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GENERAL SCHEDULE SUPERVISORY GUIDE 

Version 2 – July 98

Purpose:  The purpose of this guide is to summarize decisions from the Office of Personnel Management and the Field Advisory Service in applying the General Schedule Supervisory Guide (GSSG).  Please refer to the case decisions if more information is required on a specific issue addressed.  

GSSG COVERAGE

To be covered by the GSSG, a position must (a) require accomplishment of work through combined technical and administrative direction of others; (b) constitute a major duty occupying at least 25 percent of the position’s time; and (c) meet at least the lowest level of Factor 3 (3-2).

Guidance:  OPM Digest of Significant Classification Decisions, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 1.

Issue:  Coverage of the General Schedule Supervisory Guide for Supervision of Small Workloads

Appellant occupied a GS-391-12 position and supervised 3 GS-391-12 positions.  The position description of record reflected 10% of the duty time of the position was spent in supervisory functions.  A proposed position description reflected 25% of the time was spent in supervision.  Subordinates were credited with level 2-4 for Supervisory Controls.

Literal interpretation of the work controls described by the appellant would not exceed Level 2-2.  The oversight division found that the nature of the work control processes was consultative in nature and that no more than 15% of the employee’s duty time could be considered supervisory.  OPM found the GSSG did not apply to this position.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest of Significant Classification Decisions, No. 21, June 98, Page 2.

Issue:  Coverage of the GSSG

Agency asked whether a position directing the work of two staff years of GS-11 grade level work performed by Federal civilian employees and approximately five staff years of contractor performed work would be covered by the GSSG.  The functions performed by the contractor staff was substantially of the same kind and level as the work performed by federal employees.  The employee spent 10 percent of the work time supervising the two federal employees and approximately 25 percent of the time overseeing the contractor performed work.

The oversight division found the position excluded from GSSG coverage.  The guide states that the position must (1) administratively and technically direct others; (2) spend at least 25 percent of the work time performing those functions; and, (3) meet at least the lowest level of Factor 3 based on supervising “Federal civilian employees, military or uniformed service employees, volunteers, or other noncontractor personnel.”  Since the position did not meet the 25 percent criteria without noncontractor personnel, the GSSG did not apply to this position.
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DEFINITION OF AGENCY

The GSSG states that an agency has primary authority and responsibility for the administration of substantive national programs enacted by Congress; examples include Department of Army.

Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 19.

Issue:  Interpreting the alternative definition of “agency.”

Appellant directed work responsible for complex professional, technical, and administrative services of a bureau-level organization.  Appellant argued that the bureau met the alternative definition of “agency.”

The alternative definition of “agency” was intended to apply to bureaus and bureau-equivalent organizations that, if removed from their department, would be comparable to independent agencies.  Examples include the Social Security Administration and the Internal Revenue Service.  Only a handful of other organizations would merit such treatment.  Such a program must be at a level which has a magnitude that stretches across the economy as a whole, or at least all areas of government.  The bureau in question did not meet the intent of agency under this definition.
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DEFINITION OF PROGRAM

The guide states a program is the mission which an agency is authorized and funded by statute to administer.  Examples include national defense; law enforcement; public health; and collection of revenue, et.al.  Specialized or staff programs may be considerably narrower in scope, e.g., agency wide personnel or budget programs.

Issue:  Definition of “program” or “program segment.”

Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 3.

Appellant served as Chief of the Training Support Center at a large military installation.  The Center maintained training aids, simulators, and visual information equipment used by combat units.  Appellant claimed the functions supervised were “programs.”

OPM determined the functions were support functions rather than programs or program segments.  The appellant’s organization was not responsible for planning and conducting training.  The unit provided support services that facilitated the conduct of training.
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FACTOR 1 – SCOPE AND EFFECT

Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 5.

Issue:  Distinguishing Between Level 1-2 and 1-3 in Support Work

This issue arose due to a reorganization of information systems support work in an agency’s regional office.  Prior to restructuring, the organization was responsible for computer operations, telecommunications, line program information advisory services provided by contact representatives, and a forms center – the position supervised 62 staff years of work.

After the reorganization, the functions were primarily limited to computer operations and telecommunications – the position supervised 15 staff years of work.

OPM found that the program segment directed approached Level 1-3 in that the organization serviced was equivalent to a large or complex multi-mission military installation.  However, the reorganization reduced the functions from providing a full range of information resource management services to those related preponderantly to providing computer operations and related communications services.  Due to the restricted nature of the program functions directed, 1-3 was not met.  
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 1.

