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The former Civil Service Commission de- 
veloped classification standards for air traffic 
controllers and flight service station special- 
ists from 1976 to 1978. 

The standard for flight service station special- 
ists, issued shortly after the standard for air 
traffic controllers, was criticized by officials 
of the Department of Transportation and an 
employee union. The union believed that the 
Commission’s handling of the flight service 
station specialists’ case was improper and in- 
consistent, compared with the air traffic con- 
trollers’ case. 

GAO concludes that the Commission’s Stand- 
ards Division acted consistently in develop- 
ing the standard and generally followed nor- 
mal procedures. Although it was not routine 
for Commissioners to get involved in the 
classification process, it was within their 
authority to intervene directly in the decision- 
making process and overrule or sustain the 
Standards Division’s actions. II Ill I I II 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 205411 
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The Honorable David H. Pryor 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Civil / 4J 

Service and General Services '/c 
Committee on Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 

The Honorable Ted Stevens 
Ranking Minority Member & ll 
Subcommittee on Civil Service " 

and General Services 
Committee on Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 

This report responds to the September 22, 1978, request 
(app. II) from the previous Chairman and the ranking minority 
member, Subcommittee on Civil Service and General Services, 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, that we review 
the establishment of the classification standard for the 
flight service station specialist occupation. As agreed 
with the subcommittee staff, this review was not to reevaluate 
the occupation or recommend changes in the standard but 
to determine if normal procedures were followed by the Civili/ 
Service Commission (CSC) L/ in developing the standard. 

As a result of agency and union dissatisfaction with 
the classification standard for the air traffic control 

* occupational series, the Department of Transportation, 
in 1975, requested CSC to develop a new classification 
standard. (This series includes air traffic controllers, 

L/Public Law 95-454, the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, 
transferred the authority to prepare classification stand- 
ards from CSC to the Office of Personnel Managment. 
Actions pertaining to the classification of flight serv- 
ice station specialists referred to in this report were 
taken by CSC officials and commissioners: therefore, we 
refer to CSC rather than the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment in reference to past actions. 
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relationship was made between volume and complexity and, 
as such, was considered an appropriate grade determin- 
ing guide. According to CSC, the decision not to use the 
Factor Evaluation System format was motivated by the con- 
troversial nature of this classification study and the need 
to issue the standard as quickly as possible. 

A detailed discussion of the classification study, as 
well as the various disagreements and issues that arose 
during the study, is included in appendix I. 

of the United States 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

CLASSIFICATION OF FLIGHT SERVICE STATION SPECIALISTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Classification Act of 1949 was implemented to in- 
sure that Government employees have equal pay for equal 
work and that variations in rates of basic compensation 
paid to employees be in proportion to substantial differ- 
ences in difficulty, responsibility, and qualification 
requirements of the task performed. This act created a 
pay structure called the General Schedule; established 
18 grades, or levels of work, into which all positions 
covered were to be placed; and broadly defined the job 
difficulties and responsibilities for each of the grade 
levels which would be described in published standards. 

The act provided that CSC would develop these stand- 
ards and group positions into classes sufficiently similar 
as to (1) kind or subject matter of work, (2) level of 
difficulty or responsibility, and (3) qualification require- 
ments. Within CSC, the Standards Division was responsible 
for evaluating the nature and tasks of Government jobs 
and for developing qualification and classification stand- 
ards. Under the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, these 
functions were transferred to the Staffing Services Group 
of the Office of Personnel Management (OPM). 

Using the classification standards as guides, agencies 
classify their GS-1 through GS-15 positions. Positions 
above GS-15 must be approved by OPM. 

&n criteria and evaluation method I 
! / P /P is responsible for revising existing position 

it' 

stand ti ds and for composing new standards. It gathers 
information on classification standards needs from agen- 
ties, employee unions, and other affected parties. After 

/ analyzing the information, it determines whether to revise 
the standard. 

