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SELYA, Circuit Judge. In this action, the plaintiffs,

who once held identical appointed offices in the sane governnent
agency, claimthat their ousters were rooted in politics and, thus,
violated their rights under the First Anendnent to the United
States Constitution. As a fallback, they also claim that the
adver se personnel actions infringed property rights secured to them
by the Due Process C ause of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendnents.
The district court brushed these clains aside and granted sumary
judgnment in favor of the defendants. The plaintiffs now appeal
After careful perscrutation of the briefs and the record, we
conclude that political affiliationis a perm ssible criterion for
hol ding the positions at issue and that the plaintiffs |acked any
constitutionally protected property interest in those positions.
Consequently, we affirmthe judgnent bel ow

The essential facts are uncontroversial. |In 1991, the
Puerto R co legislature established the Minicipal Revenues
Col l ection Center (famliarly known by its Spanish acronym CRM
to "collect, receive and allocate . . . public funds" generated
primarily through municipal property taxes. P.R Laws Ann. tit.
21, § 5802. Organi zationally, CRIM maintains nine regional
of fices, each of which operates under the aegis of a regional
adm nistrator. From 1993 through 2000, the New Progressive Party
(NPP) controlled the central governnent of Puerto Rico. At various

times during the NPP's reign, CRIMs executive director appointed
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plaintiffs-appellants Benito Gall oza Gonzal ez, Ol ando Mas- Miiii z,
and Luis Antoni o Gal arza- Pérez, each of whomhad enjoyed a | ong and
successful career as a bureaucrat, to serve as regiona
adm ni strators.

The Popul ar Denocratic Party (PDP) swept to victory in
t he Novenber 2000 general elections. Subsequent thereto, CRIMs
reconstituted board of directors naned def endant - appel | ee Nor man E.
Foy as CRIM s executive director and defendant-appellee Euclides
Martinez as deputy executive director. The new hierarchs requested
the plaintiffs' resignations. Wien the plaintiffs bal ked, Foy
di scharged them from their regional admnistrator positions
(al though he reinstated them to the career positions that they
previously had occupied). Foy then appointed others of his
choosing to the newy vacated regional adm nistrator positions.
For purposes of this opinion, we assune that politics played a
decisive role in these personnel noves (Foy and Martinez are
menbers of the PDP, whereas the plaintiffs are nenbers of the NPP).

The plaintiffs brought suit under 42 U S . C. § 1983,
arguing that (i) political affiliation is an inappropriate
criterion for enploynment as a regional adm nistrator of CRI M (and,
thus, the defendants' actions in reliance on it constituted
political discrimnation), and (ii) each of them had acquired a
property interest in the regional adm nistrator's position (and,

thus, the defendants' abrupt dismssals of them for partisan



political reasons abridged due process). The defendants' riposte
was that (i) political affiliation is an appropriate criterion for
the ef fective performance of a regional adm nistrator's duties, and

(ii) the position is one of "trust," statutorily comritted to free
sel ection and renoval (and, thus, not one in which a job-hol der can
acquire a constitutionally protected property interest). In a
t houghtful rescript, the district court accepted the defendants’
argunments and granted summary judgnent accordingly. Gonzalez v.
Foy, 286 F. Supp. 2d 223 (D.P.R 2003). This appeal followed.

W review the entry of summary judgnent de novo, taking
all disputed facts in the light nost hospitable to the nonnovants

(here, the plaintiffs) and drawing all reasonable inferences

therefromin favor of the nonnobvants. Houlton Ctizens' Coalition

v. Town of Houlton, 175 F.3d 178, 184 (1st Cr. 1999); Grside v.

Gsco Drug, Inc., 895 F.2d 46, 48 (1st GCr. 1990). In conducting
this tam sage, we do not consider "conclusory allegations,

I mpr obabl e i nferences, and unsupported specul ation."” Medi ha- Munoz

v. RJ. Reynolds Tobacco Co., 896 F.2d 5, 8 (1st Gr. 1990).

Summary judgrment is proper only if the record, read in this nmanner,
reflects that no genuine i ssue of material fact exists and that the
noving party or parties are entitled to judgnent as a matter of
law. See Fed. R Gv. P. 56(c).

