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Introduction

On October 30, 2001, the Chicago Oversight Division of the U.S. Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) accepted a classification appeal from [appellant]. His position is currently
classified as Human Resources Specialist, GS-201-11. He believes the classification of his
position should be Human Resources Specialist, GS-201-12. [the appellant] works in the
Staffing and Classification Section, Human Resources Management Service (HRMS), VA
Medical Center, Department of Veterans Affairs, [city, state]. On February 6, 2002, we received
the administrative report from his agency. We conducted an interview with the appellant on
February 26, 2002. The appellant does not believe that the official position description
accurately depicts his duties and responsibilities. The supervisor has certified that the official
position description completely and accurately describes the duties of the appellant’s position.
The appellant’s position description was redescribed in response to the new GS-0200 Job Family
Position Classification Standard for Administrative Work in the Human Resources Management
Group, and appropriately placed in the Factor Evaluation System (FES) format to reflect the
format of the new standard.

General Issues

The appellant feels the official position description (PD) is not accurate as written because it
does not take into account what he believes are a wide variety of laws and regulations that are
cited and applied during the course of performing his duties.

When an appellant and management cannot resolve their differences as to the accuracy of the PD
of record, our decision must be based on the duties and responsibilities assigned by management
and performed by the appellant (5 CFR 511.607(a)(1)). We find that the PD of record
adequately covers the duties and responsibilities of the appellant's position.

Position information

The mission of the Staffing and Classification Section is to provide support to management,
Service Chiefs/Care Line Managers, and supervisors regarding staffing and placement,
classification and position management, and compensation issues. The Section is responsible for
compensation actions, and reduction-in-force/staffing adjustment processes. The maintenance of
files, records, and reports in support of all actions completed by this Section is also required.
Lastly, they provide advisory services to management, such as recruitment options,
recommendations on classification actions, and advise on position management. The appellant is
one of three Human Resource Specialists assigned to the Staffing and Classification Section.
The primary purpose of the appellant’s position is responsibility for assigned Services/Care
Lines in the staffing and placement, classification, and pay administration programs. The
position requires providing advisory services to managers and supervisors in his designated
Services/Care Lines on a variety of human resources topics. The duties of the position require a
thorough knowledge of laws, executive orders, regulations, policies, standards, procedures,
decision and precedents of not only the VA, but also OPM, GAO and OMB. The incumbent
directs assignments of a HR Assistant; such as, preparing draft vacancy announcements, posting
announcements, and collecting applications. The Supervisory HR Specialist exercises direct



supervision over the Staffing and Classification Section, to include the HR Specialists and the
HR Assistants. The incumbent of this position serves as the wage administration expert and
technical advisor to the Standards Board.

Series, title, and standard determination

We reviewed the Job Family Position Classification Standard for Administrative Work in the
Human Resources Management Group, GS-0200. The series covered by this standard is Human
Resources Management, GS-0201. The appellant does not disagree with the series or title of his
position.

The Job Family Position Classification Standard for Administrative Work in the Human
Resources Management Group, GS-0200, was issued in December 2000. At that time, the
appellant’s agency made pen-and-ink changes to the title of position descriptions for the
employees of the HRMS. OPM’s Workforce Compensation and Performance Service issued
Guidance for Implementing New Classification Standards in August 2001. Agencies were
typically following an unwritten “rule” of applying new standards and guides within six months
of the issuance of the standard. However, in the case of a classification appeal, the agency is
required to immediately apply the new standard in order to properly adjudicate the appropriate
classification determination.

In response to the appellant’s classification appeal filed with OPM, the agency prepared a
position evaluation summary and applied the new GS-200 standard. The evaluation was
completed on January 30, 2002. Their determination was that the position was appropriately
classified as Human Resources Specialist, GS-201-11. Additionally, the agency redescribed the
position description for the appellant’s position in the same format as the new GS-200 standard.