When OPM makes an occupational study, it must decide 
whether to rewrite the standard and, if so, what job eval- 
uation method to use. Until recent years, the traditional 
narrative approach to job evaluation was used. Under this 
method, standards writers selected from a universe of eight 
factors (aspects of a particular job) those factors for com- 
parison which best distinguished the levels of performance. 
The standards were then written in a narrative format, with 
no attempt to assign specific weight to the various factors. 
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An alternative to the narrative approach to position 
evaluation was initiated in 1976. Standards under this 
Factor Evaluation System (FES) are written in a narrative 
formatp but all nine specified factors must be used to 
analyze an occupation, with each factor assigned a range 
of numerical values appropriate for the occupation. Once 
all nine factors are accounted for, the numerical values 
are aggregated. Each total falls within a numerical range 
defining a certain grade level. Eventually, most non- 
supervisory positions are to be classified under FES. 

Air traffic control occupations 

Within the Department of Transportation (DOT), the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible for 
activities related to air traffic control. FAA is respon- 
sible for reg'ulating and promoting civil aviation in order 
to foster its development and safety and to provide for 
the safe and efficient use of airspace by both civil and 
military aircraft. 

FAA has divided air traffic control into three major 
functions: (1) preflight briefing and assistance and 
advisory services to pilots during flight--provided by 
air traffic controllers (station), also referred to as 
flight service station specialists, (2) control and sep- 
aration of en route air traffic--provided by air traffic 
controllers (center), and (3) control and separation of 
air traffic at airports --provided by air traffic control- 
lers (terminal). 

Flight service station specialists provide pilots 
with a variety of information and assistance. They fur- 
nish weather and aeronautical information pertinent to 
planning or completing intended flights which may be given 
either before or during actual flights. Briefings gener- 
ally are considered the most difficult function performed 
by the specialist. Specialists also provide flight plan 
assistance, which can include assisting in the choice of 
routes, obtaining clearances, and actual recording of the 
pilots' flight plans. Specialists also provide airport 
advisory services for landing and departing aircraft at 
airports without an air traffic control terminal or where 
terminals are open less than 24 hours. These services 
may include (1) furnishing information on field and weather 
conditions, runways in use, location of known traffic and 
(2) dealing with actual or potential emergencies. Although 
these services are available to all types of aviation, 
including commercial and military, the general aviation 
pilot is the largest single user.. (General aviation air- 
craft includes all noncarrier aircraft.) 
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In 1977 there were about 4,000 flight service station 
specialists at 321 facilities comprising 46 Level III 
(GS-ll), 180 Level II (GS-lo), and 95 Level I (GS-9) sta- 
tions. 

Air traffic controllers (center and terminal facili- 
ties) separate and control air traffic on a real-time basis. 
Centers control and separate aircraft operating in controlled 
airspace under Instrument Flight Rules from other aircraft 
en route along major airways. While centers also provide 
traffic advisory services to aircraft operating under Visual 
Flight Rules procedures, their primary responsibility is 
to the en route Instrument Flight Rules aircraft. The cen- 
ters use constant radar surveillance to issue speed, altitude, 
and directional instructions to pilots for keeping aircraft 
properly separated. 

Terminal facilities control air traffic within an area 
surrounding an airport. Terminals issue control instructions 
to provide separation and insure the orderly and expeditious 
movement of aircraft departing, landing, approaching for 
landing, or flying within and between terminal areas; to con- 
trol the movement of aircraft and vehicles on the airport's 
surface; and to furnish information to pilots concerning 
clearances to operate aircraft, weather and flying condi- 
tions, and pertinent operating and procedural instructions. 

NEED TO RECLASSIFY AIR TRAFFIC 
CONTROL OCCUPATIONS 

CSC had issued three occupational standards for the 
air traffic control series--in 1958, 1963, and 1968. The 
1968 standard for this series was in a narrative format, 
with no quantification of the jobs' functions. FAA found 
it could not implement the standard without having quan- 
tified activity data for each grade level. Thus, to im- 
plement the 1968 standard, FAA issued the "Organization 
and Classification Guidelines for Air Traffic Control," 
which assigned numerical criteria to the narrative de- 
scriptions contained in the standard. 

