NSPS seems to be an obstacle to workplace innovation; there is no motivation for individuals to perform in a different manner than what their criteria describe.  And if you use end of year “events” to mitigate that and external and/or uncontrollable influences affect those, are performance criteria adjustable?  If they are adjustable to mitigate those influences, then you still end up with a system where poorer performers can get paid the same as high performers.  That risk is also inherent in the different perspectives of supervisors/managers in regards to similar job types; what one may consider good another may consider inadequate so now there are no standard performance criteria at all.

What role does DAWIA play?  It seems as if all of the focus is on performance and mission contribution, not improvement in ability/skill diversification/etc.  NSPS seems to treat employees as temporary consumables vice investments when ratings do not take training into account.

The linkage of performance to Department goals and objectives seems unrealistic.  Besides the same external/uncontrollable influences, who/how are those goals and objectives created/interpreted/measured?  Most GS level employees do not have this type of “clear” influence.

What are the supposed “safeguards” for fairness/transparency/accountability?

RIF selection focuses only on performance but doesn’t take mission contribution into account; contradicts appraisal discussion and has the same problems.

Career grouping of positions; what is the methodology of grouping?  The ability to have separate pay schedules for certain occupations is exactly the beginning of the GS system as it stands today (a few series started and eventually morphed into the number of today) so what is the purpose of changing?  

How are “Increased responsibility/job complexity” captured and measured as a criteria for advancement?  

The use of “local market conditions” is NOT a proper way to judge the value of certain fields; aerospace for example can be placed anywhere and typically those types of employees are valued more than other industries regardless of location.

Recognition of conduct/feedback loop can vary widely simply based on Meyers-Briggs type personality differences.  This is a problem in both systems and NSPS does not address this.  Additionally, the supervisor work to establish goals, feedback, etc. is something possible in today’s system.  Again, why change?

A big problem in hiring is background checks; there is no mention of dedicated effort to relieve that backlog.

Why are rotations and that kind of assistance not mentioned in terms of RIFs?  Sounds like it’s a foregone conclusion they will happen not a proactive way to avoid and/or mitigate.

Who is the determinant of “core management rights”?  Seems like a vague term that could be referenced to take collective bargaining away anytime.  Additionally, there is reference to bargaining post implementation, which seems to contradict “bargaining”.  
The terms when bargaining will be required are aggregated, so there’s always the vagueness of whether an event was “foreseeable”.  How is this defined?

One phrase in the brief states that bargaining above the level of recognition is at the discretion of the Secretary; this is NOT a preservation of employee collective bargaining rights if the methodology to exercise those rights is limited.

Appointment of the NSLRB by the Secretary is a conflict of interest; there needs to be one voted in by employees, one appointed by the Secretary, and one rotating OPM employee or industry rep, etc.
In the fact sheet, mention is made that lengthy job descriptions are no longer needed; if they are not, how do you set performance measures that are fair?  Top-level vagueness in those begs for being judged on events which the individual had no control.

OVERALL:

1. NSPS assumes that executive management on down to first level supervisors have the know-how and/or experience in managing human resources; that is NOT the case.  Many of the tools NSPS claims to offer are already available to supervisors/managers and are NOT utilized!  With that in mind, why is there any belief that will change with a new system?

2. Personality/philosophical conflicts now have the medium to become official reflections on employee performance; there is no mention of supervisor accountability in relation to subordinates!  The only discussion is that they will be evaluated on how effectively they use the tools; this is an impossible metric to measure and supervisors will simply “use” the tools, not use them correctly.
3. GS step increases and setting up positions where an employee can be promoted to a different GS grade within the same billet are methods that can and are being utilized today to better reward good performance.  NSPS does NOT add anything to this!  

4. Where is the roadmap for DoD performance and where civil servants should expect to go?  This screams of short term thinking (remember the consumable employee comment?) and not investment in working capital for a Department whose mission will never be reduced or absolved.
