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OFFICE OF PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT

Proposed Laboratory Personnel
Management Demonstration Project;
Missile Research, Development and
Engineering Center, Department of the
Army, U.S. Army Missile Command
(MICOM), Redstone Arsenal, Alabama

AGENCY: Office of Personnel
Management.

ACTION: Notice of Intent to Implement
Demonstration Project.

SUMMARY: Title VI of the Civil Service
Reform Act, 5 U.S.C. 4703, authorizes
the Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) to conduct demonstration
projects that experiment with new and
different personnel management
concepts to determine whether such
change in personnel policy or
procedures would result in improved
Federal personnel management.

Public Law 103-337, October 5, 1994,
permits the Department of Defense
(DoD), with the approval of the OPM, to
carry out personnel demonstration
projects generally similar in nature to
the China Lake demonstration project at
DoD Science and Technology (S&T)
Reinvention Laboratory sites. The Army
is proposing five demonstration sites
initially: the Army Research Laboratory,
U.S. Army Waterways Experiment
Station, Medical Research Materiel
Command, the Missile Research,
Development and Engineering Center,
and the Aviation Research,
Development, and Engineering Center.
This proposal is for the Missile
Research, Development, and
Engineering Center (MRDEC).

DATES: To be considered, written
comments must be submitted on or
before May 20, 1997; a public hearing
will be scheduled as follows: Tuesday,
April 29, 1997, at 10:00 a.m. in
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama. At the time
of the hearings, interested persons or
organization may present their written
or oral comments on the proposed
demonstration project. The hearing will
be informal.

Anyone wishing to testify should
contact the person listed under FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT, and state
the hearing location, so that OPM can
plan the hearings and provide sufficient
time for all interested persons and
organizations to be heard. Priority will
be given to those on the schedule, with
others speaking in any remaining
available time. Each speaker’s
presentation will be limited to ten
minutes. Written comments may be
submitted to supplement oral testimony
during the public comment period.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be mailed to
Fidelma A. Donahue, U.S. Office of
Personnel Management, 1900 E Street,
NW, room 7460, Washington, DC 20415;
public hearing will be held at the U.S.
Army Missile Command, Sparkman
Auditorium, Martin Road, Building
5304, Redstone Arsenal, Alabama.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: (1)
On proposed demonstration project: Dr.
William H. Leonard, U.S. Army Missile
Command, ATTN: AMSMI-RD,
Redstone Arsenal, AL 35898-5400, 205—
876-1442; (2) On proposed
demonstration project and public
hearing: Fidelma A., Donahue, U.S.
Office of Personnel Management, 1900 E
Street, NW, Room 7460, Washington,
DC 20415, 202-606-1138.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Since
1966, many studies of Department of
Defense (DoD) laboratories have been
conducted on laboratory quality and
personnel. Almost all of these studies
have recommended improvements in
civilian personnel policy, organization,
and management. The proposed project
involves simplified job classification,
paybanding, streamlined hiring
processes, pay-for-performance
management system, expanded
developmental opportunity, and
modified Reduction-In-Force (RIF)
procedures.

Office of Personnel Management.
James B. King,
Director.
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|. Executive Summary

This project was designed by the
Department of the Army, with
participation of and review by the
Department of Defense (DoD) and the
Office of Personnel Management (OPM).
The purpose of the project is to achieve
the best workforce for the MRDEC
mission, adjust the workforce for
change, and improve workforce quality.

The foundations of this project are
based on the concept of linking
performance to pay for all covered
positions; simplifying paperwork and
the processing of classification and
other personnel actions; emphasizing
partnerships among management,
employees, and unions representing
covered employees; and delegating
classification and other authorities to
line managers. Additionally, the
research intellect of the MRDEC
workforce will be revitalized through
the use of expanded opportunities for
employee development. These
opportunities will reinvigorate the
creative intellect of the research and
development community.