The Professional Air Traffic Controllers Organization 
(PATCO) and the National Association of Air Traffic Spe- 
cialists (NAATS) were dissatisfied with FAA's 1968 classi- 
fication guidelines. They believed that work factors had 
changed and that the numerical measurements were not valid. 
Additionally, they believed radical changes in the job 
function had occurred or were anticipated because of auto- 
mation. PATCO and NAATS also felt that the complexity of 
the work situation was not appropriately measured or quanti- 
fied. They were also convinced that volume breakpoints, 
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used to determine grade levels at facilities, were not ade- 
quately rationalized and should be changed to allow for 
grades above the maximum GS-13 for controllers and GS-11 
for specialists. 

As a result of the dissatisfaction with the FAA guide- 
lines, both unions negotiated clauses into their 1973 con- 
tracts with FAA, agreeing that joint classification studies 
would be undertaken with FAA to examine the guidelines. 

The two studies were made in 1973 and 1974. Both 
studies concluded that the FAA guidelines needed revising 
and that the CSC classification standard was no longer ac- 
curate. The PATCO-FAA study concluded that volume was a 
very important factor in determining control or grade 
levels, but it was not as dominant a factor as implied in 
the 1968 standard or as set forth in the guidelines. The 
basic conclusion of the PATCO-FAA study was that the stand- 
ard must be revised and rewritten to recognize complexities 
other than volume. Similarly, the NAATS-FAA study concluded 
that the FAA guidelines and CSC classification standard did 
not properly consider the complexity factors in determining 
grade levels. Both studies recommended that DOT request 
CSC to study and develop a new classification standard. 

Partly on the basis of these studies, DOT, in August 
1975, requested CSC to develop a new classification standard 
for the air traffic control occupational series, GS-2152. 
DOT maintained that a revised standard recognizing the 
complexities of the air traffic control system was needed. 

After reviewing the joint studies, CSC agreed that 
a classification review was needed and in early 1976 
began its study. 

CSC's CLASSIFICATION REVIEW OF 
AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL OCCUPATIONS 

CSC's review consisted of a three-phase study approach. 
In phase 1, CSC would develop classification standards for 
air traffic controllers (terminal and center). In phase 2, 
it would develop such standards for the flight service sta- 
tion specialists. In phase 3, it would discern and define 
qualification standards for the air traffic control series 
(station, terminal, and center). 

Although most new classification standards were being 
developed in the FES format, CSC believed that this would 
cause delays and would require further fine tuning of FES's 
measurement tools. To avoid such delays, CSC used the non- 
FES format. Furthermore, CSC deemed it unwise to use a 
new approach on a controversial occupational series. 

4 
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CSC's procedures for conducting an occupational study 
were outlined in a guiae for standards writers. The guide 
did not describe, prescribe, or limit actions taken during 
the study but permitted each standards writer to select 
the methods , procedures, and techniques which would best 
accomplish the project. 

To determine if normal classification standard proce- 
dures were followed for the flight service station special- 
ist standard, we reviewed established guidelines and 
procedures followed in other occupational standards, includ- 
ing air traffic controller (terminal and center); nurse 
series, GS-610; border patrol series, GS-1896; diagnostic 
radiologic technologist series, GS-647; and environmental 
engineer series, GS-819. Our analysis included (1) inter- 
viewing, where possible, standards writers who were 
involved in developing these standards and (2) examining 
the related case files. In the latter four classification 
standards, the files were much less detailed than those 
for the flight service station specialists and air traffic 
controllers. 

CSC officials stated that all standards studies were 
unique, requiring the standards writer to adjust his ap- 
proach to fit the particular standards project. In review- 
ing the standards, we found differences in initiation of 
the studies; methods of job evaluation; union, agency, and 
professional society involvement; scope; and number of 
factfinding visits. 

