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Foreign Service Grievance Board
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FILINGS OF THE BOARD 1S TEE CASE OF
GRIEVANT
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 73-137-AlD-36

GRIEVANT filed a grievance with the Board on July 23, 1973 concerning
his dissatisfaction with the way a recommendation for a temporary
promotion Was.$roce8§eg while he was serving with the CORDS program
In REDACTED. The_ reitiedial action sought by grievant originally,
when he was pursuing his grievance in redacted, concerned i
improvements in the $>roniotion system applicable to the special
"conditions iIn that country. In view of the fact that the Temporary
Promotlon_Program for redacted and the CORDS program itself have
been abolished, the requested remedies are no longer appropriate.
Grievant IS not grieving over his failure to_be promoted. Ke does
believe, however, that the treatment he received was unfair and he
feels he 1s entitled to an objective review of the circumstances in
his case and a finding based on such a review.

On_the eve of his departure from redacted, grievant filed a
rievance, dated February 1, 1973, with redacted, Assistant to the
mbassador for Field Operations, and Director of CORDS. This

grievance was related to an earlier one filed, on August 25, 1972,

with the Deputy for CORDS which was not resolved to grievant®s

satisfaction. Having received no acknowledgment of his Grievance
or any indication of action taken on it, B grievant -rote to
redacted on April S, 1973 to inquire about 1t. I- ~eply, redacted
informed him that the CORDS Personnel Com--;-, -_.e decided not to
act on it because grievantr left the se: z& of AID upon his return
to the United States.

Background

Grievant, who had previously served a tour of duty In redacted with
another agency, antered on duty with AID in April 1971 as an FSRX.-6.
He arrived In redacted In June 1971and departed in early February 1973,
the decision having been made as early as February 1972 that he would
not be returned to the post for a second tour because of anticipated
cutback.3 In positions. Ee was informed of this in April 1972.

During grievant®s period of service In redacted there was a
provision for an AID employee to receive a temporary promotion,
subject to certain eligibility criteria. In addition to the



initial recommendation bK the 1mmediate supervisor, the procedures
required endorsement at higher levels, including a statement and
endorsement by a reviewing officer; the endorsement of the Deputy for
CORDS; and, 1* =ppropriate, endorsement by the redacted Technical
Division. Provided all supervisory and organisation approvalsware met, as
evidenced by appropriate signatures, the redacted Promotion Committee
would then consider the recozsaendation. Ifit approved, the final step
was approval by AID Washington. Other eligibility factors pertinent to
this case were that an employee of grievant®s gxa&e must have been in
his present position for six months and that recommendations for
temporary promotions had to be received by the redacted Persenrtel
Committee no later than three rsonfchs prior to the employee®s scheduled

> At the tirae grievant was In redacted the U. S. Government was in
I the process of winding down its enormous and multi-faceted programs f
to a level considered to be more 1n keeping with diplomatic and r military

relations normally maintained with countries of comparable size and
importance. Xn this connection USAID Notice 71-194, dated October 29, 1971, was
iIssued on the subject of Temporary Promotions, Meritorious Step Increases, and
Incentive Awards. Shis notice i
alerted supervisors that they were to hold such recommendations to %
a minimum and stated:

\Y/

"Along with the normalization process, withdrawal of i
troopsr etc., It 1Is necessary that those special pro- |
visions/benefits available only to AID employees -
assigned to redacted be sore carefully screened and LB
periodically examined. As one measure toward jiorsiali- ,anVs T
zation, the criteria under which fcelaporary promotions R
nay be granted will be more rigidly applied. Only ;
tho-.T recommendations fully meeting strict criteria
v:i.l be approved by the redacted Personnel
Comr.ittee."

Most c. grievants®™s First six months were spent In redacted.

In January 1972 he nioved to redacted where he remained for the

rest of his tour In redacted.

Findings

On May 19, 1972, grievant®™s supervisor, redacted, pre-

pared a recommendation for a temporary promotion, indicating
that ;mhe had known grievant since July 1571, and had laeen his
1aaae-diate supervisor since grievant®s arrival In redacted .. 1In
January 1972. Redacted,, the Province Senior Advisor,
appended a reviewing officer"s statement and endorsesant, dat™d [ |

May 22, indicating that he also had observed grievant®™s per- .

fonaance during the time he had served In redacted,
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that Is, since January 1972.

The next step was the endorsement of the Deputy for CORDS, i
redacted. He was on home leave from Kay 8 to July 8, 1972, and his
Deﬁuty, redacted, held the recommendation for has return, among
other reasons for doing so may have bean the fact "ER that redacted
was grievant®s reviewing officer for his first assignment, In
redacted, and thereforehad personal . knowledge of his abilities and
his perfonaance.