Development and execution of this
project will be in-house budget neutral,
based on a baseline of September 1995
in-house costs and consistent with the
Department of the Army (DA) plan to
downsize laboratories. Army managers
at the DoD S&T Reinvention Laboratory
sites will manage and control their
personnel costs to remain within
established in-house budgets. An in-
house budget is a compilation of costs
of the many diverse components
required to fund the day-to-day
operations of a laboratory. These
components generally include pay of
people (labor, benefits, overtime,
awards), training, travel, supplies, non-
capital equipment, and other costs
depending on the specific function of
the activity.

This project will be under the joint
sponsorship of the Assistant Secretary
of the Army for Research, Development
and Acquisition and the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs. The Commander,
U.S. Army Materiel Command, will
execute and manage the project. Project
oversight within the Army will be
achieved by an executive steering
committee made up of top-level
executives, co-chaired by the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Research and Technology and the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civilian Personnel Policy)/Director,
Civilian Personnel. Oversight external to
the Army will be provided by the
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Department of Defense and the Office of
Personnel Management.

11. Introduction
A. Purpose

The purpose of the project is to
demonstrate that the effectiveness of
Department of Defense (DoD)
laboratories can be enhanced by
allowing greater managerial control over
personnel functions and, at the same
time, expanding the opportunities
available to employees through a more
responsive and flexible personnel
system. The quality of DoD laboratories,
their people, and products has been
under intense scrutiny in recent years.
This perceived deterioration of quality
is due, in substantial part, to the erosion
of control which line managers have
over their human resources. This
demonstration, in its entirety, attempts
to provide managers, at the lowest
practical level, the authority, control,
and flexibility needed to achieve quality
laboratories and quality products.

B. Problems With the Present System

The MRDEC products contribute to
the readiness of U.S. forces and to the
stability of the American economy. To
do this, the MRDEC must acquire and
retain an enthusiastic, innovative, and
highly educated and trained workforce,
particularly scientists and engineers.
The MRDEC must be able to compete
with the private sector for the best talent
and be able to make job offers in a
timely manner with the attendant
bonuses and incentives to attract high
quality employees. Today, industry
laboratories can make an offer of
employment to a promising new hire
before the government can prepare the
paperwork necessary to begin the
recruitment process.

Currently, jobs are described using a
cumbersome classification system that
is overly complex and specialized. This
hampers a manager’s ability to shape the
workforce and match the positions
while making best use of employees.
Managers must be given local control of
positions and their classification to
move both their employees and
vacancies within their organization to
other lines of the business activities to
match the life cycle needs of supported
customers.

These issues work together to hamper
supervisors in all areas of human
resource management. Hiring
restrictions and overly complex job
classifications, coupled with poor tools
for rewarding and motivating employees
and a system that does not assist
managers in removing poor performers

builds stagnation in the workforce and
wastes valuable time.

C. Changes Required/Expected Benefits

This project is expected to
demonstrate that a human resource
system tailored to the mission and
needs of the MRDEC will result in: (a)
Increased quality in the total workforce
and the products they produce; (b)
increased timeliness of key personnel
processes; (c) increased retention of
high quality employees and separation
rates of poor quality employees; and (d)
increased customer satisfaction with the
MRDEC and its products by all
customers it serves.

The MRDEC demonstration program
builds on the successful features of
demonstration projects at China Lake
and the National Institute of Standards
and Technology (NIST). These
demonstration projects have produced
impressive statistics on the job
satisfaction for their employees versus
that for the federal workforce in general.
Therefore, in addition to expected
benefits mentioned above, the MRDEC
demonstration expects to find more
satisfied employees on many aspects of
the demonstration including pay equity,
classification decisions, and career
development opportunities. A full range
of measures will be collected during
project evaluation (Section VII).

D. Participating Organization

MRDEC has approximately 1881
employees covered by the project.
Approximately 99 percent of the
employees are located at Redstone
Arsenal, Alabama, with the remaining
located at the following sites: Andover,
Massachusetts; Tucson, Arizona,
Orlando, Florida; and Dallas, Texas.

