICALL     Y 
HIT    TH  E  R E S E T  BUTTON      ON   PR  E VIOU    S 
W ORK   F ORC   E  R E F OR  M S

Many CHCOs pointed to progress in human capital 
management and would ask the new president to not 
“reinvent the wheel,” but rather build on current suc-
cesses realized over the past eight years—some of which 
could be attributed to the President’s Management Agen-
da. “Don’t throw the baby out with the bathwater. We have 
done an enormous amount of work,” said one CHCO, 
who pointed to the development of strategic human 
capital plans, the implementation of more sophisticated 
performance management systems, initiatives to improve 
hiring time, the move back to multi-level appraisal sys-
tems and other accomplishments driven by the PMA. 

Performance management systems are taking hold 

More than one-third of respondents emphasized that ef-
fective performance management systems are a critical 
building block for pay reform. Survey participants see 
steady improvements in performance management, with 
nearly all agencies now using multi-level performance 
appraisal systems, not pass/fail systems. 

One survey participant, whose agency is in the early 
stages of implementing a five-level system, said, “We 
are having better conversations [between managers and 
employees] that are more productive. It is making them 
think about what they are trying to accomplish—what’s 
a stretch, and what’s realistic.” 

Figure 13 

Do you feel that, in general, your agency does a good job of aligning organizational goals to 
individual performance? (2008 versus 2007)

Not at all 0%

0%

To a limited extent 6%

0%

To a moderate extent 6%

36%

To a great extent 41%

43%

To a very great extent 47%

21%
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While CHCOs were pleased with multi-level appraisal 
systems in general, several expressed concerns that em-
ployees tend to see “fully successful” (a rating of three on 
a five-point scale) as a grade of “C.” One respondent said, 
“In terms of moving away from a pass/fail system, people 
saw “pass” as equaling “outstanding.”

More than half of respondents report that their managers 
are beginning to make meaningful distinctions in rela-
tive performance, but some were more skeptical: “Yes, 
we have a five-level system. But they wouldn’t know a 
meaningful distinction if it bit them. In reality, it’s always 
a two-level system: good and very good.”

A few respondents feel that a three-level system is pref-
erable to a five-level. “A five-level is hard,” said one. “It 
pretends we have a level of precision that we don’t really 
have. Three is better.”

Nearly half of CHCOs interviewed for this year’s survey 
would like to focus on and measure competencies and 
skills as opposed to focusing solely on job titles and lists 
of responsibilities. In other words, rather than focusing 
on the employee’s job titles or what projects they can lay 
claim to, CHCOs would like to focus on the employee’s 
capacity for future success: measuring whether employees 
are developing and mastering the skills and competencies 
needed to help achieve the goals of the organization.

Agencies are better at aligning organizational goals with indi-
vidual performance

Aligning individual performance to organizational goals 
is important for effective performance management. In 
Best Places to Work in the Federal Government, employee 
skills/mission match is one of the key drivers of employee 
engagement across the federal government. In addition, 
many interviewees stressed that employees who identify 
with the mission of their agency are actually happier in 
their jobs. 

The number of respondents who feel that their agency 
is doing a good job aligning organizational goals with 
individual performance is higher than in 2007. The aver-
age rating increased from 3.96 to 4.3 on a 5-point scale, 
a promising trend, and 88 percent of respondents said 
their agency linked organizational and personal goals to 
a “great” or “very great” extent, up from 64 percent in 
2007. (See figure 13)
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During many hours of focused discussion with the fed-
eral government’s human capital management leaders, 
clear similarities emerged with the issues identified in 
the 2007 interviews. This “unfinished business” includes 
the demand for more HR flexibility, the need to build 
government-wide management competency and the ne-
cessity of revitalizing the HR workforce. 

This year, however, the stakes are even higher as our 
government—and the nation—face a presidential transi-
tion. As expected, CHCOs reflected on this enormous 
challenge, the uncertainties that come with it, and how 
President Obama can ensure that the federal government 
has the talent it needs. 

The nation’s human capital leaders agreed that the work 
of the federal government is too important—and the 
challenges facing the country and the government too 
daunting—to settle for anything less than the most tal-
ented, engaged and diverse federal workforce possible. 