Issue:  Crediting Level 1-3 for supervision of complex professional, technical, or administrative services

Appellant directed contracting and purchasing services for components of a military organization dispersed throughout a State supporting about 4,750 employees.  The majority of the total serviced population were engaged in technical maintenance functions.  Appellant argued 1-3 should have been credited.

OPM found that the Scope of 1-3 was met due to the size of the installation serviced.  However, to meet Effect for 1-3, support positions must provide services to numerous, varied, and complex technical, professional, and administrative functions.  Work primarily supported technical maintenance activities.  Activities were not as complex and diverse as those typically carried out at a large military installation, e.g., one where large-scale and diverse technical functions, such as depot-level repair and overhaul of complex weapons systems occur.  The professional and administrative functions supported were not as varied and complex as those found at a typical large installation.  Since Effect was not met, position was credited with 1-2.
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Guidance:  Field Advisory Service Digest, No. 1, Feb. 95, Page 18.

Issue:  Interpretation of “complex, multi-mission installation” for Crediting Scope at Level 1-3.

Appellant served as a division chief in the Directorate of Civilian Personnel, supporting about 1,500 employees.  The servicing personnel office credited 1-3 for Scope based on providing complex administrative services directly supporting a complex, multi-mission installation.  The servicing personnel office credited the installation with: a garrison, a large hospital with a medical laboratory environment, a service school, and multi-million dollar annual construction and environmental cleanup projects.  FAS questioned whether the installation’s service school and multi-million dollar projects met the intent of the GSSG definition.

Because the GSSG does not define “service school,” FAS relied on the examples listed in the DoD supplementary guidance: U.S. Army War College, West Point, Air Force Academy, et.al.  The service school credited was a branch school, which is generally understood to be an echelon below the examples of multidisciplinary schools listed in the DoD guidance.  Therefore, it was not credited.

With respect to construction and environmental projects, FAS found that only one $8 million construction project was underway, and its anticipated duration was two to three years.  Thus, the annual cost was considerably less than $8 million.  Likewise, only one environmental project was being carried out, and its cost was only $1.2 million, rather than several million dollars.  Therefore, CPMS determined that multi-million dollar projects were not an ongoing mission of the installation.  Level 1-3 was not met.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 8.

Issue:  Interpretation of “complex, multi-mission military installation” for crediting Scope at Level 1-3

Position was credited Level 1-3 by agency based upon supervision of administrative services for a “complex, multi-mission installation.”  The mission of the organization included multiple cargo, property storage and shipment, and other traffic management functions accomplished throughout a geographic area covering several States within the Continental Unites States (CONUS) and locations outside the United States, including Central America and Europe.  Serviced population was 1,800 positions.

According to the GSSG, a “complex, multi-mission installation” includes four or more major activities such as a garrison, a medical center or large hospital and medical laboratory complex, etc.  The region considered the varied components of the installation’s transportation mission – freight traffic within CONUS, storage of personal property, sea lifting cargo booking, and terminal facility operations.  Due to the limited size (employee population) and complexity of these programs, none of the individual components was found to be equivalent to the organizational components that typically comprise a “complex, multi-mission installation.”  Level 1-2 was assigned.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 7.

Issue:  Distinguishing Between Levels 1-2 and 1-3.

Appellant was a second-level supervisor in charge of a telephone service center providing line program services to the general public.  Most of the work performed by the subordinate Contact Representative, GS-962-08, workforce involved helping beneficiaries and inquirers by telephone and screening callers for potential benefits.  Appellant claimed 1-3 was met because the center served two States with a population of 26 million individuals and that many or most of the calls received were complex, intricate, difficult, and multi-faceted.

OPM found the geographic area of responsibility met Level 1-3 for Scope.  However, the nature of services provided, did not meet 1-3.  Most of the 26 million individuals were not directly given any services and the others received “a few clerical” services.  OPM also found the base level work was single-grade interval technician in nature, and found it was not the “complex administrative or technical or professional” support services as discussed at Level 1-3.    Level 1-2 was credited for Scope.

For Effect, OPM found that since the services were not directly impacting a wide population of the general public (32,400 cases each year doing preliminary work, full case review for these leads was assigned to other field offices) nor a wide range of agency activities, Level 1-3 was not met.

Note:  see Special Situations for more information on this position.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, Vol. 19, Aug. 94, Page 5.

Issue:  Distinguishing Between Level 1-3 and Level 1-4.

Appellant functioned as “Special-Agent-in-Charge” of an agency field office, directing a small staff of employees engaged in the performance of criminal investigative work and related administrative and clerical support work.  Geographic area encompassed six States.  Appellant asserted Level 1-4 should be credited.