The GS-200 standard includes positions that provide a variety of human resources management
(HRM) services as well consultation on the most effective alignment of HR systems to support
strategic goals and objectives and produce the results that accomplish the agency mission.
Management relies on these specialists and systems to help them apply merit system principles to
attracting, developing, managing, and retaining a high quality and a diverse workforce.
Employees rely on these specialists and systems to provide information and assistance that
sustain important features of the employer-employee relationship, such as employee benefits.
These specialists provide products and services for a wide variety of employee categories that
involve different systems with different statutory and regulatory authorities. Examples of
employee categories include: General Schedule; Federal Wage System; Senior Executive
Service; Foreign Service; personnel covered by systems established under a demonstration
project authority or other separate statutory authority, such s title 38, United States Code;
commissioned and enlisted personnel on active military duty and members of the Reserve and
the National Guard; and, retirees, military dependents, or other similar categories. The
prescribed title for GS-201 non-supervisory positions is Human Resources Specialist. Therefore,
the appropriate title for the appellant’s position is Human Resources Specialist.



Grade determination

The grade of the position is determined using the GS-200 standard. This standard covers non-
supervisory positions at grades GS-5 through GS-15. The GS-200 standard uses the Factor
Evaluation System (FES), which employs nine factors. Under the FES, each factor level
description (FLD) in a standard or guide describes the minimum characteristics needed to receive
credit for the described level. Therefore, if a position fails to meet the criteria in a FLD in any
significant aspect, it must be credited at a lower level. Consequently, the position may exceed
those criteria in some aspects of a FLD and still not be credited at a higher factor level.

Based on the agency’s recent evaluation of the appellant’s position, dated January 30, 2002, the
appellant disagreed with the determination of five of the nine factors. The appellant’s specific
arguments follow:

e Factor 3 — Guidelines. The appellant states the guidelines used in performing the duties
of his position concern two completely different sets of laws in addition to Title 5.
Specifically, he cites the lack of Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) guidelines
which requires him to contact that agency for answers to specific problems concerning
the appropriate visa for an applicant and eligibility to work in the United States. He
stated his supervisors are not directly involved in communications with INS. The
appellant cited using Title 38 which he says is completely different than Title 5. As a
member of the Professional Standards Board, Title 38 is interpreted and applied in the
Board’s decisions to assure that physicians, dentists, nurses, and physician assistants are
appointed and promoted to the proper grade in accordance with the established criteria.
The appellant also mentioned guidelines used for allied health occupations that are hired
under Title 38 authority, but have other actions taken under Title 5 authority. This type
of work is performed on a regular and recurring basis according to the appellant. He
feels the duties he performs meets FLD 3-4.

e Factor 4 — Complexity. The appellant cited illustrations similar to those for Factor 3,
such as the variety of guidelines, and serving on the Professional Standards Board as
meeting FLD 4-4. He also cited two illustrations from the standard’s Appendix for
Factor 4 Illustrations.

e Factor 5 — Scope and Effect. The work the appellant performs involves other facilities
within the Veterans Integrated Service Network (VISN) 10, which is the VA Healthcare
System of [state]. These other facilities besides the Medical Center in [city] include
Community Based Outpatient Clinics (CBOC) located in [city, state], and [city, state];
and, [city, state]. He feels this meets the intent of FLD 5-4.

e Factors 6 and 7 — Personal Contacts and Purpose of Contacts. The appellant cited not
only contacting individuals within the Dayton VA Medical Center, but other VA facilities
and Federal agencies outside of the VA system. When performing his duties, he also
contacts newspapers, professional organizations, and other publications to advertise
vacancies in his assigned Services/Care Lines.



Our evaluation with respect to the nine FES factors follows:

Factor 1, Knowledge Required by the Position

The knowledge required by the appellant’s position compares favorably to Level 1-7. Work at
this level requires knowledge of, and skill in applying a wide range of HRM concepts, laws,
policies, practices, analytical, and diagnostic methods and techniques sufficient to solve a wide
range of complex, interrelated HRM problems and issues.