However, weaknesses in the current HR systems, policies, 
and practices were identified as clear obstacles. Further, 
a rapidly changing global and national environment and 
the reality of a multi-sector workforce—which includes 
government employees at the local, state, and national 
levels, as well as contractors and nonprofit organiza-
tions—also argues for changes to the status quo. 

In order for the federal government to provide leadership 
in addressing the problems facing the country, there was 
also general consensus among the interviewees on several 
overarching recommendations for President Obama and 
his new administration. Despite this overall consensus, 
however, there were some areas of disagreement. For ex-
ample, while a large majority of those interviewed saw 
a need to change the current GS pay and classification 
system, 14 percent would retain the GS system as is. 

Despite some isolated differences of opinion, however, 
the following recommendations had broad support 
among the current HR leaders in government.

❶ The president and his appointees should demon-
strate that an effective government workforce is a 
top priority, through actions as well as words. Spe-
cifically, the president should:

Embrace the role of recruiter in chief, and issue •	
a renewed call to public service which explicitly 
focuses on the federal government.

Select political appointees who not only support •	
the goals of the administration, but who also have 
a track record as capable leaders and managers. 
He should not exclude career federal employees 
from consideration for political appointment.

Set an early example of how political appointees •	
should cooperate with career leaders by meeting 
with the Senior Executive Service shortly after in-
auguration. 

Engage the career workforce and career executives •	
early—in part by providing clear goals, enabling 
feedback and then allowing them to help deter-
mine how best to achieve those goals as effectively 
and efficiently as possible.

In filling the more than 400,000 jobs that will •	
become vacant during the next four years, make 
it clear that meeting the time-honored objective 
of recruiting and maintaining a talented, moti-
vated and diverse federal workforce is a shared 
responsibility for both managers and the federal 
HR community.

Actively promote and require cross-agency col-•	
laboration on workforce management issues. Ac-
knowledge, or even reward, the sharing of innova-
tive strategies for success.

❷ To modernize the federal civil service system, the 
President should:

Work with Congress to update the 1949 law gov-•	
erning pay and job classifications for white collar 
positions [i.e., the General Schedule (GS) pay sys-
tem] to make it more market- and performance-
sensitive.

R e co m m e n d at i o n s  f o r  
P r e s i d e n t  Ob  a m a’s  A d m i n i s t r at i o n
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Update the federal job classification system and •	
the 15 separate grade levels in the General Sched-
ule pay system, as part of the overall reform of 
the GS system, to remove artificial barriers to how 
talent is deployed and developed.

De-couple SES pay from congressional pay to •	
eliminate the growing problem of SES pay com-
pression when the top GS pay levels increasingly 
overlap SES pay. 

Overhaul the federal hiring system by providing •	
greater authority and flexibility to federal agen-
cies, including eliminating the need for advance 
OPM approval of: a) dual compensation waivers 
when hiring annuitants, and b) use of direct hir-
ing authority when conditions require it. Howev-
er, agencies should be held accountable (e.g., on a 
post-audit basis) for adhering to merit principles 
and public policy goals such as diversity and vet-
erans preference.

Consider proposing legislation to modify the •	
statutory role of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment to balance OPM’s regulatory enforcement 
duties with its responsibility to provide strategic 
advice and guidance. OPM must be able and ex-
pected to prioritize its role in providing assistance 
to help agencies meet their human capital chal-
lenges. Moreover, other agencies (e.g., the Merit 
Systems Protection Board) may be better suited 
to enforce compliance.

❸ To rebuild the capacity of the HR workforce and 
the ability of the chief human capital officers to 
provide needed support to each department and 
agency, the president or his appointees should:

Ensure that each department and agency is mak-•	
ing the necessary investment in its HR infrastruc-
ture and HR workforce. Human capital profes-
sionals must have the cutting-edge competencies 
they need to provide innovative and high-quality 
leadership and support.

Require that decisions regarding which HR ser-•	
vices to provide through internal staff and which 
to provide through external providers are strategic 
and based on what is most effective and efficient 
over time—not simply what is most expeditious 
in the short-term.

❹ The new administration should also assess and re-
tain the HR successes that have occurred to avoid 
“reinventing the wheel.” For example:

Federal performance management systems, over-•	
all, have clearly improved and are providing a 
greater alignment of individual and organization-
al goals. Continued progress should be encour-
aged and acknowledged.