About this tine redacted, the Province Senior Advisor who had
endorsed the promotion recommendation as reviewing officer,. -
departed for another assignment. He was replaced by redacted. "™ .H

*

Upon his return redacted reviewed the recommendation for promotion
but did not approve it, Ee did not, however, at that time return
the recommendation to the originating office nor did he advise that
office iIn writing that he was not approving the promotion. It
would appear that grievant did not meet the eligibility
requirements, since he had not been In his position for six months at
the time the recommendation was prepared. As noted above, all
offices had been put on notice that eligibility criteria would be
strictly applied. It is not clear whether i1t was on this basis
that redacted did not approve the recommendation. He did not
indicate on the fora why he was withholding his approval even when he
finally did return the recoBBaendation in September 1972.



leave he had personallK told the Province Senior Advisor, redacted,
that he would not at that time approve the promotion.

Ee gav«- as his reason that redacted should have a reasonable -
length of time in which to judge grievant®s performance so ,..,, ;- ,
that he could be In a position to make a judgment. The

"reason.**;. ;; able length of time™ was evidently interpreted by
redacted ."W -"H.<H: be six months. 11 '"1

The Board notes parenthetically that whereas grievant had " . -not
served In his position for six months at the time of the «
first recommendation, he had been in the position for that”iengt&V"
of time by the tinte redacted assumed the post of Province Sentor
Advisor. " To then require, as redacted seems to have been™ * doing, that
-the new Province Senior Advisor should have six isonths to observe
grievant®s work before he could proper[y endorse a reconcaendation for
promotion seems unduly bureaucratic. 37he frequent shifts of personnel
In redacted could well make 1t isipossibXe for a given employee ever to
meet the criterion of being six months in the job with rating and
reviewing officers who had also been iIn place Tor that period.

In any event, six sionths after redacted assumed the duties of
Province Senior Advisor, a recommendation dated December 20, 1972
for a temporary promotion to FSRL-5 for grievant was prepared by
redacted, who had assumed the duties of _supervisor of grievant In July
1972, and this was endorsed by redacted In m. "..;HE .reviewing
stafceraent dated December 27, 1972, which, however, referred to the
fact that grievant's toux In_redacted would end on February 2, 1973.
Since the eligibility criteria provided that any recorsBsendation for
temporary promotion must be received : by the Committee at least three
months prior to the departure of the employee from post, the
recommendation obviously could not be acted on. It was returned to
redacted with the explanation that it did not qualify under the time

leaving aside the factors of the timing of the second
recosartenda-tion—vhich clearly did not conform to the procedural
requirements— redacted certainly had a right to disapprove™ the first
recommendation 1T he had reason to believe i1t did not conform to
requirements. In view of the very strin?ent criteria then being
required for such promotions, he might well have had several
reasons, .:f£nsl«a-ing the fact that grievant had not met the
{e_chgic/a}.l__%ﬁg'l if'."i_~ Vv cation of being in the position for six months,

The Board believes that redacted erred, however, in to return the
recommendation promptly with an indication of bis reasons for
disapproving it. Had he done so, it seeas clear that grievant®™s
grievance could probably have beeu avoided. Xt: .



might well have been the case that he could have qualif 1*3 Sox.. , a
promotion within the time limitation isaposed bg/
&isem;#e$NMaar»".:-Sate. Grievant performed substantially the same
4«tleiB from January 1972 until his departure frois post in -early
We&x&ax?\'rm' - ~-1973. The Board notes that in all three efficiency -
Xf\ceid; jar©- . pared on him during his redacted fcour+ his promotion
was strongly recomme[nded. At the conclusion of his first six
wojitikiik™..-'JU* >*iwr- * - m ountry, his rating officer stated that In
his view ~:i,--~ilfelair could successfully be advanced to grade S

without furifc&er Selay,  But regardless of whether grievant jsight have
«Vv<KC "et -fch«s. £ -J, standards for a temporary pxaraotion,
|>rotE”~>t and efficieat N of the papers would have left no

groaaS £<sr the» || f "H™ i i

now holds that for unexplained reasons he was deaieS ._#-ehancie' a
ﬁromotlon as a result of Machiavellian aan«uv«r»”™-.£2QSpE, _
eadguarters. The Board does not share" grievant®"s suspicion
considers it more likely that bureaucratic ineptitufi” rather
ittalice was the probable cause of the situation he facefi. m. . .. , .

Conclusion 1 U R (1] O PO

While there i1s no practical remedY at_this point for grievant®s grievance, the
Board concludes that it jsust uphold his view that" he was the victim of poor
personnel practices, including 1 sary delays mfpl_'ocessmg his first
recommendation for gromgtlon and an 1nexcusable failure on the part of the COKDS
i Personnel Committee to respond promptly to his grievance suinais-|: 7/
-felon, of February 1, 1973, and to give him the reason why it -.act upon it.

of Aft
rights wheiil a grievance submission iIs treated casually or as a
p- matter that may be ignored. It recommends that the -Director of
| Personnel and Manpower of AID take steps to ensure tnat all foreign
service employees are made aware of the implications of the regu
lations pertaining to the Interim Foreign Service Grievance System,
contained In 3 FAK 660 et seq. Ty
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