The appellant is knowledgeable in recruitment and placement, classification, and pay
administration for his assigned Services/Care Lines. In these HRM areas, the appellant has
knowledge of and understanding of the available options so he can provide recommendations to
management for their consideration. The duties of the appellant’s position require serving as
wage administration expert, to include providing data for wage surveys, special salary rates, and
making recommendations regarding employees’ pay in unusual situations. The duties of the
appellant’s position clearly align with an illustration contained in Appendix F1-Factor 1
[lustrations of the GS-200 standard for a Human Resources Specialist’s knowledge at Level 1-7
of, and skill in applying a wide range of recruitment and placement concepts, practices,
regulations, precedents, and procedures; special recruiting authorities and strategies; and a wide
range of position classification concepts, principles, and practices.

At Level 1-8, mastery of, and skill in applying, a wide range of advanced HR principles,
concepts, and practices, as well as seasoned consultative skills, are required. Illustrations include
provide management consultative services involving the full spectrum of HR functions within a
decentralized environment to perform a key role in rendering expert advisory service and/or
authoritative policy interpretations on highly complex agencywide or equivalent issues; develop
appropriate interventions for management on significant HR issues and concerns; and, develop
strategic goals for change. The duties of the appellant’s position do not require this higher level
of knowledge nor deal with HR policies or practices that are advanced or complex or
controversial. Rather, it is the Supervisory Human Resources Specialist of the Staffing and
Classification Section who is responsible for developing, suggesting, implementing and gaining
acceptance throughout the Medical Center to changes in HR programs and practices. The
Supervisory Human Resources Specialist of the Staffing and Classification Sections maintains
responsibility and direct supervision over this section, and second level supervision over the
Employee/Labor Relations and Processing Actions Sections.

The duties of the appellant’s position is appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 1-7.
Factor 2, Supervisory Controls

Supervisory controls over the appellant’s position are appropriately credited at Level 2-4. At this
level, the supervisor outlines overall objectives and available resources. The employee and
supervisor, in consultation, discuss timeframes, scope of the assignment including possible
stages, and possible approaches. The employee determines the most appropriate principles,
practices, and methods to apply; frequently interprets regulations on his/her own initiative,
applies new methods to resolve complex and/or intricate, controversial, or unprecedented issues
and problems, and resolves most of the conflicts that arise; and, keeps the supervisor informed of



progress and of potentially controversial matters. The supervisor reviews work for soundness of
overall approach, effectiveness in meeting requirements or producing expected results, the
feasibility of recommendations, and adherence to requirements. The supervisor does not usually
review methods used.

The appellant feels he operates independently, establishes his own priorities, and conducts
research when problems are encountered. He gets assistance from his supervisor or the VA’s
Central Office when unusual or complex situations arise. The appellant stated his work is
reviewed after completion, usually for regulatory compliance.

We spoke with the supervisor and he stated that completed day-to-day work is reviewed prior to
approval by the Supervisory HR Specialist; such as recruitment actions, and classification
determinations. The more routine work is typically reviewed after the fact. For example, after
the appellant completes a Certificate of Eligibles, it may be reviewed for technical or regulatory
compliance, such as Rule of Three and Veterans’ Preference, but not reviewed for less
significant reasons; i.e., proofreading. The appellant does consult with the supervisor or HQ
staff when he encounters one-of-a-kind, complex issues, such as those dealing with residents and
visas. When assigning work, the Supervisory HR Specialist typically provides a timeframe,
scope of the assignment, and possible approaches to be considered by the appellant.

Factor Level 2-5 describes how the supervisor assigns work by providing administrative and
policy direction in terms of broadly defined missions or functions of the organization. The
appellant’s duties do not encompass an entire HR program or function and are not as broad as
defined at Level 2-5. The appellant’s supervisor retains responsibilities described at this level.
The supervisor is responsible for the HR programs and functions of the [city] Medical Center, he
defines the objectives and interprets policies promulgated by higher authorities and determines
their effect on program needs, and he consults with the appellant when assignments are made on
the best way to plan, design, and carry out the work. The position, by way of the position
description, has been designated as the wage administration expert for this VA Medical Center.
However, this designation alone does not fully meet the description of Level 2-5 and cannot be
credited as such.