The basic steps followed in developing the standards 
were similar, and each of the studies was initiated because 
of the obsolescence of the existing standards. The envi- 
ronmental engineer, flight service station specialist, air 
traffic controller, and diagnostic radiologic technolo- 
gist studies were initiated by agency request; the nurse 
standard was initiated by CSC. All of these standards were 
written in the FES formatp with the exception of the air 
traffic control series. 

In all of the studies, CSC sought early involvement 
from interested agencies, unions, and professional groups 
through project initiation letters or telephone calls. In 
developing the final classification standards, it sent 
copies of the draft standards to interested parties and 
requested their comments. CSC reviewed all submissions 
and, in some cases, incorporated these comments into the 
final standards. 

The air traffic control series studies experienced more 
involvement by unions than the other studies we reviewed. 
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Because of the possibility of widespread work slowdowns 
by controllers, the Commissioners intervened directly in 
the decisionmaking process. PATCO was granted a personal 
hearing by the Commissioners who overturned the Standards 
Division's position which resulted in a one-grade increase 
for controllers over what the Standards Division had recom- 
mended. ~.vAATS was also granted a personal hearing, but 
it was unsuccessful in its appeal for higher grades for 
flight service station specialists. Although there was 
a varying degree of interest by the involved unions and 
professional societies in the four other cases we reviewed, 
none approached the degree of involvement evidenced by the 
air traffic control series. 

These studies had little impact on grade levels for 
the environmental engineer, border patrol agent, and diag- 
nostic radiologic technologist. The new nurse and air 
traffic controller standards, however, resulted in a num- 
ber of position upgrades. CSC's estimate of the total 
number of flight service station specialist grade changes 
at the time the final standard was issued was 172 down- 
grades and 228 upgrades. 

The classification study of flight service station 
specialists involved a number of issues. Although some of 
these issues were resolved, many disagreements still exist 
among NAATS, FAA-DOT, and CSC. Major areas of dispute in- 
clude the activity volume formulas, the breakpoints for 
determining grades, the measurement of the complexity factor, 
and the treatment at the appeals hearing with CSC. NAATS 
officials contended that CSC ignored their comments on the 
draft standard. In addition, CSC's phased approach has 
also been a target of criticism by NAATS. NAATS blames the 
phased approach for the Commissioners' unfavorable decision 
and contends that it opposed the phased study approach from 
inception. However, NAATS did not formally object to CSC 
about the approach. 

Activity volume formula 

Pilot briefings, flight plan processing, radio con- 
tacts, and airport advisories are all functions of the 
flight service station specialists. CSC concluded that 
only the pilot briefings and aircraft contacted were rele- 
vant indicators of level of performance. Hecause of this, 
the activity volume formula was changed to use only these 
criteria. All parties agreed that pilot briefings repre- 
sented the highest demands for the specialist and that this 
factor should be weighted more heavily in the formula. 

6 
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The study showed that flight plan handling did not 
require a high skill level, and, as a result, flight plans 
were eliminated from the volume formula. NAATS and DOT 
objected to this conclusion. 

NAATS stated that flight plans are assigned increased 
importance by DOT and are comprising a greater share of 
the workload. It agreed that the 1968 classification 
standard gave too much credit to the difficulty of flight 
plans. It contended, however, that eliminating the point 
value for the activity was unjust and ignored a major 
function of flight service station work. DOT argued for 
crediting flight plans on the basis of search and rescue 
responsibility for Visual Flight Rules flights. CSC coun- 
tered that Visual Flight Rules flight plans pertained 
to only one-third of the total flight plans and that the 
scope of Visual Flight Rules search and rescue operations 
could not be accurately assessed. DOT ultimately agreed 
that flight plans should be eliminated from the volume 
formula. 

CSC conclusions on the relationship between aircraft 
contacted (generally initial contacts with in-flight 
aircraft), total radio contacts, and airport advisories 
also were disputed by NAATS. In analyzing the volume data 
for these three factors, CSC found a strong, but not pre- 
cise, relationship between the number of aircraft contacted 
and the number of airport advisories and radio contacts. 
It believed that the use of radio contacts and airport 
advisories produced a distorted relative ranking of sta- 
tions. It concluded that the initial contact for advisory 
service and the initial radio contact with an en route air- 
craft alone illustrated the influence of advisory services 
and radio contacts with aircraft. 