Havi ng erected the sunmary j udgnent franmework, we nove to

the plaintiffs' political discrimnation clains. The First



Amendnent protects associational rights. Incorporated wwthin this
prophylaxis is the right to be free fromdi scrimnation on account
of one's political opinions or beliefs. LaRou v. Ridlon, 98 F.3d
659, 661 (1st Cir. 1996). This protection extends to matters of
public enpl oynent: as a general rule, a governnment enpl oyer cannot
di scharge public enpl oyees nerely because they are not sponsored by

or affiliated with a particular political party. Erod v. Burns,

427 U.S. 347, 350 (1976).

Li ke nost general rules, this rule admts of certain
wel | -defined exceptions. One such exception is reserved for
instances in which political affiliation is an "appropriate
requirenent for the effective performance of the public office
i nvol ved. " Branti v. Finkel, 445 U S. 507, 518 (1980). Thi s
exception helps to ensure that el ected representatives wll not be
hanmstrung in endeavoring to carry out the voters' nandate. See
Elrod, 427 U S. at 367. Policies espoused by a new adm ni strati on,
presumably desired by the citizens whose votes elected that
adm ni stration, nust be given a fair opportunity to flourish.

In an effort to hold the bal ance steady and true between
an individual enployee's legitimte First Amendnment right to
freedom of association and a new admnistration's legitimte
interest in inplementing its civic policies, the Suprenme Court has
decreed that a public enployer, as a prerequisite for discharging

an enpl oyee for political reasons, nmust denonstrate that political



affiliation is an appropriate requirenent for the position in
guestion. Elrod, 427 U.S. at 362-63. This neans, in effect, that
the enployer must show that the position is confidential or
policymaking in nature. 1d. at 367.

That may be nore easily said than done; determ ning
whet her a position is "confidential™ or "policynmaking" is not a
matter of inserting variables into a known equati on and crunching

t he nunbers. See, e.qg., id. at 367 (acknow edgi ng that "[n]o cl ear

line can be drawn between policynmaking and nonpolicymaking

positions"); Vazquez R os v. Hernandez Colon, 819 F.2d 319, 324

(1st Cr. 1987) (noting that "[c]onfidentiality has many facets" in
this context). Nor can the question be resolved by the sinple
expedient of examning the governnent's classification of a
particul ar position (although that taxonony may be entitled to sone

weight). See Branti, 445 U.S. at 518; Jinenez-Fuentes v. Torres

Gazt anbi de, 807 F.2d 236, 246 (1lst G r. 1986) (en banc); see also

Ronero Feliciano v. Torres Gaztanbide, 836 F.2d 1, 3 (1st Cr.

1987) (warning that this court, in determ ning whether politica
affiliation is an appropriate job requirenent, has "resisted rigid
use of |abels"). Wen all is said and done, the determ nation as
to whether a particular office is policymaking or confidential in
nature, so as to nmke political affiliation an appropriate

requi renent for holding it, is fact-specific.



This case involves positions that, according to the
def endant s, have sufficient policymaking inplications to avoid the
constitutional proscription agai nst politically not i vat ed
di scharges. To test that representation, we enploy a two-pronged
anal ysis. The first prong, derived directly fromBranti, 445 U. S.
at 519, necessitates a high-level glinpse of the purpose of the
enpl oyi ng agency and the role that the particul ar position occupies
within it. Although conducted from the juridical equivalent of
50,000 feet, this reconnaissance should determ ne "whether the
agency enploying the plaintiff handle[s] natters potentially
subject to partisan political differences,” and should permt a
tentative conclusion about the extent to which the particular
position has the capacity to "influence the resolution of such

matters." Mendez-Pal ou v. Rohena-Betancourt, 813 F.2d 1255, 1258

(1st Cir. 1987). This first prong is satisfied (that is, a
position may be regarded, at | east provisionally, as a policynmaking
position) as long as the position potentially "involve[s]
governnment deci sionmaking on issues where there is room for
political disagreenment on goals or their inplenmentation.” Jinenez-
Fuentes, 807 F.2d at 241-42.

As applied to putative policynmakers, the second anal ytic
prong aspires to actualize the potential of the particular
posi tion. This task necessitates a detailed exam nation into

whet her the specific responsibilities of the position sufficiently



resenble those of a policynaker or office-holder whose functions
are such that party affiliation is an appropriate criterion for
tenure. |d. "The nature of the responsibilities is critical."
Elrod, 427 U.S. at 367.