Scope:  At Level 1-4, work consists of a professional, highly technical, or complex administrative program that involves the development of major aspects of key agency programs.  Work directed by the appellant indirectly affected agency policy and regulations, but in contrast to Level 1-4, the appellant did not direct activities involving the development of agency policy or other activities impacting the development of major agency programs.  Also, OPM found that coverage of six States was much narrower than numerous States or a major segment of the Nation, as described at Level 1-4.

Effect:  Work did not affect the agency’s headquarters operations, several bureau-wide programs, or most of the agency’s entire field structure.  Both Scope and Effect were evaluated at Level 1-3.

Guidance:  FAS Digest, No. 2, Feb. 96, Page 11.

Issue:  Crediting Level 1-4 for Scope.

Appellant’s position was located in a field element of a logistics support program.  The appellant supervised and managed activities of a division responsible for the functional development and maintenance of major item management information systems and the production and analysis of information from the systems.  The servicing personnel office assigned Level 1-4 for Scope, crediting the appellant with directing a segment of a program that involved the development of major aspects of key agency programs.

Review found that the appellant directed work that involved, indirectly, supporting major aspects of agency programs, rather than developing them.  It was further concluded that the systems developed and maintained were important to the successful accomplishment of agency missions, but did not constitute “major aspects” of agency programs.  Level 1-3 was credited.
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FACTOR 2 – ORGANIZATIONAL SETTING

This factor considers the organizational situation of the supervisory position in relation to higher levels of management.  A position reporting to a full deputy or full assistant chief is credited as reporting to the chief.

Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 17.

Issue:  Identifying Deputy Positions.

Appellant’s position was located in an organization headed by a position that was recognized as equivalent to the Senior Executive Service.  The appellant reported to a position that was informally designated as “deputy” for a specific portion of the organization.  The appellant contended that his position should be credited with 2-3.

Only one position in an organization can meet the GSSG definition of “deputy.”  In this case, for work direction and performance appraisal, the appellant referred to a position referred to as “deputy.”  The chief retained full authority for managing the total organization and another position served as a full assistant to the chief.  The appellant’s supervisor exercised full managerial authority over the entire organization only in the absence of both the chief and the full deputy.  Therefore, 2-3 was not met.
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Guidance:  FAS Digest, No. 1, Feb. 95, page 4.

Issue:  Identification of “Deputy” Positions.

Appellant reported to a Logistics Management Officer (LMO) below the DOL.  The servicing personnel office credited the LMO as a “deputy.”

Review found that the majority of the LMO’s time (80 percent) was spent directing the work of subordinate units and planning and managing the resources of the directorate.  The duties performed in the capacity of “deputy” consumed no more than 20 percent of the LMO’s time and were performed as required, rather than on a continuing basis.  The LMO did not share fully in the management of the Directorate; nor was the responsibility for management of the Directorate equally divided between the LMO and the DOL.  Therefore, it was concluded that the LMO could not be considered a “deputy” for the purpose of evaluating Factor 2.

Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 7.

Issue:  Determining Senior Executive Service Equivalency.

Appellant occupied a GS-12 Accounting Officer position, with servicing responsibility for approximately 300 employees in a small civil engineering activity.  The agency determined that the head of the activity occupied a position equivalent to the Senior Executive Service because he supervised GS-15 supervisors.

Two GS-15 positions reported to the Executive Office, the Chief Counsel and one division chief.  Two other division chiefs were classified at the GS-14 level, and eight staff organization heads reporting to the Executive Office occupied positions that were classified in grades ranging from GS-11 to GS-13.  OPM found that the activity’s organizational structure did not include a substantial GS-15 workload; nor did it include an adequate GS-15 subordinate supervisory structure to justify recognizing the activity head position as equivalent to a Senior Executive Service position.  
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Guidance:  FAS Digest, No. 1, Feb. 95, Page 3.

Issue:  Determining Senior Executive Service (SES) Equivalency.

Position served as a full deputy to a military chief of a supply organization at a typical Air Force base.  Factor 2 was evaluated at Level 2-2 by equating the Wing Commander position to the SES level, despite the fact that the position was designated as a colonel position.