NAATS officials argued that airport advisories should 
be part of the total flight services' activity formula 
and that the count of all radio contacts should be substi- 
tuted for the count of aircraft contacted. NAATS officials 
asserted that there was no support for the reasoning that 
aircraft contacted provided a measure of the range of 
potentially different situations. More important, according 
to NAATS, to ignore the work performed for radio contacts 
and advisory services showed poor judgment and poor man- 
agement. The officials believed that such operations were 
important to the complete functioning of a station and, as 
such, should be recognized. NAATS believed that, by not 
crediting all job responsibilities and duties, CSC was 
violating a prime function of classification and undermin- 
ing the proper functioning of flight service stations' 
total operation. 

. 7 
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Breakpoints 

MATS also expressed concern over the determination 
of the volume level breakpoints (ranges of levels of flight 
services) which determine grade levels. For the study, 
CSC started with the premise that FAA's volume formula was 
consistent with the 1968 standard. CSC requested FAA's 
rationale for setting the grade breakpoints contained in 
the guidelines. FAA, however, was unable to reconstruct 
the rationale that went into setting the breakpoints when 
implementing the 1968 standard. Volume ranges used at 
that time follow. 

Flight services 

GS-9 
GS-10 
GS-11 

0 to 99,999 
100,000 to 399,999 
400,000 plus 

The volume formula used to determine flight services fol- 
lows: flight plans x 2 + pilot briefings x 2 + aircraft 
contacted = total flight services. 

CSC found that flight plans represented about 28.5 per- 
cent of the total flight service count. To remove flight 
plans from the formula, the breakpoints were reduced by 
25 percent. The remainder of the formula was left intact, 
and a buffer zone of 5 percent was provided to overcome 
small fluctuations. 

Current volume ranges follow: 

Grade Flight services 

GS-9 
GS-10 
GS-11 

0 to 74,999 
75,000 to 299,999 

300,000 plus 

NAATS maintained that reducing the breakpoints by the 
same proportion that flight plans comprised of the total 
volume count was erroneous for at least two reasons: 

--Flight plans comprised 40 percent of the volume for- 
mula; therefore, the breakpoints for grade levels 
should also have been reduced by at least 40 percent. 

--The FAA classification guide did not contend that 
flight plans constituted 25 percent of the weight 
simply because-they comprised 25 percent of the 
national total. 

8 
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In addition to developing the formula for determining ' 
total flight services, CSC developed an alternative approach 
which could be used if a station failed to meet the cutoff 
for the higher grade solely on total flight services. This 
approach used pilot briefings, the one function that all 
parties considered the most difficult. 

The minimum pilot briefing levels used for this alter- 
native volume criterion were determined by analyzing those 
stations which grouped around 75,000 and 300,000 total flight 
services-- the GS-10 and GS-11 breakpoints. CSC found that 
only 1 station providing 300,000 or more flight services 
(GS-11 stations) had less than 125,000 pilot briefings. It 
discovered that 5 GS-10 stations had more than 125,000 pilot 
briefings. Since these 5 stations ranked within the 5 per- 
cent buffer zone for retaining grade levels (285,000 to 
300,000 total flight services), they were considered to 
be GS-11. Thus, 125,000 pilot briefings were considered 
to represent the minimum pilot briefing level for GS-11. 

In setting the pilot briefing criterion for GS-10, 
CSC found that 89 percent of the GS-10 stations (be- 
tween 75,000 and 300,000 total flight services) provided 
more than 25,000 pilot briefings annually. There were 21 
GS-10 stations with less than 25,000 briefings and 9 GS-9 
stations with more than 25,000 briefings. Thus, those 
GS-9 stations with 25,000 or more pilot briefings a year 
were determined to be GS-10 stations. The pilot briefing 
alternative was also assigned a 5 percent buffer for grade 
retention. 