E. Participating Employees

The demonstration project includes
civilian appropriated funded employees
in the competitive and excepted service
paid under the General Schedule (GS)
pay systems. Scientific and Technical
(ST) employees will be included for
employee development, performance
appraisal, and award provisions only;
their classification, staffing, and
compensation, however, will not
change. Senior Executive Service
employees, Federal Wage System
employees, and employees in the
Quality Assurance Specialist
(Ammunition Surveillance) (QASAS)
career program will not be covered in
the demonstration project. Additionally,
DA interns will not be converted to the
demonstration until they complete their
intern program. Personnel added to the
laboratory in like positions covered by
the demonstration (either through

appointment, promotion, reassignment,
change to a lower grade or where their
functions and positions have been
transferred into the laboratory) will be
converted to the demonstration project.
Successor organizations which may
result from actions associated with the
1995 Base Realignment and Closure
Commission will continue coverage in
the demonstration project.

F. Labor Participation

The American Federation of
Government Employees (AFGE)
represents many GS employees at
MRDEC. The MRDEC is continuing to
fulfill its obligations to consult and/or
negotiate with the AFGE, in accordance
with 5 U.S.C. 4703 (F) and 7117. The
participation with the AFGE is within
the spirit and intent of Executive Order
12871.

The AFGE represents all professional
and nonprofessional employees except
those who are supervisors or managers.
AFGE Local 1858 has been involved
with and has participated in the
development of the project since its
inception. The union is an integral part
of this personnel demonstration and
will be a full partner in arriving at major
decisions involving program
implementation.

G. Project Design

An Integrated Process Team approach
was used at the U.S. Army Missile
Command to develop the attributes of
this personnel demonstration proposal.
The team was lead by MRDEC
management, and team members came
from managers and associates from the
MRDEC, AFGE Local 1858, the Civilian
Personnel Office, and several other
major functional organizations within
the Missile Command.

This personnel system design has
been subjected to critical reviews by
Executive Steering Groups within the
MRDEC and the Missile Command.
Additionally, negotiations with AFGE
Local 1858 have influenced the design
in areas of significant concern to
bargaining unit employees. A survey,
designed by AFGE Local 1858, was
conducted to elicit RDEC employee
opinions and preferences on key
features of the proposal.

The design was preceded by an
exhaustive study of broadbanding
systems currently practiced in the
Federal sector. A first generation design
was briefed to the MRDEC workforce
with the assistance of AFGE Local 1858.
During these briefing sessions,
employees were provided a copy of the
first generation proposal, a set of
anticipated questions and answers, and
a list of points of contact for concerns
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and questions. Later design generations
have evolved from critical reviews by
headquarters elements of the
Department of the Army, Department of
Defense, and the Office of Personnel
Management. Additionally, consultation
was provided by the designers of the
broadbanding systems practiced by the
Navy China Lake experiment and the
National Institute of Standards and
Technology.

H. Personnel Management Board

The MRDEC intends to establish an
appropriate balance between the
personnel management authority and
accountability of supervisors and of the
oversight responsibilities of a Personnel
Management Board (PMB). The Director
will delegate management and oversight
of the Project at MRDEC to a Personnel
Management Board whose members,
Chairperson, and staff will be appointed
by the Director. The union may provide
a representative to observe all
deliberations of the PMB, and this
representative may vote on those issues
that are not exclusively management
responsibilities. The PMB will be tasked
with the following:

1. Overseeing the civilian pay budget,

2. Determining the composition of the
pay-for-performance pay pools in
accordance with the guidelines of this
proposal and internal procedures,

3. Administering funds allocation to
pay pool managers,

4. Reviewing operation of MRDEC pay
pools,

5. Reviewing hiring and promotion
salaries as well as exceptions to pay-for-
performance salary increases,

6. Providing guidance to pay pool
managers,

7. Monitoring award pool distribution
by organization or any other special
categorization,

8. Selecting participants for the
Expanded Developmental Opportunity
Program, long term training, and any
special developmental assignments,

9. Managing promotions to stay
within “high grade” controls,

10. Addressing in-house budget
neutrality issues to include tracking of
average salaries,

11. Assessing the need for changes to
demonstration procedures and policies.

I11. Personnel System Changes
A. Broadbanding
Occupational Families

Occupations at the MRDEC will be
grouped into occupational families.
Occupations will be grouped according
to similarities in type of work,
customary requirements for formal
training or credentials, and in

consideration of the business practices
at the MRDEC. The common patterns of
advancement within the occupations as
practiced at DoD Laboratories and in the
private sector will also be considered.
The current occupations and grades
have been examined, and their
characteristics and distribution have
served as guidelines in the development
of the four occupational families
described below:

1. Engineers and Scientists (E&S).
This occupational family includes all
technical professional positions, such as
engineers, physicists, chemists,
metallurgists, mathematicians, and
computer scientists. Predominantly,
specific course work or educational
degrees are required for these
occupations.