To differentiate between policymakers and non-
policymakers, we assay a wide array of factors, including the
relative conpensation level for the position, the technical
expertise (if any) required to do the job, the extent to which the
position involves supervision and control over others, the degree
to which the position confers authority to speak in the nanme of
hi gher-ups who thensel ves are policynakers, the influence of the
position over prograns and policy initiatives, and the public

perception of what the position entails. See Jinenez-Fuentes, 807

F.2d at 242. W also factor into the mx the relationship of the
position to elected officials, party |eaders, and partisan
politics. 1d. Finally, "consideration should . . . be given to
whet her the enpl oyee acts as an advi ser or formul ates plans for the
i mpl enentation of broad goals.” Elrod, 427 U S. at 368.

This inquiry focuses not on what functions a particul ar
occupant of the position nmay in fact carry out fromtine to tine,
but, rather, on the essential attributes of the position itself.

See O Conner v. Steeves, 994 F.2d 905, 911 (1st Cr. 1993);

Ji nenez- Fuentes, 807 F.2d at 242. Thus, if a formal job

description exists, it is inportant for an inquiring court to | ook



to the specifics of that docunent. See Jinenez-Fuentes, 807 F. 2d

at 242. "An enployee with responsibilities that are not well
defined or are of broad scope nore likely functions in a
pol i cymaki ng position.” Elrod, 427 U. S. at 368.

We enphasi ze that the goal of this two-pronged anal ysis
is not to shackle a newadm nistrationinthe legitimte pursuit of
the policies that led to its electoral success. In Flynn v. Gty
of Boston, 140 F.3d 42 (1st CGr. 1998), we explained that "an
enpl oyee is not inmune from political firing merely because the
enpl oyee stands apart from 'partisan' politics, or is not the
ultimate deci sionnmaker in the agency, or is guided in sonme of his
or her functions by professional or technical standards. Rather,
it is enough that the official be involved in policy, even if only
as an advi ser, inplenenter, or spokesperson.” 1d. at 46 (citations
and internal quotation nmarks omtted). Those words col or our
exam nation of the present plaintiffs' political discrimnation
cl ai ns.

We turn now fromthe general to the specific. Qur task
s to determ ne whether the regional adm nistrator position within
CRIM sufficiently relates to partisan political interests or
concerns to warrant application of the policynmaker exception. W
conclude that it does.

It is difficult to imgine a nore politically sensitive

i ssue than the collection and apportionnent of taxes. Taxation is



consi dered an i nevitable concomtant of Anerican life. Cf. Letter

fromBenjanm n Franklin to Jean-Baptiste Le Roy (Nov. 13, 1789) in

10 The Works of Benjam n Franklin 409, 410 (Boston, Hilliard, G ay

& Co. 1840) (positing that in the newy forned republic, "nothing
can be said to be certain, except death and taxes"). The tax rate,
t he assi duousness of the collection process, and the distribution
of the revenues generated will significantly inpact the donmestic
agenda of virtually every mnunicipal, county, and state governnent
in the United States (not to nmention the federal sovereign).
Governnments at every |level rely upon tax revenues to fund prograns
and functions that serve constituent needs. Roads could not be
mai ntai ned, drinking water nade potable, or social services
adm ni stered without a tax-driven revenue stream |In the idiom of

the First Amendnent case |aw, then, taxation is a "vital political

i ssue," Jinenez-Fuentes, 807 F.2d at 243 — and one that is of
special inportance to those who harbor partisan political
anbi tions.

The agency, too, is politically sensitive. CRIM s

responsibilities extend beyond collection and enforcenent
activities. For exanple, it is tasked with setting tax rates and
all ocating collected revenues to the various nunicipalities it
serves. See P.R Laws Ann. tit. 21, 8 5802. Wile the nechani cal
process of collecting taxes, by itself, may not be subject to nuch

political disagreenent, the potential for partisan divergence
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i ncreases exponentially when an agency has the discretion to affect
t he assessnment of taxes and the distribution of the anpunts that
are coll ected.

The role of the regional admnistrator is not
i nconsequential in this process. CRIMs regional offices are
entrusted, inter alia, with the responsibility for inplenmentingthe
policies set by CRIMs board of directors and executive director.
The regi onal adm nistrator is the head of each regional office. He
or she speaks for the agency in that region and superintends its
activities there. Gven the political sensitivity of taxation and
the role and status of the agency and its regional adm nistrators,
we concl ude that the positionis one that satisfies the first facet
of the policynmaker analysis.

