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To:
MANAGER A, Director – Passport Services Office of Field Operations

cc:
MANAGER B, Director – Passport Services Office of Field Coordination


MANAGER C, Operations Officer – Office of Field Coordination

MANAGER D, Chief Labor Management Negotiator - Department of State 


Michael Garofano, Vice President – NFFE Local 1998


Steve Flory, Business Representative – National Federation of Federal Employees 


EMPLOYEE A , Passport Specialist (now at the ________ Passport Agency) 

In accordance with Article 20, Section 7b of the Agreement Between Passport Services and the National Federation of Federal Employees – Local 1998 (hereafter referred to as “the Agreement”), I am filing this Step 2 Formal Grievance on behalf of CA/PPT/__  Passport Specialist EMPLOYEE A .  This grievance concerns the performance appraisal given to Ms. EMPLOYEE A  for 2005.  We are alleging that Management has violated the Agreement (including Article 18) and the law by not providing the employee with an appraisal that was fair or reasonable.  I hereby incorporate, by reference, the entire Informal Grievance that was filed by PPT/__  Senior Steward UNION REP 1  on March 6, 2006 and the entire Step 1 Formal Grievance filed by NFFE Local 1998 Secretary-Treasurer Rob Arnold on April 17, 2006.  Note: Ms. EMPLOYEE A has transferred to the _______  Passport Agency.  Note: on April 20th I received approval for an extension on any pending grievances to file the response by today, May 11th.  

While the timeframes for ADR mandated by the Agreement have passed, we are interested in pursuing the resolution of this matter through the ADR process.  

Union’s response to Management’s denial of Step 1 Formal Grievance

On April 19, 2006, _______  Passport Agency Regional Director MANAGER E denied the Union’s April 17, 2006 Step 1 Formal Grievance (the denial is dated April 18th but was emailed on April 19th).  Mr. MANAGER E concluded that the rating given to Ms. EMPLOYEE A was, “to the maximum extent feasible, an accurate evaluation of Ms. EMPLOYEE A ’s job performance”.  

Neither the Management response to the Informal Grievance nor the response to the Step 1 Formal Grievance disputed any of the facts and arguments raised in the Union’s filings.  We stand by those statements and incorporate them by reference in this grievance.  Both Management responses perfunctorily note that an interim evaluation was held and that the reviewing official satisfied the 120 days requirement to evaluate the employee’s performance.  To date, the record of this grievance clearly demonstrates that Ms. EMPLOYEE A  has performed at the Outstanding level and that all of the statements to the contrary were obviously invalid and/or irrelevant.   

Ms. EMPLOYEE A ’s Outstanding level of performance did not change from earlier in 2005 to later in 2005, and it did not worsen as compared to previous years when she was rated Outstanding.  The only thing that changed was her rating official.  

Requested Relief

I respectfully request that the rating for Element 1, Element 2, Element 3, and Element 4 in Ms. EMPLOYEE A ’s 2005 Annual Performance Appraisal be adjusted from Excellent to Outstanding.  As a result of that adjustment, Ms. EMPLOYEE A ’s 2005 Summary Level Determination should be adjusted from Excellent to Outstanding.  Furthermore, per Article 19, Section 2k of the Agreement, that Outstanding performance rating should result in an award.   

Thank you,

Colin Patrick Walle  
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