2. E&S Support. This occupational
family contains positions that directly
support the E&S mission: it includes
specialized functions in such fields as
technical information management,
librarians, equipment specialists,
quality assurance, and engineering and
electronics technicians. Employees in
these jobs may or may not require
college course work. However, training
and skills in the various electrical,
mechanical, chemical or computer crafts
and techniques are generally required.

3. Business Management. This
occupational family contains
specialized functions in such fields as
finance, procurement, accounting,
administrative computing, and
management analysis. Analytical ability
and specialized knowledge in
administrative fields or special degrees
are required.

4. General Support. This occupational
family is composed of positions for
which minimal formal education is
needed, but for which special skills,
such as office automation or shorthand,
are usually required. Clerical work
usually involves the processing and
maintenance of records. Assistant work
requires knowledge of methods and
procedures within a specific
administrative area. Other support
functions include the work of
secretaries, guards, and mail clerks.

Paybands

Each occupational family will be
composed of discrete paybands (levels)
corresponding to recognized
advancement within the occupations.
These paybands will replace grades.
They will not be the same for all
occupational families. Each
occupational family will be divided into
four to five paybands; each payband
covering the same pay range now
covered by one or more grades. A salary

overlap, similar to the current overlap
between GS grades, will be maintained.

Ordinarily an individual will be hired
at the lowest salary in a payband.
Exceptional qualifications, specific
organizational requirements, or other
compelling reasons may lead to a higher
entrance level within a band.

The proposed paybands for the
occupational families and how they
relate to the current GS grades are
shown in Figure 1. Application of the
Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) within
each payband is also shown in Figure 1.
This payband concept has the following
advantages:

1. It may reduce the number of
classification decisions required during
an employee’s career.

2. It simplifies the classification
decision-making process and
paperwork. A payband covers a larger
scope of work than a grade, and thus
will be defined in shorter and simpler
language.

3. It supports delegation of
classification authority to line managers.

4. It provides a broader range of
performance-related pay for each level.
In many cases, employees whose pay
would have been frozen at the top step
of a grade will now have more potential
for upward movement in the broader
payband.

5. It prevents the progression of low
performers through a payband by mere
longevity, since job performance serves
as the basis for determining pay.

The MRDEC broadbanding plan
expands the broadbanding concept used
at China Lake and NIST by creating
Payband V of the Engineers and
Scientists occupational family. This
payband is designed for Senior
Technical Managers and Senior
Scientists/Engineers.

Current OPM guidelines covering the
Senior Executive System and Scientific
and Professional (ST) positions do not
fully meet the needs of MRDEC. The
SES designation is appropriate for
executive level managerial positions
whose classification exceeds the GS-15
grade level. The primary knowledges
and abilities of SES positions relate to
supervisory and managerial
responsibilities. Positions classified as
ST are designed for bench research
scientists and engineers. OPM
guidelines state that the duties and
responsibilities of ST positions must not
include any managerial or supervisory
responsibility.

MRDEC currently has several
division/office chief positions that have
characteristics of both SES and ST
classifications. These division/office
chiefs in MRDEC are responsible for
supervising other GS—15 positions,
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including function supervisors and non-
supervisory researcher engineers and
scientists. MRDEC management
considers the primary requirement for
division/office chiefs to be
knowledgeable of and have expertise in
the specific scientific and technology
areas related to the mission of their
organizations. The ability to manage,
while important, is considered
secondary. Historically, these positions
have been filled by employees who
possess primarily scientific/engineering
credentials and who are considered
experts in their field by the scientific
community. While it is clear these
positions warrant classification beyond
the GS-15 level, attempts to classify
most of the positions as SES have been
difficult because the size of the
organizations and their location in the
Center are not competitive with other
SES level positions. Classification of the
positions as ST is also not an option
because supervisory responsibilities
cannot be ignored.