We thus reach the second prong of the inquiry. At that
stage, the issue to be resolved is whether the position resenbl es
that of a policymaker, whose functions are such that party

affiliation is a concinnous <criterion for selection and/or

retention. Ji nenez- Fuentes, 807 F.2d at 242. In making this
determ nation, what counts are the attributes inherent in the
position —its duties and powers —as opposed to the work actual ly
performed by a quondam hol der of that position. See id.

As i ndi cat ed above, a perusal of the job description for
the position is the nost useful starting point for determ ning the

position's inherent attributes. See Roland-Pluney v. Cerezo-
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Suarez, 115 F.3d 58, 62 (1st Cr. 1997); Otiz-Pinero v. R vera-

Arroyo, 84 F.3d 7, 13 (1st Cir. 1996); see also Mendez-Pal ou, 813

F.2d at 1260 ("Wenever possible, we will rely upon [the witten
j ob description] because it contains precisely the information we
need concerning the position's inherent powers."). Job
descriptions with duties that are broad or open-ended generally
allow for the latitude to exercise discretionary judgnment (and
thus, tend to indicate that a position is policymaking in nature).

Rol and- Pluney, 115 F. 3d at 62. Conversely, job descriptions with

duties that are narrowmy circunscribed or rigidly delimted
generally inhibit freedom of action (and, thus, tend to indicate
that a position is not policynmaking in nature). 1d.

The official job description for the regional
adm ni strator position lists twelve main areas of responsibility.?
Taken in the ensenble, this conpendiumstrongly suggests that the
position is one in which political affiliation is an appropriate
criterion for enploynent. A regional admnistrator's duties
i nvol ve, anong ot her things, the planning and supervision of all
adm nistrative activities of the regional center; the oversight of
personnel ; the establishnment of work methods to inplement CRIMSs
obj ectives; the giving of advice to m d-I|evel supervisory personnel

in mtters such as drawi ng up work pl ans; the channeli ng of conpl ex

'For ease in reference, we attach the official job description
as an appendi x to this opinion.
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cases; and representation of the agency at various types of |oca
assenbl i es, neetings, and conferences. |In addition, the position
vests the holder with the authority to determ ne what appraisals
shall be nmade within the region, the power to resolve taxpayer
probl ens (i ncluding t he right to override prelimnary
determ nations of the field staff or md-level supervisors), the
responsi bility of maintaining relationships with the nmayors of the
affected municipalities in order to facilitate the performance of
CRIMs work, and the duty of integrating CRIMs policies with the
contribution needs and priorities of each nmunicipality.

These are not purely mechani cal or mnisterial functions.
They illustrate the wi de sweep of discretionary powers inherent in
the position of regional adm nistrator. The responsibilities of a
regi onal admnistrator, in CRIM s organi zati onal structure, are not
narrow y circunscribed, but, rather, are open-ended; they afford
the position's occupant considerable |eeway for discretionary
pol i cymaki ng and policy inplenmentation.? As the district court
perspi cuously noted, the performance of a regional adm nistrator

can affect the financial well-being of the communities within the

’2lf nore were needed —and we doubt that it is —we find it
conpelling that the regional admnistrators are in the upper
echelon of CRIMs enployees in terns of conpensation; indeed, the
plaintiffs' pay increased anywhere from 150% to 200% after being
el evated fromtheir career positions to the regional adm nistrator
positions.
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region and can enhance or dimnish CRIMs public inage. See
Gonzal ez, 286 F. Supp. 2d at 228-29.

The case | aw erases any |lingering doubt. Although CRIMs
regional adm nistrator positions have not previously been the
subj ect of reported First Amendnment litigation, this court "ha[s]
regul arly uphel d agai nst First Anendnent chal | enge t he di sm ssal on
political grounds of m d- to upper-level officials or enpl oyees who
are significantly connected to policy-making." Flynn, 140 F. 3d at
45, On this basis, we uniformly have classified analogous

positions as involving policynmaking. See, e.q., Duriex-Guthier v.

Lopez-Ni eves, 274 F.3d 4, 10 (1st Gr. 2001) (holding that the

personnel officer in Puerto Rico's Orbudsman's Ofice was a
pol i cymaki ng position, notw thstanding a nunber of "technical and
adm ni strative" duties, because its occupant was "responsible for
t he pl anni ng and supervising of . . . personnel activities" and the

like); Otiz-Pinero, 84 F.3d at 11 (concluding that the office of

director of federal programs in an agency that obtained and
adm ni stered federal funding for public works projects was a

pol i cymaki ng position); Otiz Lebron v. Santiago N eves, 813 F.2d

22, 26 (1st CGr. 1987) (holding that the position of regiona

director of the Puerto Rico Departnent of Natural Resources was

pol i cymaki ng i n nature); Jinenez-Fuentes, 807 F.2d at 244 (hol di ng

to like effect anent a regional director of Puerto R co's U ban
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Devel opment and Housing Corporation). This case is cut fromthe
sane cl ot h.

