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THE COMPTHOLLER OF NERAL

DECISION OF THE UNITEQD STATESR
W A S HINGTUON, 0. 2. DI E A
FILE: B--186760 DATE: 0ctober 8, 1976

MATTER OF: Position Classification - Delay in Effective Date

DIGEST: Employees claim Air Force improperly delayed
implementing classification actions moving them
from quality control! wage board position to one in
General Scheduie, New multiple GS-3 position was
clasesified March 17, 1875, More than 200 employees
had to be trained for approximaiely 90 days in new
duties beginning in June 1975, Then classification
audits of each employee had to be performed. Audits
were completed Deceraber 1, 1998, and cgency pro-
cessed personnel actions for all emnployees effective
Decembes 20, 1975, GAO finds no arbitrary delay
nor auy basis to permit retroactive personnel actions,

By letter of June 3, 1976, Melvin [.. Jacobsen reouested
a Comptroller General decision concerning an allegea unwarv-
ranted delay in implementing new classification standards which
changed Quality Control Inspectors, WG-12, employed by the
Department of the Air Force at tlill Air lorce Base, Utah,
Quality Inspection Specialists, (Aerospace), GS-1960-08,
Mr. Jacobsen, as a member of the American Federation of
Government Employces, represents some 217 employees who
were affected by the change in classification. Since the sub-
ject matter previously had been appealed to the Denver region
of the United States Civil Service Commission, administrative
reports on Mr, Jacobsen's request were obtained from the
Civil Service Comirnission Regional Office and from [1ill Air
I'orce HBase,

Mr. Jacobsen states that the cubject position description
was effective March 15, 1975, and shoald have been put into
effect prior to September 15, 1975, A copy of a position
description for Quality Inspection Specialist (Aerospace),
GS-1960-08, was submitted with the request for decision.

The descriptior, which apnarently was unlimited as to the
number ol incumbents, indicates that the position was classi-
fied on Merch 17, 1875, Mr. Jacobsen states that management
personne: were ready to implement the new positions prior to
Scptember 105, 1975; however, implementation was delayed un-
til Decemnber 20, 1975, because Mr. Webster of Classification
desired a bench zaudit of the powitions,
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Mr, Webster, by letter Jated Juiy 21, 1976, set forth the
events leacing to the subject personn=l changes, in pertinent
part, as 1ollows:

"The proposal to change the position was
nriginated by o Headquarters Air Force
fogistic's Command staff, and the Ogden Air
Logistic Center, Directorate of Mamtenance
staif, and n.anagement, The proposal was to
change the Quaaliiv NManagement funciion,
responsibility and program direction, This
change iz effect required a new approach by
the Quality nersoannel in heiv performance of
their jobs, To implement this change the clas-
sification spucialist assigned to ihe nrganization
ant the Quality Management personncl were
tasked to develop a proposed pesition vescrip-
tion that would depict tiie desired anew nethod
of accomplishing the Quality Inspection tasks,
This position descripiion dated 15 NMarch 1075
was to be used as a forinar ¢f duties to be
assligned by Qually Inspection Supervisury
perso.nel in accoraplishing the implementation
of the new Quality Nanagement concept.

"In & rmeeting with myself as the Position
Classification Supervisor and Managenient of
the Naintenance organizations concerniag the
implementation of the new councept determined
‘hat (1) Quality Inspection supervisors would
begin in June of 19875 to assipgy and Legin to train
their employces in the new duties, (2) because it
was anticipated that not all of the Ingpectors would
assimilate the now duties and wound, therefore, not
be clessified to the GS-1960 series, whiciw would
result in promoticn, all of the inspecwrs be ranked
accordmg to merit principles, waich included panel
interviews, so that those who wouid L2 later pro-
moted because of the assignment of new duties
could be promoted in accordance with compntitive
principles, (3) employees were assigned the new
ditties based on management and workload require~
ments in ranking order of merit promotion roster,’
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(4) all [aspectors would be audited by a
Classification Specialist and an nspection
Superviscr at a later date, to begin approx-
imately 90 rays afrer assignment of duties
began to determine that employees were
accomplish/ng their assignment in accordance
with the 15 Narch 1975 position description,

(5) all of the Inspectors would be audit=d be-
cause it was anticipated that not all wculd be
fully performing in accordance with the new
aescription, (6) it was requested by Mainte-
nance management (Mr. Ray Close) that the
resulte of the 100% desk audit position survey
be implemented on simultaneous date for ali
ingpectors, this was mutually agreed to by
mys:z1f and the Local AWGE 1592 representa-
tives, (7) the Position Classification Specialist
working forr me, who would be conducting these
audits worked out a sthedule with the Quality
Contirol Supcrvisors, due to the number of
Ingpectors involved (217 1n all), and the extent
of time required for each audit (20 to 40 minutes),
the earliest the total survey could be completed
was 1 December 1075, (b)) the results of this
survey werc implemented at the earliest possible
effective date (20 December 1975} (beginning of
pay period; after the completion of the survey
allowing for time to process the necessary
paperwork, "

Mr., Websier pointed out that the position changes were
not taken as a result of a new Crassification Standard. On the
contrary, what occurred was the implerncntation of a new
management concept in qaality control which did take time.
Time had to be @llowed for the assumption of new duties on
the part of each incumbent, Personnel actions could only be
processed after the assigniment and performance of the new
duties wercoe verified, In the circumstances, NMrv., Webster
arges that the time taken to make the subject changes was not
unvcaconable,

Although management could have devised a different method
o accomplish the subject changa2s, such an detail during the
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transiticn period between the WG-12 and the GS-8, we cannot,
on the record before us, hold that it arbitrarily or capriciously
delayed taking personnel action u:util December 20, 1975,

With respect to the effective date the general rule is that

an employee is entitled only to the salary of the positic.. w
which appointed, regardless of the duties performed. Thus,
in a reclassification situation, an employee who is performing
duties of a grade level higher than the position to which he is
appointed is not entitled to the salary of the higher level position
unless and until the promotion is classified to the liigher girade
and he is promoted to it, DB-180056, May 28, 1974, See also
Ganse v, United States, 180 Ct. Cl. No, 183 (1967), and 35

omp. Gen, 1593 (1955). Compare the xu‘e in 53 Comp. Gen,
216 (107'3) where the position in which the amployee was serving
was reclassified to a higher grade,

On review of the record we find no basis that would permit
effecting retroactively the personnel actions from WG-12 to GS-8,

Com/txo)llﬁ c.or-.fﬁi .

puty of tho United States