As preeminent scientists and
engineers, incumbents of ST positions
are responsible for specific research and
development efforts that are continuing
and long range, generally requiring the
efforts of a team. These ST positions
usually serve as team leaders which
means there is some responsibility for
assigning work, coordinating results,
and redirecting efforts. It is
administratively convenient for these
research team leaders to also participate
in performance management. The
restriction of including supervisory
authorities in ST jobs has forced
MRDEC to exclude any mention of the
team leader responsibilities in these

position descriptions for fear that they
will be interpreted as characteristic of
SES rather than ST positions.
Consequently, MRDEC has some
positions that do not strictly conform to
OPM definitions of either the SES or ST.

The purpose of Payband V is to
overcome the difficulties identified
above by creating a category for two
types of positions—the Senior Technical
Manager (with full supervisory
authority) and the Senior Engineer/
Scientist (less than full supervisory
authority or no supervisory authority).
Current GS-15 division/office chiefs
will convert into the demonstration
project at Payband IV. After conversion
they will be reviewed against
established criteria added to determine
if they should be reclassified to Payband
V. Other positions possibly meeting
criteria for classification to Payband V
will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.
The proposed salary range is the same
as currently exists for ST positions
(minimum of 120% of the minimum
rate of basic pay for GS—15 with a
maximum of the basic rate of pay
established for Level IV of the Executive
Schedule).

Vacant positions in Payband V will be
competitively filled to ensure that
selections are made from among the
world’s preeminent researchers and
technical leaders in the specialty fields.
MRDEC will capitalize on the
efficiencies that can accrue from central
recruiting by continuing to use the
expertise of the Army Materiel
Command SES Office as the recruitment
agent. Panels will be created to assist in
filling Payband V positions. Panel
members will be selected from a pool of

current MRDEC SES members, ST
employees and those in Payband V, and
an equal number of individuals of
equivalent stature from outside the
Center to ensure impartiality, breadth of
technical expertise, and a rigorous and
demanding review. The panel will
apply criteria developed largely from
the current OPM Research Grade
Evaluation Guide for positions
exceeding the GS-15 level. The same
procedure will be used for evaluating
Senior Technical Manager positions
except the rating criteria will be
adjusted to account for the difference in
the positions, such as greater emphasis
on technical program management and
supervisory abilities.

The final component of Payband V is
the management of all Payband V assets.
Specifically, this includes authority to
classify, create, abolish positions as
circumstances warrant; recruit and
reassign employees in this payband; set
pay and to have their performance
appraised under this project’s Pay for
Performance System. This authority will
be executed within parameters to be
established at the DA level, to include
controls on the numbers of Payband V
positions and recruitment/promotion
criteria. The specific details regarding
the control and management of Payband
V assets will be included in the
demonstration’s operating procedures.
The laboratory wants to demonstrate
increased effectiveness by gaining
greater managerial control and
authority, consistent with merit,
affirmative action, and equal
employment opportunity principles.

BILLING CODE 6325-01-P
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Figure 1. Pay Bands and Occupational Families
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N - Nonexempt
E - Exempt

* - Nonexempt or Exempt

Note: Although typical exemption status under the various paybands is shown in the above

table, actual FLSA exemption determinations are made on a case-by-case basis.

Fair Labor Standards Act

Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA)
exemption and nonexemption
determinations will be made consistent
with criteria found in 5 CFR part 551.
Pay increases for employees receiving
retained rates will be determined in
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5363 except
that those with a U rating will receive
no pay increase. There are eight
paybands (see Figure 1) where
employees can be either exempt or
nonexempt from overtime provisions.
For these eight paybands supervisors
with classification authorities will make
the determinations on a case-by-case
basis by comparing the duties and
responsibilities assigned, the
classification standards for each
payband, and the FLSA criteria under 5
CFR part 551. Additionally, the advice
and assistance of the Civilian Personnel
Advisory Center/Civilian Personnel
Operations Center (CPAC/CPOC) will be
obtained in making determinations as
part of the performance review process.
The benchmark position descriptions
will not be the sole basis for the
determination. Basis for exemption will

be documented and attached to each
description. Exemption criteria will be
narrowly construed and applied only to
those employees who clearly meet the
spirit of the exemption. Changes will be
documented and provided to the CPAC/
CPOC, as appropriate.

