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LOCAL 1998

National Federation of Federal Employees 

International Association of Machinists & Aerospace Workers, AFL-CIO

UNION REP 

Senior Steward – PPT/ 

IAMAW NFFE FD1 FL1998 

Phone # 

Informal Grievance

March 6, 2006 

To:
MANAGER A, Regional Director – ___________  Passport Agency  

cc:
EMPLOYEE A, Passport Specialist

In accordance with Article 20, Section 6 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 Informal 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.  

Background
EMPLOYEE A is a Senior Passport Specialist who has been employed by the ___________  Passport Agency since March 7, 1995.  She has been a GS-11 since February 27, 2000.  Ms. EMPLOYEE A is an exemplary employee who always received an “Outstanding” overall rating on her annual performance appraisals until her 2004 appraisal, for which she received an “Excellent” rating based on the numerical performance standards.  That rating was grieved by the Union on March 14, 2005, April 8, 2005, and May 10, 2005, and the response from Headquarters is still pending.  

Ms. EMPLOYEE A received her 2005 annual appraisal in January 2006.  She received an “Outstanding” rating in the Security Awareness Element but only “Excellent” in the Knowledge of Adjudication, Production & Technical Skill, Customer Service, and Fraud Awareness elements.  This marks the first time that Ms. EMPLOYEE A received a rating less than “Outstanding” in the Fraud Awareness and Knowledge of Adjudication elements.  

Ms. EMPLOYEE A requested a “higher level review”, and that review was performed and returned to her on February 13, 2006.  None of the ratings for her appraisal were changed as a result of the review.  

Union’s Argument

Element 1: Knowledge of Adjudication

During Ms. EMPLOYEE A’s first interim evaluation of the year, held on April 8, 2005 with her supervisor SUPERVISOR B, she was told that she was performing at the Outstanding level at this element.  The only comment made by her supervisor on this element was, “you know your stuff”.  

During her second interim evaluation, held on September 14, 2005 with her new supervisor SUPERVISOR C, Ms. EMPLOYEE A was told she was performing at the Excellent level for Element 1.  This lower rating was apparently based solely on the supervisor’s perception that Ms. EMPLOYEE A needed to “communicate more”.  In the past, Ms. EMPLOYEE A has submitted numerous ideas and suggestions for improvements, all of which have been ignored or rejected.  During 2005, Ms. EMPLOYEE A was always willing to respond and give detailed answers to policy questions or ideas, but considering how busy the office has been and how busy trying to exceed the numerical quota she has been, she has not taken any time to submit more suggestions that would likely be rejected once again as that is saving both her and the supervisors precious time.   

Ms. SUPERVISOR B recognized that Ms. EMPLOYEE A continued to display an outstanding knowledge of adjudication and Mr. SUPERVISOR C only points to a nebulous need to “communicate more” without criticizing her actual knowledge of adjudication.  Clearly, no one has questioned that Ms. EMPLOYEE A has an outstanding knowledge of adjudication, and therefore her rating should be changed to reflect this fact.   

Element 2: Production & Technical Skill

Ms. EMPLOYEE A received an Excellent rating for Element 2.  However, she greatly exceeded the production requirements at the public counter while maintaining a low error rate and while achieving an Excellent level of production at the desk.  Ms. EMPLOYEE A’s astounding performance at the public counter has been essentially “lost in the shuffle” and not recognized.  The fact that she was able to do a more-than-outstanding job at that subpart of this element should be recognized in her evaluation with an “Outstanding” rating.  

Element 3: Customer Service

Ms. EMPLOYEE A received an Excellent rating in Element 3 even though she had zero negative comments from the ___________  Passport Agency’s many customers at the public counter, and she even received a thoughtful thank you card from an applicant.  

The only criticisms made of Ms. EMPLOYEE A’s performance in this element are invalid and unreasonable.  During her second interim evaluation, Mr. SUPERVISOR C told her that she had been too inflexible on setting up will call times and also that she had not taken the time to explain things to customers.  However, Ms. EMPLOYEE A had previously been repeatedly told in past years that she needed to strictly comply with the rules regarding pick up times.  This is obviously contradictory and therefore the criticism should be dismissed.  Ms. EMPLOYEE A is capable and willing to follow the instructions given to her regarding will call appointments, but it is not fair to her or any employees to adopt a “wrong if you do, wrong if you don’t” approach to this or any other policy or procedure.  Considering the huge wait times and long lines at the public counter, Ms. EMPLOYEE A has tried to provide outstanding customer service to all the Agency’s applicants, in accordance with the goals established by the office.  

In addition, Ms. EMPLOYEE A was told during her second interim evaluation that while she has always been respectful and courteous to supervisors, Mr. SUPERVISOR C would like to see her be more “friendly”.  This is an office, and employees and supervisors have the obligation to be respectful and courteous but also have the right to choose their own friends.  It is inappropriate to reduce Ms. EMPLOYEE A’s rating from Outstanding to Excellent on this basis.  

Element 4: Fraud Awareness

During Ms. EMPLOYEE A’s first interim evaluation, on April 8, 2005, she was told she was performing at the Outstanding level for Element 4, as she had been doing in years’ past and under two different Fraud Program Managers.  

By the second interim, on September 14, 2005, the rating has transformed from Outstanding to Excellent.  The two reasons her supervisor gave for this <INFORMATION OMITTED>. 

<INFORMATION OMITTED>

<INFORMATION OMITTED>

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,

UNION REP  
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