While the servicing civilian personnel office identified the Wing Commander as an SES equivalent, no evidence was found to support this.  An organization chart credited three subordinate Group Commanders as GS-15 supervisors; however, no civilian versions of these military position descriptions had been developed and evaluated to substantiate these determinations.  Furthermore, the intent of the GSSG is that positions credited as subordinate GS-15 supervisors must be responsible for directing mission-oriented work for which the SES equivalent is responsible.  In the instant case, only of the subordinate managers met this criterion, and that position was evaluated below the GS-15 level.  Accordingly, CPMS found that the Wing Commander could not be credited as an SES equivalent by equating subordinate managers to the GS-15 level.
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FACTOR 3 – SUPERVISORY AND MANAGERIAL AUTHORITY EXERCISED

This factor covers the delegated supervisory and managerial authorities which are exercised on a recurring basis.  

Guidance:  FAS Digest, No. 1, Feb. 95, Page 10.

Issue:  Crediting 3-3.

Appellant served as a training officer for a large Army Reserve Command.  The appellant’s duties included assessing the training status of subordinate headquarters, establishing training plans and programs of subordinate headquarters.  The servicing personnel office credited 3-3 for Factor 3, based on the appellant’s delegated authority to manage the command’s training program.

Level 3-3a is appropriate for a position that has delegated managerial authority to unilaterally set a series of long-range work plans.  Fact-finding revealed that the appellant recommended training plans and programs for the command, but did not have the authority to independently determine long-range work plans.  Additionally, the appellant did not participate with high-level (i.e., agency-level) officials in the development of the overall goals and objectives for the agency training program.  

Position did not meet either 3-3a or 3-3b, so therefore 3-2 was credited.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 21, June 98, Page 1.

Issue:  Crediting Level 3-3a

Position directed a small staff conducting a program management function in an organization immediately below the agency level.  Work entailed providing program guidance and oversight to operating programs at multiple field installations.  The position did not exercise line authority over the lower echelon operating programs.

The position was engaged in some delegated functions and authorities typical of Level 3-3a, e.g., it was closely involved with high level program officials in the development of program goals and objectives.  These functions, however, were program management functions.  The position was not delegated line supervisory or managerial authority over the field operating units implementing the program goals and objectives.  Because they were not in the position’s direct chain of command, these “subordinate organizational units” did not reflect the exercise of direct managerial authority found at Level 3-3a.

Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 11

Issue:  Crediting Level 3-3b

Appellant supervised 11 employees: five directly and five others indirectly through a subordinate supervisor.  Appellant believed that all 15 responsibilities under 3-3b were met.

OPM found the position could not be credited with responsibility 1, 3 through 6, 8, 12, and 14.

Responsibility 1 describes a supervisor who uses subordinate supervisors, leaders, etc.  The use of the plural is deliberate.  Level 3-3b is intended to credit only supervisors who direct at least two or three persons who are officially recognized as subordinate supervisors, leaders, or comparable personnel.  Further, the supervisor’s subordinate organization must be so large and its work so complex that it requires using those two or more subordinate supervisors.  Since the appellant had only one subordinate supervisor, his position could not be credited for this responsibility.

Under responsibility 3, a supervisor must assure reasonable equity among subordinate units of both performance standards and rating techniques developed by subordinates.  In the instant case, the appellant’s subordinates did not develop performance standards and there was only one subordinate supervisor.

Responsibility 4 requires direction of a program with significant resources (for instance, a multi-million dollar level of annual resources).  The appellant held this was met because his office approved claims paying millions of dollars.  However, responsibility 4 is intended to credit only positions that exercise direct control over a multi-million dollar level of annual resources.  In this case, the money was paid from a national trust fund, not from a fund in the appellant’s office.

Responsibilities 5, 6, and 8 are intended to credit only supervisors who direct at least two or three subordinate supervisors, team leaders, or comparable personnel.

Under responsibility 12, a supervisor must determine whether contractor-performed work meets standards of adequacy needed to authorize payment.  Appellant believed that this was met since he was a contracting officer and had to sign off on certain forms before contractors could be paid.  However, responsibility 12 is intended to credit supervisors who regularly oversee the work of contract employees in a matter somewhat comparable to the way in which other supervisors direct the work of subordinate employees.  As part of that regular oversight, such supervisors determine whether contractor-performed work meets standards of adequacy, much as the appellant determines whether his own subordinates’ work is adequate.  Since the appellant did not oversee the work of contractor employees, this responsibility could not be credited.

Responsibility 14 involves recommending awards or bonuses for non-supervisory personnel and changes in position classification.  All employees supervised by the appellant were assigned to standard nationwide position descriptions classified in headquarters that were required for use throughout the agency.  Therefore, a recommendation by the appellant to change their classification would not have had a reasonable chance for adoption.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 15.

Issue:  Crediting Level 3-4b.