The use of a Presidential Management Agenda •	
or a similar method to communicate not only 
the president’s management goals but also a set 
of metrics for measuring progress toward those 
goals has also been successful to a large degree. 
However, care must also be taken to ensure that 
the best results-oriented metrics are developed for 
each agency. Otherwise, process can be mistaken 
for results.

In addition to ensuring that HR professionals •	
with the right skills are in place, it is clear that 
even the best HR policies and systems will not 
work without skilled managers. President Obama 
and his team must continually focus on ensuring 
they have the right managers and leaders—with 
the right competencies—in place across govern-
ment.
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Bureau of Land Management 
(Department of Interior)
Janine Velasco 

Assistant Director

Corporation for National and Community Service
Raymond Limon 

Chief Human Capital Officer

Department of Agriculture
Boyd Rutherford 

Assistant Secretary for Administration

Department of Commerce
Deborah Jefferson 

Director, Office of Human Resources Management
Janice Guinyard 

Director, Office of Corporate Human Capital Strategy and 
Workforce Initiatives

Department of Defense
Patricia Bradshaw 

Deputy Under Secretary, Civilian Personnel

Department of Education
Chris Marston 

Assistant Secretary, Office of Management
Deborah Bennett 

Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer

Department of Energy
Dr. Jeff Pon 

Chief Human Capital Officer

Department of Health and Human Services
Antonia Harris 

Deputy Assistant Secretary and Chief Human Capital Officer

Department of Homeland Security
Thomas Cairns 

Chief Human Capital Officer

Department of Housing and Urban Development
Keith Nelson 

Assistant Secretary for Administration
P. Brennan Hart III 

Special Assistant, Assistant Secretary for Administration

Department of Interior
James Cason 

Associate Deputy Secretary, Policy, Management and Budget
Kathleen Wheeler 

Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer

Department of Justice
Mari Barr Santangelo 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General/Human Resources Director
Rodney Markham 

Deputy Director, Personnel Staff

Department of Labor
Patrick Pizzella 

Assistant Secretary, Chief Information Officer and Chief 
Human Capital Officer

Department of State
Linda Taglialatela 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Resources
Karen Kreuger 

Policy Director, DGHR
Philippe A. Lussier 

Director, Office of Resource Management and Organization 
Analysis

Department of Transportation
Linda Washington 

Assistant Secretary for Administration

Department of Treasury
Rochelle Granat 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Resources and Chief 
Human Capital Officer

Rick Hastings 
Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer

Department of Veterans Affairs
Willie Hensley 

Deputy Assistant Secretary, Human Resources Management

Environmental Protection Agency
Luis Luna 

Assistant Administrator and Chief Human Capital Officer
Kenneth Venuto 

Director, Office of Human Resources

App   e n d i x  A :  S u r v e y  Pa r t i c i pa n t s

The titles and positions of the officials listed were current at the time they were interviewed.
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Federal Aviation Administration
Ventris Gibson 

Assistant Administrator for Human Resource Management

Federal Election Commission
James Wilson 

Director, Office of Human Resources and Labor Relations

Federal Emergency Management Agency
(Department of Homeland Security)
Timothy Cannon 

Director, Human Capital Division
Roger Panetta 

Program Analyst, Human Capital Division

Federal Highway Administration 
(Department of Transportation)
Patricia Prosperi 

Associate Administrator, Office of Administration
Patricia Toole 

Director, Office of Human Resources

Federal Maritime Commission
Harriette H. “Hatsie” Charbonneau 

Director, Office of Human Resources

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
Dan Ellerman 

Director, Human Resources

Forest Service 
(Department of Agriculture)
Kathy Burgers 

Director, Human Capital Management Staff

General Services Administration
Gail Lovelace 

Chief Human Capital Officer
Steven McPeek 

Director, Office of Human Capital Management
Neil Skidmore 

Program Performance Office Director

Government Accountability Office
Cynthia Heckmann 

Chief Human Capital Officer

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
(Department of Homeland Security)
Theresa C. Bertucci 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Toni Dawsey 