The appellant’s duties are appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 2-4.
Factor 3, Guidelines

The guidelines used and the judgment needed for the appellant’s position compare favorably to
Level 3-3. As stated in the GS-200 standard, employees at this level use a wide variety of
reference materials and manuals; however, they are not always directly applicable to issues and
problems or have gaps in specificity. Precedents are available outlining the preferred approach
to more general problems or issues. The employee uses judgment in researching, choosing,
interpreting, modifying, and applying available guidelines for adaptation to specific problems or
issues.



The appellant cited using Title 5, Title 38, and servicing “hybrid” positions as three major
reasons that add to the complexity of the guidelines used in performing the duties of his position.
He also stated that many of the physician and dentist positions are filled by aliens and he deals
with the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Department of State to obtain visas and
the necessary forms to document a case. The appellant said cases involving visas require
considerable documentation and time contacting these other Federal agencies.

At Level 3-4, Human Resources Management Specialists use guidelines and precedents that are
very general regarding agency policy and objectives. Guidelines specific to assignments are
often scarce, inapplicable or have gaps in specificity that require considerable interpretation
and/or adaptation for application to issues and problems. Also at this higher level, the employee
uses judgment, initiative, and resourcefulness in deviating from established methods to: modify,
adapt, and/or refine broader guidelines to resolve specific complex and/or intricate issues and
problems; treat specific issues or problems; research trends and patterns; develop new methods
and criteria; and/or, propose new policies and practices.

The supervisor confirmed that the appellant uses Title 5 and Title 38, along with other laws and
regulations, in performing his duties. The appellant is already credited at Level 3-3 for using his
judgment in researching, selecting, interpreting, modifying, and applying available guidelines to
a specific problem or HR issue. The fact that every possible law, regulation, guide the appellant
uses or researches were not mentioned in his position description does not necessarily mean that
they do not exist or are not available nor does it mean that the position was not appropriately
credited for this factor. In conducting his work, the appellant must select and interpret the
appropriate regulation, law, or guide, to include United States Code, Code of Federal
Regulations, U.S. Office of Personnel Management, Department of Veterans Affairs, Veterans
Health Administration, VISN 10, and VA Medical Center Dayton requirements. Within each of
these governing bodies, there are choices to be made depending on the topic or type of action.
The guidance mentioned is considered specific and available, unlike Level 3-4 when guidance is
general and scarce, causing an employee to apply considerable interpretation and adaptation.
The appellant stated that there are segments of his work he completes before his supervisor
reviews it, such as letters to individuals and physical exam requests. However, because the
appellant accesses information and guidance from other agencies for complex cases, such as
Department of State or the Immigration and Naturalization Service visas, the final work product
is subject to extensive supervisory review for proper interpretation and adaptation of guidelines
before approval. The position is appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 3-3.

The appellant’s duties are appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 3-3.

Factor 4, Complexity

At Level 4-3, work consists of applying established analytical techniques to problems and issues
more of a technical rather than an advisory nature, and issues and problems also of a technical
nature. Illustrations of this level in the standard depict the duties in the appellant’s position
under this factor. They include: serving as a member of an HR operations team providing
services within an assigned organizational area; conducting position management surveys, or in
the case of the appellant, wage surveys; identifying sources of candidates, identifying special
qualification requirements, selecting appropriate staffing methods, developing ranking factors,



and applying qualification standards in qualifying and ranking candidates; and, applying
appropriate classification standards to positions reviewed and writing evaluation statements that
explain proposed classification decisions.

The appellant cited examples of duties he performs in the area of recruitment and placement as
placing advertisements in newspapers and professional magazines, and contacting a physician
placement center as methods to identify sources of candidates for vacancies in his assigned
Services/Care Lines. He also serves on a Professional Standards Board that makes decisions to
hire or promote individuals in positions such as Pharmacy Technician, Physician, Dentist, Nurse,
and Physical Therapist similar to the example cited under Level 4-3.

Factor Level 4-4 work consists of resolving problems and issues that often involve conflicting or
incomplete information; applying analytical techniques that frequently require modification to
accommodate a wide range of variables; and/or addressing substantive technical issues or
problems characterized by complex, controversial, and/or sensitive matters that contain several
interrelated issues.