Appellant was a personnel officer at a medium-size military installation.  Appellant contended that Level 3-4b was creditable because he exercised final authority for approving the full range of personnel actions and organizational design proposals recommended by subordinate supervisors.

Level 3-4b is creditable when:

  -  The position involves responsibilities that are equivalent to or exceed those described in both paragraphs a and b of Level 3-3, i.e., both the managerial and supervisory responsibilities depicted at 3-3.

  -  The position fully meets Factor Level 3-4b.  This level is met when the position exercises full authority, with one or two exceptions, for all of the following actions affecting supervisory and non-supervisory subordinate employees: selections, performance ratings, promotions, high-cost awards and bonuses, resolution of serious group grievances (including those of subordinate supervisors), suspensions, removals, high-cost training and travel, classification, and other actions representing the full range of final authorities affecting human resources and pay management.

  -  The position has final authority to approve organization design recommendations submitted by subordinate supervisors.

  -  The organizations, program segments, and workload directed are of sufficient size and complexity to require and provide opportunities for fully exercising these responsibilities on a recurring basis.

In this case, OPM found employee did not meet managerial authority described in 3-3a because he was not closely involved with agency-level officials in the development of the overall goals and objectives for an agency’s personnel program.  The level of involvement in program development and program management activities contemplated by Level 3-3a was not required of the appellant’s position.  Further, the appellant did not have the final authority to approve organizational design recommendations as required by 3-4b.
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FACTOR 4 – PERSONAL CONTACTS

This is a two-part factor which assesses the nature and the purpose of personal contacts related to supervisory and managerial responsibilities.  The nature of the contacts, credited under Subfactor 4A, and the purpose of those contacts, credited under Subfactor 4B, must be based on the same contacts.

Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 13.

Issue:  Interpretation of Level 4A-4.

In this case, appellant argued that 4A-4 should have been assigned because he engaged in contacts with Senior Executive Service officials in other Federal agencies.

To credit contacts under 4A, the contacts must contribute to the successful performance of the work, be a recurring requirement, have a demonstrable impact on the difficulty and responsibility of the position, and require direct contact.  Level 4A-4 includes contacts with:

  -  Senior Executive Service, flag or general officer, or Executive level heads of bureaus and higher-level organizations in other Federal agencies.

A careful reading of the above example of 4A-4 contacts indicates that all of the contacts listed refer to heads of bureaus and higher level organizations in other Federal agencies.  Contacts with Senior Executive Service officials who are not heads of bureaus or higher level organizations in other agencies are not creditable under 4-4A.  The appellant’s contacts with SES officials in other agencies included division chiefs and directors of administrative support organizations.  Level 4A-4 was not met.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 3.

Issue:  Distinguishing Between Levels 4B-2 and 4B-3.

Appellant was a branch chief in a personnel office.  The agency credited 4B-2, but the appellant claimed that 4B-3 should be credited.  The appellant argued that his duties required him to represent the organization in gaining compliance with personnel management policies, rules, and regulations.

The purpose of contacts at Level 4B-3 is to justify, defend, or negotiate in:

  -  representing the project, program segment(s), or organizational unit(s) directed:

  -  obtaining or committing resources; and
  -  gaining compliance with established policies.

At Level 4B-2, meeting any of the elements cited merits credit; all three conditions listed under 4-B3 must be present to award credit for this level.  In this case, the appellant did not have the responsibility and authority to obtain or commit resources for his organizational segment.  Level 4-B3 was not met.


[image: image17.wmf]
FACTOR 5 – DIFFICULTY OF TYPICAL WORK DIRECTED

This factor measures the difficulty and complexity of the basic work most typical of the organization(s) directed, as well as other line, staff, or contracted work for which the supervisor has technical or oversight responsibility, either directly or through subordinate supervisors, team leaders, or others.

Guidance:  OPM Digest of Significant Classification Decisions, No. 21, June 98, Page 4.

Issue:  Determining Base Level

Agency asked whether the GSSG permitted crediting a GS-14 base level.  The grades of the GS-14 nonsupervisory administrative positions directed were dependent on the crediting of Level 2-5.

The oversight division found that the GS-14 positions could not be credited for base level purposes.  The GSSG specifically excludes “work that is graded on an extraordinary degree of independence from supervision, or personal research accomplishments” from base level consideration.  The stated purpose of the GSSG is to evaluate the demands of overseeing “work through combined technical and administrative direction of others.”  In contrast, Level 2-5 reflects administrative supervision.

Guidance:  FAS Digest, No. 1, Feb. 95, Page 20.