Simplified Assignment Process

Today’s environment of downsizing
and workforce transition mandates that
the MRDEC have increased flexibility to
assign individuals. Broadbanding can be
used to address this need. As a result of
the assignment to a particular level
descriptor, the organization will have
increased flexibility to assign an
employee, without pay change, within
broad descriptions consistent with the
needs of the organization, and the
individual’s qualifications and rank or
level. Subsequent assignments to
projects, tasks, or functions anywhere
within the organization requiring the
same level and area of expertise, and
qualifications would not constitute an
assignment outside the scope or
coverage of the current level descriptor.

Such assignments within the coverage
of the generic descriptors are
accomplished without the need to
process a personnel action. For instance,
a technical expert can be assigned to
any project, task, or function requiring
similar technical expertise. Likewise, a
manager could be assigned to manage
any similar function or organization
consistent with that individual’s
qualifications. This flexibility allows a
broader latitude in assignments and
further streamlines the administrative
process and system.

Promotion

A promotion is a move of an
employee to (1) a higher payband in the
same occupational family or (2) a
payband in another occupational family
in combination with an increase in the
employee’s salary. Positions with
known promotion potential to a specific
band within an occupational family will
be identified when they are filled. Not
all positions in an occupational family
will have promotion potential to the
same band. Movement from one
occupational family to another will
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depend upon individual knowledge,
skills, and abilities, and needs of the
organization.

Promotions will be processed under
competitive procedures in accordance
with merit principles and requirements
and the local merit promotion plan. The
following actions are excepted from
competitive procedures:

(a) Re-promotion to a position which
is in the same payband and
occupational family as the employee
previously held on a permanent basis
within the competitive service.

(b) Promotion, reassignment,
demotion, transfer or reinstatement to a
position having promotion potential no
greater than the potential of a position
an employee currently holds or
previously held on a permanent basis in
the competitive service.

(c) A position change permitted by
reduction in force procedures.

(d) Promotion without current
competition when the employee was
appointed through competitive
procedures to a position with a
documented career ladder.

(e) A temporary promotion, or detail
to a position in a higher payband, of 180
days or less.

(f) Reclassification to include impact
of person on-the-job promotions.

(9) A promotion resulting from the
correction of an initial classification
error or the issuance of a new
classification standard.

(h) Consideration of a candidate not
given proper consideration in a
competitive promotion action.

(i) Impact of person on the job and
Factor 1V process (application of the
Research Grade Evaluation Guide,
Equipment Development Grade
Evaluation Guide, Part Ill, or similar
guides) promotions.

Link Between Promotion and
Performance

Career ladder promotions and
promotions resulting from the addition
of duties and responsibilities are
examples of promotions that can be
made noncompetitively. Promotions can
be made noncompetitively when
contributions and achievements are
such that a higher payband is achieved
when comparing the overall position to
the Equipment Development Grade
Evaluation Guide, Part Il or the
Research Grade Evaluation Guide. To be
promoted noncompetitively from one
band to the next, an employee must
meet the minimum qualifications for the
job and have a current performance
rating of B or better (see Performance
Evaluation) or equivalent under a
different performance management
system. Selection of employees through

competitive procedures will require a
current performance rating of B or
better.

B. Pay-for-Performance Management
System

Performance Evaluation
Introduction

The performance evaluation system
will link compensation to performance
through annual performance appraisals
and performance scores. The
performance evaluation system will
allow optional use of peer evaluation
and/or input from subordinates as
determined appropriate by the
Personnel Management Board. The
system will have the flexibility to be
modified, if necessary, as more
experience is gained under the project.