DOT officials agreed with the volume criteria formula 
and the alternative pilot briefing criterion. They felt, 
however, that a revised breakpoint schedule should be estab- 
lished to allow for an additional grade level--GS-12. Simi- 
larly, NAATS believed higher grade levels were justified 
on the basis of the changes in the formula and breakpoints 
it proposed. 

Formula and breakpoint changes proposed by DOT and 
NAATS were intended to mathematically justify higher grades. 
Classification standards are not normally based so strictly 
on quantified activity or services provided. In this case, 
formulas and activity volume could improperly suggest that 
classification and grade determinations are, or can be, scien- 
tifically accomplished without relying on judgment. In the 
case of the flight service station specialist position, CSC 
judged that such a position did not warrant a grade higher 
than GS-11. The volume counts were to be used only to aid 
in distinguishing performance levels among the existing 
GS-9, 10, and 11 facilities. 

9 
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Work situation factors--complexity 

Both the 1968 and 1978 standards described work situ- 
ation factors to allow for flexibility in conforming grade 
level determinations to classification principles. These 
factors included a number of key environmental and oper- 
ational characteristics of each station's flight plan area 
to be evaluated along with the level of flight service ac- 
tivity. For example, the number of airports associated 
with a particular station influences the level of diffi- 
culty of flight service work. Specialists must familiar- 
ize themselves with airport layout, approach and departure 
patterns, runway capacities, and airport services. 

All parties agreed that the 1968 standards did not 
show the actual work situation and had not been used in 
grade level determinations. 

In addition, NAATS and FAA felt that the 1978 stand- 
ard's descriptions of work situations were unreliable and 
meaningless. In practice, however, work situation fac- 
tors have no effect on grade determinations because 
complexity of the work situation is not considered-- 
volume criteria remain as the sole basis for determin- 
ing levels of performance. 

CSC had requested FAA to determine a complexity factor 
that could be used to weigh each facility's responsibilities 
and duties. FAA maintained, however, that complexity was 
very difficult to define and that any determination of 
what was complex would be strictly subjective. 

FAA discerned a strong correlation between complexity 
and volume per station; that is, the complexity of work 
at higher volume facilities is normally more difficult. 
Larger stations usually involve more navigational aids, 
more complex equipment, more airspace, more variety of 
aircraft and pilots, and more airports. For this reason, 
the nature of the work generally would be harder at a 
facility that does a larger volume, regardless of location 
and staff size. FAA concluded that the best representa- 
tion of the work that is performed by a facility is the 
amount of volume a particular station is doing. 

Commission appeal 

Because of NAATS's disagreement with CSC's draft stand- 
ard, it requested a meeting with the CSC Commissioners. 
The meeting was held on May 10, 1978. A similar meeting 
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had been held between PATCO and CSC subsequent to the 
issuance of the draft standard for air traffic controllers 
(terminal and center) in late 1976. 

During the May hearing, NAATS representatives basi- 
cally restated the comments previously submitted to CSC in 
writing; no new issues were introduced. The Commissioners 
were not convinced by NAATS's presentation and directed 
that the classification standard be issued in accordance 
with the Standards Division's findings. 

NAATS believes that the Commissioners of the previous 
administration who heard the PATCO appeal were concerned, 
attentive, and receptive to the issues presented. Con- 
versely, NAATS felt that the new Commissioners conducted 
the hearing on a pro forma basis without genuine concern. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Performance level for the air traffic control occupa- 
tional series is determined solely on the measurement 
of activity volume, even though the standard would permit 
consideration of other work situation factors. The new 
standard for flight service station specialists was based 
on the method developed in the 1968 FAA guidelines with 
adjustments to remove credit for the less difficult func- 
tion of processing flight plans. NAATS officials contend 
that, to properly classify the flight service station 
specialist positions, all job functions should be used 
in determining the performance level. CSC's study showed, 
however, that pilot briefings and aircraft contacted repre- 
sented the most difficult technical demands on flight serv- 
ice station specialists and established the activity formula 
with only those two elements. 