Issue:  Converting Federal Wage System Work to a General Schedule Grade

Appellant served as a full deputy to a military chief of a supply organization at an Air Force Base.  The workforce consisted of approximately 235 positions, many of which were wage grade.  The highest level of wage grade work was performed by Fuel Distribution System Operators, WG-5413-10.  Work involved initiating and controlling the storage, movement, and transfer of fuel supplies by operating high pressure systems with a series of multi-fuel storage and distribution facilities connected by a network of internal pipelines.

In this case, the GS-390, Telecommunications Processing and GS-332, Computer Operating standards were used for grade conversion.  It was reasoned that the work of the WG-10 Fuel Distribution System Operators who operated equipment to store, move, and transfer fuel was more analogous to operating equipment to send messages to their proper destination and thus relied more heavily on the criteria in the GS-390 Telecommunications Processing Series.

Knowledge used by the WG-10 Fuel Distribution System Operators was comparable to Level 1-5 of the GS-390 standard (maintain flow of messages, find alternative solutions, and use nonstandard controls when standardized procedures do not solve problems).  Since this is the highest factor of the GS-390, the GS-332 was cross referenced to examine 1-6 but the work did not require the need to assist in developing new operating procedures as discussed in the standard.  

The rest of the application found: 2-3, 3-3, 4-2, 5-2, 6&7 – 2b, 8-2, and 9-2.  The grade converted to the GS-7 level.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 14.

Issue:  (1) Alternative Method for Second- and Higher-Level Supervisors

            (2) Calculating Base Level – Converting Wage Grade to GS

Appellant occupied a Supervisory Electrical Engineer, GS-850-12, position in a medium size military installation.  The position was a Division chief in Public Works and consisted of three branches.  Appellant stated he spent 50 percent of the time in “second-level supervisory efforts over non-supervisory GS-11” level work.  

(1)  Alternative Base Level Methodology

OPM found that the organizational structure consisted of approximately 107 staff years of civilian employee work, 11 of which were intermittent (less than a full staff year) and 20 staff years of base support contractor work.  Assuming each subordinate performed grade controlling work 100 percent of the time, the division found 5.75 staff years of GS-11 work and 11 staff years of GS-9 level work.  Contracted work would not exceed three additional staff years of GS-11 and two additional staff years of GS-9 grade level work.  Based on the significant delegation of authority and freedom from supervision present in the GS-11 position descriptions of record, the use of those positions to review the contracted work, and the existence of a subordinate supervisory position over the GS-11 work, the oversight division concluded the record did not support the appellant’s contention that he devoted 50 percent or more of his work time overseeing the GS-11 grade level work.  The same reasoning applied to the GS-09 subordinates.  OPM concluded that the alternative base level methodology was not applicable to the position.

(2) Calculating Base Level – Converting WG work to GS

OPM concluded that the GS-09 and GS-11 level work did not meet the 25 percent criteria for base level.  They then looked at the WG-10 electrical work to see if conversion would impact the base level.  OPM found that the Electrician, WG-2810-10, work was typical and representative of the WG-10 building, utility, grounds, and equipment trades work performed within the Public Works Department.  OPM compared the complexity to the GS-802 Engineering Technician at the GS-07 level and concluded the electrical work was not inherently more complex than GS-07 engineering technician work.  Therefore, OPM determined that the Federal Wage System work within the Division did not provide a basis for crediting a higher level than GS-07 as the base level of work applicable to the appellant’s position.

Note:  see first decision in Factor 6 for more on this position.
Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 19, Aug. 94, Page 10.

Issue:  (1) Identifying the Level of Typical Work Directed

            (2) Linkage of Factors 5 and 6

(1)  Identifying the Level of Typical Work Directed

Appellant occupied the position of Personnel Officer, GS-201-13, at a medium-size military installation.  Appellant directed the work of several GS-12 program chiefs who directed a sizable amount of GS-11 level specialist work.  The appellant disagreed with the agency’s conclusion that certain work was excluded from consideration, as well as the agency’s assessment of the amount of creditable GS-12 work.

OPM considered all work performed in the office and concluded:

  -  The work of several GS-05 and GS-06 Personnel Clerical positions was excluded because it did not entail making substantive decisions in personnel work and was, therefore, considered supportive of the basic work of the unit.

  -  The work of two GS-06 and GS-7 Personnel Assistants was included because it involved performing substantive work directly related to the mission of the office.

  -  Program chiefs:  Assuming the non-supervisory work performed by the GS-12 program chiefs was correctly classified, the region credited this work at the GS-12 level, but excluded the supervisory work of these positions.  The region also excluded the “trouble-shooter” work performed by program chiefs since the grade assigned to that work was based on extraordinary independence.