Performance Objectives

Performance objectives are statements
of job responsibilities based on the work
unit’s mission, goals and supplemental
benchmark position descriptions.
Employees and supervisors will jointly
develop performance objectives which
will reflect the types of duties and
responsibilities expected at the
respective pay level. In case of
disagreements, the decision of the
supervisor will prevail. Performance
objectives deal with outputs and
outcomes of a particular job. The
performance objectives, representing
joint efforts of employees and their
rating chains, should be in place within
30 days from the beginning of each
rating period.

Performance Elements

Performance elements are generic
attributes of job performance, such as
technical competence, that an employee
exhibits in performing job
responsibilities and associated
performance objectives. New
performance elements and rating forms
will be designed to implement a new
scoring and rating system. The new
performance evaluation system will be
based on critical and non-critical
performance elements defined in
Appendix C. Each performance element
is assigned a weight between a specified
range. The total weight of all elements
in a performance plan is 100 points. The
supervisor assigns each element some
portion of the 100 points in accordance
with its importance for mission
attainment. As a general rule, essentially
identical positions will have the same
critical elements and the same weight.
These weights will be developed along
with employee performance objectives.

Mid-Year Review

A mid-year review between a
supervisor and employee will be held to
determine whether objectives are being
met and whether ratings on performance
elements are above an unsatisfactory
level. Performance objectives should be
modified as necessary to reflect changes
in planning, workload, and resource
allocation. The weights assigned to
performance elements may be changed
if necessary. Additional reviews may be
held as deemed necessary by the
supervisor or requested by the
employee. The supervisor will provide
periodic feedback to the employee on
their level of performance. If the
supervisor determines that the
employee is not performing at an
acceptable level on one or more
elements, the supervisor must alert the
employee and document the problem(s).
This feedback will be provided at any
time during the rating cycle.

Performance Appraisal

A performance appraisal will be
scheduled for the final weeks of the
annual performance cycle, although an
individual performance appraisal may
be conducted at any time after the
minimum appraisal period of 120 days
is met. The performance appraisal
process brings supervisors and
employees together for formal
discussions on performance and results
in (1) written appraisals, (2)
performance ratings, (3) performance
scores, and (4) other individual
performance-related actions as
appropriate. A performance appraisal
shall consist of two meetings held
between employee and supervisor: the
performance review meeting and the
evaluation feedback meeting.

Performance Review Meeting Between
Employee and Supervisor

The review meeting is to discuss job
performance and accomplishments.
Supervisors will not assign performance
scores or performance ratings at this
meeting. The supervisor notifies the
employee of the review meeting in time
to allow the employee to prepare a list
of accomplishments. Employees will be
given an opportunity at the meeting to
give a personal performance assessment
and describe accomplishments. The
supervisor and employee will discuss
job performance and accomplishments
in relation to the performance elements,
objectives, and planned activities
established in the performance plan.

Evaluation Feedback Meeting Between
Employee and Supervisor

In this second meeting between
employee and supervisor, the supervisor
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informs the employee of management’s
appraisal of the employee’s performance
on performance objectives, and the
employee’s performance score and
rating on performance elements. During
this second meeting, the supervisor and
employee will discuss and document
performance objectives for the next
rating period.

Performance Scores

The overall score is the sum of
individual performance element scores.
Employees will receive an academic-
type rating of A, B, C, or U depending
upon the score attained. These summary
ratings are representative of pattern E (a
4 level system) in summary level chart
in 5 CFR 430.208(d)(1). This rating will
become the rating of record, and only
those employees rated C or higher will
receive general increases, performance
pay increases (i.e., basic pay increases),
and/or performance bonuses. A rating of
A will be assigned for scores from 85 to
100 points, B for scores from 70 to 84,
C for scores from 50 to 69, and U for
scores from O to 49 or a failure to
achieve at the 50% level of any critical
element. The academic-type ratings will
be used to determine performance
payouts and to award additional RIF
retention years as follows:

RIF re-

Rating Compensation te;gson
added
A 4 shares+c* ...... 10
2 shares+c ....... 7
1 share+c ......... 3
[0 R 0

*c=GS General Increase (Title 5, Section
5303).