There are instances when the appellant is involved in personnel actions requiring contact with the
Department of State, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the Department of Health
and Human Services. The supervisor stated that such cases are infrequent. The supervisor added
that these cases are time consuming and cited one particular case that took over one year to
complete from the time it was initiated. However, the supervisor did not intend to imply the
appellant spent this amount of time on the case, but wanted only to reflect that the process itself
is time consuming The supervisor recalled two such cases in the last year. The appellant
explained that visa cases for aliens differ in complexity. Typically, they fall in one of three
categories. Those categories are: Jl-contact initially through the Department of State for a
waiver to work temporarily in the United States for one year and no more than 3 years; HIA
alien visa to work temporarily in the United States in an occupation like registered nurse; and,
HI1B alien visa to work temporarily in the United States in a specialty occupation like Physician
or Dentist. The supervisor acknowledged the different levels of cases, which vary in complexity.
He cited J1 cases as being more complex because they typically result in requests for individuals
to get U.S. citizenship and to live in the United States permanently. In contrast, he cited H1A or
HIB, cases are less complex. In all cases, the appellant typically works with counterparts in HQ
VA to prepare the case.

The supervisor said that membership on the Professional Standards Board does not differ
significantly from the qualification determinations, classification and pay setting decisions the
appellant completes for merit promotion and competitive examining cases. Each Board consists
of an HR Specialist, typically the Chief of Staff, and experienced, senior and journey-level
practitioners in the occupation being evaluated. The one difference cited by the supervisor was
that when a Board is convened, it is usually at a rapid pace when compared to similar day-to-day
operations the appellant encounters.

The complexity of the appellant’s work is best evaluated at Level 4-3. It does not meet Level 4-
4 because the nature of assignments does not regularly involve conflicting or incomplete
information, a wide range of variables nor complex, controversial, and/or sensitive matters that



contain several interrelated issues. The appellant services and supports his assigned Care Lines
and Services; but does not exercise originality by refining existing HR work methods nor
identify ways to improve or enhance current HR services to ensure that management's needs are
met for the entire Medical Center.

The position is appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 4-3.
Factor 5, Scope and effect

The scope and effect of the appellant’s position is best evaluated at Level 5-3. The purpose of
work at this level is to apply accepted criteria, principles, and standard methods to resolve a
variety of conventional issues and problems; and/or portions of broader studies that require
developing detailed procedures and guidelines to supplement existing guidance. The effect of
the work recommendations influence the decisions made by managers and other employees; and,
affect customer perception of the overall quality and service of the HR program.

The appellant believes that because his assigned Service/Care Lines include several Community-
Based Outpatient Clinics (CBOC) outside of the metropolitan [city, state] area, that the work
affects a broader group of employees and managers. He cited examples such as making trips to a
CBOC to conduct a desk audit or special survey, or to deliver Official Personnel Folders to a
team conducting a site inspection. The appellant cited maintaining contacts with universities and
colleges, and professional organizations as benefiting the agency and having an effect on
attracting applicants.

The supervisor confirmed that the appellant has contact with Primary Care staff located at the
CBOCs and may occasionally need to visit a site. The supervisor could not recall an occasion
within the last three years that required the appellant to make an on-site visit to a CBOC. The
supervisor stated that the CBOCs do not overlap into another VISN, which would make it more
complicated to coordinate and would be a wider range of employees and managers the appellant
would be dealing with. At present, there are approximately 5-6 FTE at each of the CBOC
locations the appellant is responsible for. Typically they include a physician, LPN, nurses, clerk,
and a housekeeping aide. The supervisor added that the [city, state], facility is now under
contract employees of a private practice; therefore, his former role with this location has been
discontinued.

At Level 5-4, work involves resolving or advising on complex problems and issues that typically
require analyzing and/or troubleshooting a wide range of unusual conditions. Work ultimately
affects the objectives and effectiveness of agency HR activities, missions, and programs. The
assessment, analysis, and ultimate resolution of problems promote the overall quality,
effectiveness, and efficiency of program operations.