The region concluded that 17 percent of the workload was at the GS-12 level and therefore did not meet the 25 percent criteria to credit 5-7.

Also, OPM considered the alternate method for second- and higher-level supervisors.  However, the amount of GS-12 level work creditable (100.5 hours per week) did not constitute a heavy workload demanding half of the appellant’s time.

(2)  Linkage of Factors 5 and 6

OPM considered applicability of 6-5c for the position – managing work through subordinate supervisors who each direct substantial workloads comparable to the GS-11 level.

While the region credited GS-11 as the level of typical work directed, the subordinate program chiefs did not individually direct a substantial workload of GS-11 level work.  Each chief supervised only a few subordinates and did not expend a significant amount of time actually supervising GS-11 level work or any other work of the unit.  The majority of the time of chiefs’ time was spent on personally performed work.  OPM concluded 6-5 was not met for the position.
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FACTOR 6 – OTHER CONDITIONS

This factor measures the extent to which various condition contribute to the difficulty and complexity of carrying out supervisory duties.  Note:  last decision in Factor 5 also discusses linkage to Factor 6.
Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 17.

Issue:  Linkage of Factor 6 to Previous Factors in the Guide  (Note:  same position is addressed in determining base level – Factor 5)
Position was a Supervisory Electrical Engineer, GS-12, in the Public Works Department of a medium size military branch.  Although the incumbent supervised some GS-11 level work, it was well below the 25% criteria required for base level determination.  The appellant stated Level 6-5a was appropriate because his position required substantial coordinating and integrating of work.

Level 6-5a pertains to first-level supervision of GS-12 base level work.  OPM found the subject position to be a second-level supervisor over a GS-7 base level of work.  OPM found that 6-4a was not appropriate because the appellant did not directly supervise non-supervisory work that supported a GS-11 level.  Rather, the appellant supervised GS-11 grade level work indirectly as a second-level supervisor.  Level 6-4b also was not applicable since there was not sufficient work at or above the GS-9 grade level to permit the crediting of each subordinate supervisory position with supervising substantial workloads with a GS-9 or GS-10 base level.  OPM concluded the position met Level 6-3b because the position was characterized as entailing the direction of subordinate supervisors over positions in grades GS-7 or GS-8.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No.  19, Aug. 94, Page 21

Issue:  Crediting Level 6-6b

Appellant was a second-level supervisor who directed a major organization through five subordinate division chiefs, four of whom directed substantial workloads of GS-12 level work.  The OPM region denied credit for 6-6b because all of the subordinate supervisors did not direct a substantial workload of GS-12 level work.  The appellant contested the Region’s interpretation, arguing that it was too restrictive and placed undue emphasis on the requirement that each subordinate supervisor direct a substantial workload of GS-12 level work.

On the basis of guidance provided by the Office of Classification, the Classification Appeals Office adopted a more liberal interpretation of the criteria for Level 6-6b.  Essentially, it was concluded that there are two conditions under which it would not be appropriate to credit GS-12 level work for the purpose of crediting 6-6b when each subordinate supervisor does not direct a substantial workload of GS-12 level work.  First, if the workload/personnel could be redistributed among the subordinate units so that a substantial workload of GS-12 level work could be assigned to each subordinate supervisor, then GS-12 level work would be creditable.  Second, if all the lower level work of the organization is assigned to one unit, and removing that unit from the organization left the requisite GS-12 base level work in each remaining subordinate unit, then GS-12 level work would be creditable.  The second option was implemented for the subject position.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 18.

Issue:  Crediting Physical Dispersion

The appellant was a second-level supervisor who directed the work of a transportation unit and a buildings and ground maintenance unit associated with a military base dependent school system.  The agency credited Physical Dispersion because: (1) the maintenance and transportation units were located in separate buildings; (2) there were 10 buildings associated with the school system and 1 building approximately 14 miles away; and (3) the bus drivers were dispersed throughout the base and community during the day.

OPM denied credit because the physical dispersion did not make the appellant’s day-to-day supervision more difficult to administer.  The location of subordinate supervisors did not impact day-to-day supervision since work assignments were normally made by telephone, written memorandum, or occasional face-to-face meetings.  As subordinate supervisors, they did not require close daily supervision.  More importantly, as a second-level supervisor, the appellant did not make daily onsite visits to supervise the actual maintenance or transportation work being performed by the maintenance mechanics and bus drivers.  In addition, bus drivers, by the very nature of their work, are not subject to close daily supervision.
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Guidance:  OPM Digest, No. 20, Dec. 97, Page 19.