Where, as here, the holder of a position is deeply
involved in policy, even if only as an inplenmenter or agency

representative, no nore is exigible to satisfy the Elrod-Branti

anal ysis. Taking into account the position's "rel ative pay, power
to control others, authority to speak in the nane of policynakers,
public perception, influence on prograns, contact with elected
officials and responsiveness to partisan politics and politica

| eaders, " Jinenez-Fuentes, 807 F.2d at 242 (citation and internal

quotation marks omtted), we conclude that, for First Amendnent
purposes, a regional admnistrator in the CRIM hierarchy is a
pol i cymaker.

In an effort to blunt the force of this reasoning, the
plaintiffs contend that CRIMs independence from the central
government and the bipartisan makeup of its board of directors
necessitate a finding that political affiliation is not an
appropriate criterion for appoi ntnment as a regi onal adm nistrator.
W do not agree.

The legislature created CRIM on the understandi ng that
t he agency woul d be "i ndependent and separate fromany ot her agency
or instrunmentality of the Government of the Commonweal th of Puerto
Rico." P.R Laws Ann. tit. 21, 8§ 5802. Although this |anguage

establ i shes CRIM as a separate and i ndependent agency, nothing in
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the statute declares that the agency is to be a political eunuch.
In fact, the statute specifies that CRIM s board of directors shal
consi st of nine nenbers, seven of whomare to be sitting mayors and
two of whomare to be officials of the central governnment.® P.R
Laws Ann. tit. 21, 8 5804. The seven nayors are el ected by vote of
all the incunbent mayors, but four of them nust belong to "the
party wi nning the greatest nunber of nmunicipalities in the general
el ections immediately preceding.” 1d. 8§ 5804(a). These nenbers
serve four-year terns, roughly coincident with the four-year term
of the governor. |d. 8§ 5804(c).

For present purposes, this schene is informative in two
respects. First, it nakes party affiliation a conspicuously
I nportant integer in the decisional cal culus and, thus, belies any
desire on the part of the legislature to insulate CRIM from
political influences. Second, even if one assumes, for argunent's
sake, that it 1is theoretically possible for the political
affiliation of the majority on the board to differ fromthat of the
| eadership of the central governnment, this would sinply shift the
prevailing political agenda from one of the two major parties to
the other. Whether or not the governor's party dom nates the board
of directors, sone party will domnate it; that party will have an

agenda; and the regional admnistrators wll, therefore, remain

3These officials —t he presi dent of the Governnent Devel opnent
Bank and t he Commonweal t h' s comm ssi oner of nunicipal affairs —are
t hensel ves patronage appoi nt ees.
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deeply engrossed in matters of partisan political concern. Hence,
we reject the plaintiffs' attenpt to extricate this case fromthe

m ne-run of decisions applying the Elrod-Branti doctrine.

To sumup, a multifaceted analysis of the functions of
CRIM the attributes of the regional adm nistrator's position, the
plaintiffs' job descriptions, and the rel evant case | aw persuades
us that the position is open to patronage dismssals.
Consequently, the district court did not err in entering sumrmary
judgnent in favor of the defendants on the plaintiffs' political
di scrim nation cl ai ns.

This |l eaves the plaintiffs' clainms under the Fifth and
Fourteenth Amendnents. Those clains derive froman assertion that
each plaintiff had acquired a property interest in his regiona
adm ni strator's position, so that his dism ssal —which took place
W thout either a hearing or a statenment of cause —was in violation
of due process. These clains are groundl ess.

To be sure, the Constitution affords due process
protections to public enployees who possess property interests in

continued public enploynent. See Ceveland Bd. of Educ. .

Louderm|Il, 470 U S. 532, 541 (1985). But the Constitution does

not itself create property rights. Ri vera-Miriente v. Agosto-

Alicea, 959 F.2d 349, 350 (1st Cr. 1992). Rather, the question of
whet her a public enpl oyee possessed a protectabl e property interest

in a particular job is governed by local law and the ternms and
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conditions of the enploynent arrangenent. See Otiz-Pinero, 84

F.3d at 17; Ri vera-Miriente, 959 F.2d at 352.