Selection of the weighted points to
assign to an employee’s performance on
performance elements is assisted by use
of benchmark performance standards
(Appendix D). These benchmark
performance standards are modified
versions of the performance standards
used by the National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST),
National Bureau of Standards. Each
benchmark performance standard
describes the level of performance
associated with a particular point on a
rating scale. Supervisors may add
supplemental standards to the
performance plans of the employees
they supervise to further elaborate the
benchmark performance standards.

Performance-Based Actions

MRDEC will implement a process to
deal with poor performers. This process
may lead to involuntary separations,
with grievance or appeal rights. The
process may start at any time during the

rating period, not necessarily at the end
of an appraisal period. This process
begins when the supervisor identifies a
deficiency(ies) which causes the level of
performance to be at the U
(unsatisfactory) level based on a
composite score that is less than 50 for
all elements or a score on any critical
element of less than 50 percent.

When the employee’s performance is
determined to be unsatisfactory at the
close of the annual rating period, the
Unsatisfactory (U) rating will become
the rating of record for all matters
relating to pay or Reduction-in-Force
(RIF).

There are two processes to deal with
poor performers:

1. Change in Assignment—Because it
is recognized that employees may be
assigned to a position for which they are
not suited, an attempt will be made to
place poor performers in a position
better suited to their skills and
capabilities. The offer of change in
assignment will be contingent upon the
employee’s concurrence and will be
either within the same band or in the
next lower payband. If reassigned, the
employee will receive written
notification that they will be given a
reasonable opportunity period of no less
than 30 calendar days in length, to
demonstrate performance at a level that
is at least equal to that of a summary
level C rating. The period of time
considered to be reasonable will be
determined, in part, by whether the
employee’s reassignment is to a
substantially similar or the same
position under a different supervisor, or
in a different office, or in a substantially
different position. Essential training and
mentoring will be provided as
appropriate during this opportunity
period. Failure to achieve a level of
performance that is at least equal to that
of a summary level C rating (following
the above-referenced opportunity
period) will place the employees in Step
3 of this process. There will be no
further opportunity period.

2. Performance Improvement Plan
(PIP)—If the employee does not accept
an offer of change in assignment, or if
there is no appropriate, available
position to assign an employee, the
supervisor will develop a PIP that will
be monitored for a reasonable period of
time (no less than 30 calendar days).
When an employee is placed in a PIP,
the employee will be informed in
writing, that unless their level of
performance improves to, and is
sustained at a level at least equal to that
of a summary level C rating, the
employee may be removed from the
position (change in assignment,

reduction in pay, or removal from the
Federal service).

If, during or at the conclusion of the
PIP, the employee’s level of
performance improves to a level at least
equal to that of a summary level C rating
and is again determined to deteriorate to
below level C in any area during one
year from the beginning of the PIP, the
MRDEC may initiate action to remove
the employee from the position with no
additional opportunity to improve. An
employee whose level of performance
improves to a level at least equal to that
of a summary level C rating for one year
from the beginning of the PIP, and then
deteriorates to below level C again, in
any area, during succeeding rating
periods, will be placed in a second PIP
before initiating action to remove the
employee from the position.

If and when performance improves
during the period in which the
employee is otherwise ineligible for the
general increase, then the general
increase shall be restored. Such
restoration is not retroactive and is
separate and apart from incentive pay.

3. Removal—If the employee fails to
demonstrate a level of performance at
least equal to that of a summary level C
rating after completing either Step 1 or
Step 2, the employee will be given a
written notice of proposed removal from
the position. The notice period will be
a minimum of 30 calendar days and the
employee will have a reasonable period
of time in which to reply. The employee
will be given a written notice of
decision to include all applicable
grievance and appeal rights.

Note: Performance-based adverse actions
may be taken under 5 U.S.C., Chapter 75,
rather than Chapter 43.

A decision to remove an employee for
poor performance may be based only on
those instances of poor performance that
occurred during the opportunity period
(Step 1) or during the one-year period
ending on the date of proposed removal
(Step 2). The notice of decision will
specify the instances of poor
performance on which the action is
based and will be given to the employee
at or before the time the action will be
effective.

The MRDEC will preserve all relevant
documentation concerning an action
taken for poor performance and make it
available to review by the affected
employee or designated representative.
At a minimum, the record wil