Assistant Administrator for Human Capital Management

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Jim McDermott 

Director, Office of Human Resources

Office of the Director of National Intelligence
Dr. Ronald Sanders 

Associate Director of National Intelligence and Chief Human 
Capital Officer

Federal Housing Finance Agency
Janet Murphy 

Chief Human Capital Officer

Office of Federal Student Aid 
(Department of Education)
John Mondragon 

Human Resources and Workforce Services Director

Office of Personnel Management
Ron Flom 

Associate Director and Chief Human Capital Officer
Mark Reinhold 

Deputy Associate Director, Center for Human Capital 
Management Services

Patent and Trademark Office
Kent Baum 

Human Capital Management Director

Peace Corps
Pat Connelly 

Director, Office of Human Resource Management

Social Security Administration
Dr. Reginald Wells 

Deputy Commissioner and Chief Human Capital Officer
Kristen Medley-Proctor 

Program Manager, Human Capital Planning Staff

U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board
John Lau 

Human Resource Director

Veterans Health Administration 
(Department of Veterans Affairs)
Joleen Clark 

Director, Management and Administrative Support Office 
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DI  S CU  S S ION    Q U E S TION    S

If you had a few minutes with the next President (e.g., in 1.	
an elevator) to share a few thoughts about federal human 
capital issues, what would you advise? What would you 
say if you had the same opportunity with a new agency 
head or other key political appointees? 

What are your key human capital achievements/suc2.	
cesses?

What regulatory or legislative changes in federal human 3.	
capital management would you recommend to the next 
administration or the next Congress?

What (specific) metrics have been most helpful in gauging 4.	
the health (e.g., right talent, employee engagement and 
strong leadership) of your agency’s workforce and why?

What data do you wish you had to manage your agency’s 5.	
workforce that you don’t have?

What works best and what is problematic about the cur-6.	
rent General Schedule?

Does your agency use a multi-level performance appraisal 7.	
system? If so, are your managers successful in using it to 
make meaningful distinctions among their employees?

Given that most agencies have a multi-sector workforce 8.	
of both employees and contractors, how does your agency 
decide what functions should be performed by employees 
and what functions should be contracted out? (if time is 
running out, we will submit this question in writing)

Is there anything else we should know or any other issues 9.	
we should focus on?

App   e n d i x  B :  I n t e r v i e w  Q u e s t i o n s

CLO  S E D - E ND  E D  Q U E S TION    S

On a scale of 1-5 using the benchmarks below, please answer 
the following questions:

Not at all Moderate extent Very great extent
1 2 3 4 5

To what extent:
Do you feel that HR staff is viewed by your agency leader•	
ship as a trusted business advisor (versus a transaction 
manager)?
Do you have the resources you need to be an effective •	
CHCO?
Do you feel that, in general, your agency does a good job •	
aligning organizational goals and individual employee 
performance standards?
Do you believe your HR staff members have the compe-•	
tencies needed to help your agency succeed in the future?
Do you believe your managers and supervisors (i.e., line •	
and operations, not HR) have the competencies they need 
to be successful?
Over the next four years, is your agency likely to use an •	
external shared service center under the HR LOB?

Unions have said that the federal government should do more 
with the pay and workplace flexibilities it has before scrapping 
the General Schedule (GS). They cite a GAO study that found 
agencies were not making the best use of those flexibilities. To 
what extent are the following existing flexibilities useful:

Not at all Moderate extent Very great extent
1 2 3 4 5

Telework•	
Hiring and Retention Bonuses•	
Student Loan Repayment•	
Alternative Work Schedules•	
Direct Hire Authority•	
OPM approved Dual Compensation Waivers•	

What are the barriers, if any, to using the above or other exist-
ing flexibilities?

Do you think the General Schedule (GS) pay system should be:
Retained��
Eliminated immediately��
Eliminated gradually over a set period of time��
Other (please explain)��
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John Palguta, Vice President for Policy

Janelle Callahan
Cali Ence
Judy England-Joseph
Sally Jaggar
Bevin Johnston
Joshua Joseph
Jonathan Kappler
Bob Lavigna
Katie Malague
Lamar Robertson
Lara Shane
Kevin Simpson
Max Stier
Neil Tambe

App   e n d i x  C :  R e p o r t  Co n t r i b u to r s
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Diane Denholm, Principal

Naval Aggarwal
Tamara Anger
Rick Brenner
Scott Cameron
George DelPrete
Alex Gurney
Melissa Heinzer
Mike Hettinger
Eric Hunn
Joann Kansier
Ward Melhuish
Wendy Morton
Tabetha Mueller
Carlos Otal
Shiva Verma
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