In setting the breakpoints, CSC was unable to obtain 
the rationale for the breakpoints used in FAA's former 
guidelines. Having no other basis, CSC adopted the pre- 
viously established breakpoints used by FAA and adjusted 
them to show the deletion of flight plans from the formula. 

Although there may be some question over the use of 
an arbitrary and apparently unsupported determination of 
breakpoints, it did not affect the maximum grade levels. 
CSC determined that the highest level of nonsupervisory 
work described in the flight service station specialists 
standard was GS-11 and that there was no regularly occurring 
work above GS-11 in this occupation. 

There also seems to be some question as to the Commis- 
sioners' involvement in controller and specialist cases and 
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the decisions made by two different Commissions. In fact, 
the Standards Division in both cases recommended no in- 
creases in the maximum grade levels. The Division's rec- 
ommendation was overturned, however, in the controllers' 
case but not in the specialists' case. 

Developing classification standards is recognized as 
imprecise and subject to judgment. The basis for grading 
positions is established in chapter 51, Title 5, United 
States Code, and standards must be based on these princi- 
ples. CSC's procedures for soliciting comments and sug- 
gestions from affected parties were designed to make 
available information and viewpoints which could affect 
the outcome of the studies but should not necessarily have 
been substituted for the judgment of CSC. 

Even though disagreements exist over the conclusions 
reached by CSC in developing the standard, it was within 
CSC's authority to make such judgments. Similarly, it was 
within the Commissioners' authority to directly intervene 
in the decisionmaking process and to overrule or sustain 
the Standards Division's actions. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

OPM and DOT generally agreed with the content and con- 
clusions of the report. Although DOT agreed that CSC fol- 
lowed proper procedures in developing the standard, it 
believes that certain flight service station specialist 
positions should be classified at the GS-12 level. (See 
wpsm III and IV.) 
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September 22, 1978 

Honorable Elmer B. Staats 
Comptroller of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Staats: 

On June 27, 1978, the Bureau of Policies and Standards of 
the Civil Service Commission issued a new classification 
standard for the flight service specialists in the Air Traffic 
Control series (65-2152). 

Since the new standard was issued we have received a 
large number of complaints from affected employees. The 
majority of the complaints are focused on the grade value 
of the levels of work described in the standard. Many feel * 
that the new standard is lacking in that it fails to provide 
performance recognition above the GS-11 grade level. It is 
contended that the duties and responsibilities of those 
specialists who work at the busiest flight service stations 
are comparable to the GS-12 level and that their pay level 
should be properly adjusted. 

While it may be impractical for you to recreate all of 
the steps taken by the Civil Service Commission in composing' 
the new standard, we are hopeful that you can review the 
standard from a managerial standpoint in order to ensure 
that normal classification procedures have been adhered to. 
We would also hope that in conducting this study you would 
review the new standard and give us the benefit of your 
views and recommendations on the level of performance question. 
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Additionally, flight service specialists are only one 
of the many occupational groups who will undoubtedly have 
their classification standards rewritten as the Factor Evalua- 
tion System of position classification is implemented. We 
also hope that you will identify and give consideration to 
the particular problems, if indeed there are any, which may 
reoccur as standards for other groups are rewritten and as 
the new FES system becomes operational. 

Your assistance in this matter and all other matters is 
greatly appreciated. Please do not hesitate to contact us 
for any additional information. / 

Ranking Minority Member ubcommittee Chairman 
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Mr. H. L. Krieger 
Director, Federal Personnel and Compensation 

Division 
General Accounting Office 
Room 4001, 441 G Street NW. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Krieger: 

This is in response to your letter of May 10, 1979, requesting our review 
and comment on the draft report on the classification of flight service 
specialists. 

Overall, we believe the proposed report accurately reflects the procedures 
followed in the conduct of the occupational study and the development of 
the classification standard for this occupation. Therefore, we have very 
few comments to offer on the substantive issues or the conclusions drawn 
in the 'proposed report. 