Puerto Rico |aw establishes two categories of public
enpl oyees: career and confidential. P.R Laws Ann. tit. 3, 8§
1349. Confidential enployees, sonetines known as trust enpl oyees,
are "those who intervene or collaborate substantially in the
formation of the public policy, who advise directly or render
direct services to the head of the agency.” 1d. 8§ 1350. Regional
di rectors of agencies are expressly included within this taxonomny.
Id. 8 1350(4). The plaintiffs, vis-a-vis the positions at issue
here, are therefore confidential enployees.*

That ends this aspect of the matter. The plaintiffs
admt that they ascended to the regional adm ni strator positions by
non- conpetitive appoi ntnment to positions designated by Puerto Rico
|l aw as trust positions. Appel l ants' Br. at 4. Unl i ke career
enpl oyees, who are "selected strictly on nmerit and can be renoved

only for cause,” Jinenez-Fuentes, 807 F.2d at 246, trust enpl oyees

are, under Puerto Rico |law, of "free selection and renpval ," P.R
Laws Ann. tit. 3, 8 1350(8). Thus, the holder of a trust position

does not have a constitutionally protected property interest in

“As mentioned earlier, each of the plaintiffs is also a career
enpl oyee vis-a-vis the position to which he was returned after
being ousted from his regional admnistrator's post. The
plaintiffs' career positions are not at issue here.
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that position. See Ruiz-Roche v. Lausell, 848 F.2d 5, 7 (1st Gr.

1988). Accordingly, the plaintiffs' due process clains founder.
W need go no further. Concluding, as we do, that the
position of regional adm nistrator within CRIMis one for which
political affiliation is a valid criterion and in which the
plaintiffs had no legitimate expectation of continued enpl oynent,

we uphold the lower court's entry of summary judgnent for the

def endant s.

Affirmed.
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APPENDIX
ESSENTI AL FUNCTI ONS OF THE POSI TI ON
1. PLANS, DI RECTS, SUPERVI SES AND EVALUATES ALL THE ADM NI STRATI VE

ACTIVITIES OF THE [ REG ONAL] CENTER

2. ADVI SES THE SUPERVI SOR OF TAXPAYER SERVI CES, CHATTELS AND REAL
PROPERTY | N DRAW NG UP WORK PLANS AND PROPER CHANNELI NG OF COVPLEX

CASES.

3. ESTABLI SHES THE WORK METHODS VWH CH W LL | NSURE THE ACH EVEMENT
OF THE OBJECTI VES OF THE REG ONAL OFFI CE.

4. DETERM NES [ REG ONAL] CENTER NEEDS AND OFFERS RECOMMVENDATI ONS

TO MEET THE SAME.

5. DRAFTS COVMUNI CATI ONS AND REPORTS RELATED TO THE FUNCTI ONS

VWH CH S/ HE PERFORIVE.

6. COORDI NATES EDUCATI ONAL PROGRAMS AND TRAI NI NG SESSIONS W TH

SUPERVI SORS | N ORDER TO ACCOMPLI SH THE PROFESSI ONAL DEVELOPMENT OF

EMPLOYEES.
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7. PARTICIPATES | N GENERAL MEETINGS CALLED BY THE ASSI STANT
DI RECTOR OF REG ONAL OPERATI ONAL SERVI CES TO FOLLOW THE DI RECTI VES

FOR | MPLEMENTI NG WORK PLANS.

8. REPRESENTS THE REG ONAL OFFI CE AT ASSEMBLI ES, MEETI NGS,

CONFERENCES OR ANY OTHER TYPE OF ACTI VI TY THROUGH DELEGATI ON BY THE

ASSI STANT DI RECTOR OF REG ONAL OPERATI NG SERVI CES.

9. ASSI STS DI SSATI SFI ED TAXPAYERS FROM ALL BRANCHES ( CHATTELS &

REAL PROPERTY AND TAXPAYER SERVICES) WHO COVE |IN SEEKI NG

ORI ENTATI ON AT A HI GHER LEVEL.

10. KEEPS | NVENTORY OF THE REG ONAL OFFI CE' S PROPERTY.

11. KEEPS CUSTODY OF THE DOCUMENTS OF THE REG ONAL OFFI CE.

12. DETERM NES NEEDS FOR MATERI ALS AND EQUI PMENT AND SUBM TS

REQUI SI TI ONS.
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