Issue:  Special Situations

Appellant was a second-level supervisor in charge of a telephone service center providing line program services to the general public.  The appellant claimed six Special Situations were creditable to her position.

1.  Shift Operations

Appellant claimed shift operations due to different tours of duty that occurred during the day; the center operated during a nine-and-three-quarter hour work day due to staggered tours of duty.  

OPM stated a shift has been traditionally been defined as consisting of a full eight hour tour of duty, e.g., day, evening and night shifts.  This requires greater attention to planning to assure work is successfully passed from one shift to another and resources were staged 

to support the work to be accomplished within each shift.  

2.  Fluctuating Work Force or Constantly Changing Deadlines

Appellant claimed that due to various cycles of demands for services and turnover of mixed-tour and part-time employees, that the intent of this situation was met.

Regarding Constantly Changing Deadlines, OPM found that the shifting of resources was considered in crediting 6-3 to the position for its requirement to coordinate with other units to ensure consistency of product and service.  Credit for the same aspect of the position cannot be claimed multiple times.

Regarding the Fluctuating Work Force, OPM found turnover to be predictable and could be anticipated based on the nature and conditions of the organization’s work.  Primary turnover was among the mixed-tour staff which comprised less than 15 percent of the staff.  OPM did not find that the turnover created demanding and concentrated recruitment, extensive training, and planning for and implementing large scale staff losses as envisioned by the Guide.

3.  Physical Dispersion

Appellant initially claimed Physical Dispersion due to off-site employees performing Center work during peak workload periods.  However, those employees were in a separate Chain of Command and could not be credited to the appellant’s position under the GSSG.

4.  Special Staffing Situations

The GSSG permits crediting this situation when:  (1) a substantial portion of the work force is regularly involved in special employment programs; or in similar situations that require involvement with employee representatives to resolve difficult or complex human resources management issues and problems; (2) requirements for counseling and motivational activities are regular and recurring; and (3) job assignments, work tasks, working conditions, and/or training must be tailored to fit the special circumstances.

The appellant met at least weekly with the on-site union representative and dealt with a wide range of issues as part of the Partnership process.  The appellant was a management representative on arbitration cases and had the authority to settle EEO cases; she settled two of the three cases filed against the management staff within the previous eight months.  Data showed she reprimanded three employees and gave one a sick leave warning in 1995.  In 1996, she reprimanded one employee, fired two, gave sick leave warning to two, and put one on sick leave restriction.  In 1995, she referred 11 employees to counseling, 10 in 1996, and 5 by May 1997.  Some employees eventually resigned in lieu of termination during their probationary period.

Work required extensive internal training for new mixed-tour employees; the need to break out work and tailor work for the significant number of employees in developmental positions from that performed by full performance level employees; and the need to refer employees to counseling, including some trainees who evidenced performance problems despite intensive training.  

When viewed as a whole, OPM found these human resource management issues reflected the difficulty and complexity of staffing and related issues supporting the crediting of this situation.

5.  Changing Technology

The GSSG credits this situation when processes and procedures vary constantly because of the impact of changing technology, creating a requirement for extensive training and guidance of the subordinate staff.  The appellant claimed the Center was on the cutting edge of telecommunications technology and change in telephone systems, computer systems, software enhancements, and the automation of manual procedures were “habitual.”

OPM requested additional information from the appellant’s supervisor documenting major training on systems updates in the past five years.  This equated to approximately 37 hours of “major training on system updates” per year.  However, OPM found that part of this 37 hours of training was due to an internal decision to change work processes.  Therefore, training caused by agency process and procedural changes was much less than 37 hours per year, falling short of the intent of constantly varying processes and procedures due to the impact of changing technology within the meaning of the GSSG.

6.  Special Hazard and Safety Conditions

The GSSG credits this situation when the supervisory position is regularly made more difficult by the need to make provision for significant unsafe or hazardous conditions occurring during performance of the work.  Appellant claimed the mission created an extremely sensitive health and safety environment because high stress jobs had to be carried out in a constricted area, with repetitive motion an integral part of the function.  Repetitive motion problems required providing time off-line for employees, dealing with special or complex leave problems, worker’s compensation issues, and issues under the Americans with Disabilities Act.

OPM found that the ergonomic issues cited by the appellant were well-known and typical of many office operations.  They found the issues easily managed by routine precautions and were not significant actions dealing with special safety hazard and safety conditions within the meaning of the GSSG.

Conclusion:  only one Special Factor was creditable for the position, an additional level for Factor 6 could not be credited to the position.
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