Our detailed comments and recommended revisions are enclosed for your 
consideration. Where we felt some comments were necessary for the sake 
of accuracy or clarity we have also suggested appropriate revisions to 
the text of the report. My staff is available to provide any additional 
information concerning our comments and recommendations. 

Your staff is to be complimented on their handling of a very technical 
classification subject. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure 

GAO note: The enclosure containing technical or editorial 
comments on specific portions of the draft re- 
port was considered, 
where appropriate, 

and changes were made, 
in preparing the final re- 

port. 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
/ 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.HenryEschwege 
Director 
CcmmxLty and Economic 

Development Division 
LJ. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Eschwege: 

We have enclosed two copies of the Department of Transportation's 
(DOT) reply to the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report, 
"Classification of Flight Service Station Specialists." 

If we can further assist you, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 

I J 
It’s a law wa 
can live with. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REPLY 

GAO DRAFT%EPORT 

CLASSIFICATION OFFLIGHT SERVICE 
STATION SPECIALISTS 

SUMMARY OF GAO FINDINGS 

The report is fact-finding and contains no specific recommendations 
to the agency.or Congress. The review was performed to determine if 
normal procedures were followed by the Civil Service Commission (CSC) 
in development of its air traffic controller and flight service station 
‘(FSS) specialist classification standards. 

GAO states that the Standards Division for CSC, after its study of 
controller and specialist classification standards, concluded that no 
grade increases were warranted; however, the CSC Conmissioners overruled 
the Standards Division and permitted a one grade higher performance 
level for air traffic controllers (GS-13 to GS-14) but not for flight 
service station specialists (B-11). GAO further states that officials 
of the National Association for Air Traffic Specialists (NAATS) were 
dissatisfied with this decision. They believed that CSC’s new formula 
- using volune counts -- did not measure all significant job tasks and 
that breakpoints used to determine grade levels were arbitrary and 
unreasonable. They also charged that the Commissioners’ handling of the 
FSS specialists’ case was improper and inconsistent. 

GAO concludes that the developnent of classification standards is imprecise 
and subject to judgment; that CSC may have gone beyond what its normal 
procedures require (e.g., personal involvanent of the Comnissioners), 
but that the Commissioners’ actions were not unprecedented nor outside 
the scope of their authority. GAO further states that there were sane 
departures from normal procedures but these, too, were within CSC’s 
authority. This involved the use of volune counts for determining level 
of performance and the decision to use narrative format for writing the 
standard rather than the new Factor Evaluation System (a system developed 
in 1976 that utilizes nine specified factors with each factor assigned a 
weight appropriate for the position). GAO notes that although position 
classification is generally not based on volune counts, in this case a 
direct relationship was made by CSC between volune and complexity and, 
as such, was considered an appropriate grade determining guide. 

POSITION STATEMENT 

The GAO correctly notes in its report that as a result of agency and 
union dissatisfaction with the classification standards for the air 
traffic control occupational series, which includes FSS specialists, the 
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Department of Transportation in 1975 requested that the CSC (currently 
Office of Personnel Management) develop new classification standards. 
It was the Department’s and the agency’s expectations and point of view 
that selected air traffic control and FSS facilities should be elevated 
one grade level. 

Although the GAO concludes, and we agree, that proper procedures were 
followed by the CSC, we continue to be convinced that high-volune FSSI 
facilities should be established at the GS-12 level. Nothing in the 
report changes this belief or resolves this dilemma. 

The Department and FAA believe that the grade determining criteria 
established for FSSs should be reconsidered. We agree that volune 
used by the CSC as its classification standard is a legitimate measure 
of complexity in FSS work; however, there are currently several FSSs 
that exceed the breakpoint established for the GS-11 grade by more 
than double the standard, and these, we believe should be classified 
as GS-12 stations. At the request of the Secretary of Transportation, 
the Office of Personnel Management has agreed to review the volune level 
breakpoints contained in the standard and reconsider the establishment 
of a E-12 level. We hope this additional review will satisfactorily 
resolve the classification issue. c 

(963114) 
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