The position is appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 5-3. It does not meet Level 5-4
because the examples cited at this level are performed by the Supervisory HR Specialist.
Complex or controversial issues involving a wide range of unusual conditions are not
encountered by the appellant. The duties of the position are limited in the HR disciplines and to



the Services/Care Lines assigned and does not directly affect VA’s HR activities, mission, and
programs as a whole.

The position is appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 5-3.
Factors 6 and 7, Personal Contacts and Purpose of Contacts

The appellant’s personal contacts and the purpose of his contacts meet Level 2-C. At Level 2,
personal contacts are with employees and managers in the agency, both inside and outside of the
immediate office or related units, as well as employees, representatives of private concerns,
applicants, retirees, beneficiaries, and/or the general public, in moderately structured settings.
The appellant regularly contacts employees and managers from various levels in the agency,
such as headquarters, VISNs, other Medical Centers, and Services/Care Lines assigned to him to
both disclose and obtain information relative to HR actions. Although the appellant does have
contacts with persons outside the agency, i.e., INS, HHS, Department of State, OPM, private
institutions, these are in moderately structured settings.

Level 3 contacts are with persons outside the agency, including consultants, contractors, or
business executives, in moderately unstructured settings. This level may also include contacts
with agency officials who are several managerial levels removed from the employee when such
contacts occur on an ad hoc basis. They must recognize or learn the role and authority of each
party during the course of the meeting. The appellant does not have recurring contacts that meet
the Level 3 definition. Contacts are typically with persons that have been established and in a
moderately structured setting.

The purpose of the appellant’s contacts meets Level C. At this level, the purpose of contacts
made by the appellant is to influence and persuade employees and mangers to accept and
implement his findings or recommendations. He may encounter resistance, especially with
managers, due to such issues as organizational conflict, competing objectives, or resource
problems. The appellant must be skillful in approaching these contacts to obtain the desired
effect; e.g., gaining compliance with established policies and regulations by persuasion or
negotiation.

Purpose of contacts at Level D is to present, justify, defend, negotiate, or settle matters involving
significant or controversial issues; e.g., recommendations affecting major programs, dealing with
substantial expenditures, or significantly changing the nature and scope of organizations. The
appellant’s duties are not so broad as to justify, defend, or negotiate matters or decisions that
involved significant or controversial issues. As mentioned earlier, the Supervisory HR
Specialist’s duties are similar in purpose to those described at Level D.

The standard is clear that points are to be credited only for contacts that are essential for
successful performance of the work and that have a demonstrable impact on the difficulty and
responsibility of the work performed. Based on the personal contacts and the purpose of
contacts, the appellant’s duties are appropriately evaluated and credited at Level 2-C.
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Factor 8, Physical demands

The physical demands placed upon the appellant meet Level 8-1. The work is sedentary and
does not require any special physical effort. Some work may require walking in offices, or other
sections of the Medical Center and its surrounding buildings, and similar areas, for meetings and
to conduct HR work. Work may also require walking and standing in conjunction with travel to
and attendance at meetings and conferences away from the worksite. Some employees at this
level may carry light items or a drive a motor vehicle.

Factor 9, Work environment

The appellant’s work environment is best evaluated at Level 9-1. The work is typically
performed in an office environment and is adequately lighted, heated, and ventilated. The work
environment involves everyday risks or discomforts that require normal safety precautions.

Summary

In summary, we have evaluated the appellant’s position as follows:

Factor Level Points
1. Knowledge required by the position 1-7 1,250
2. Supervisory controls 2-4 450
3. Guidelines 3-3 275
4. Complexity 4-3 150
5. Scope and effect 5-3 150
6. Personal contacts

and
7. Purpose of contacts 2-C 145
8. Physical demands 8-1 5
9. Work environment 9-1 5
Total 2,430

The appellant’s positions warrants 2,430 total points. Therefore, in accordance with the grade
conversion table in the GS-200 standard, the position is properly grade at GS-11.

Decision

The appellant’s position is properly classified as Human Resources Specialist, GS-201-11.
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