
This material is part of a collection that documents the harassment, discrimination, and retaliation perpetrated against Alaska's 
women research scientists by their supervisor, with full knowledge (and arguably, "tacit approval") of their federal employer, the 
USDA Agricultural Research Service (ARS) 

Dr. Knipling’s Statement is False. 
 

From the date of Dr. Alberto Pantoja’s arrival in Alaska in 
2003, he refused to appoint female scientists as “acting” 
Research Leader in his absence, whereas he appointed 
every male research scientist in Fairbanks regardless of GS 
level, length of time in the unit, and even probationary 
status. No legitimate non-discriminatory reasons for this 
disparate treatment were ever offered by the Agency, (i.e. 
even they recognized Dr. Pantoja’s actions as 
discriminatory and in violation of Title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, as amended). 
 

Mr. Schmitt directly witnessed harassment and disparate 
treatment of the women research scientists by Dr. Pantoja 
during a group meeting. Mr. Schmitt also heard complaints of 
discrimination individually from the women.  
 

Did Mr. Schmitt file an accurate report? 
or 

Is this another false statement by Dr. Knipling? 

 
Final Agency Decision 

 
"No evidence was found to support your allegations of a 
hostile work environment or discrimination. In addition, 
Mr. Jeff Schmitt, Research, Education and Economics 
Cooperative Resolution Program Office, visited your 
location from January 14-18, 2008, to discuss any issues or 
concerns you and the other scientists may have and attempt 
to resolve them. Mr. Schmitt did not report any evidence 
supporting your allegations." 

 
Dr. Edward Knipling,  
Administrator 
Agricultural Research Service 
May 23, 2008 

 
  
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Challenging Grievance decisions made by the USDA Agricultural Research Service (ARS) 
 

Background 
According to the ARS’s Administrative Grievance System (www.afm.ars.usda.gov/ppweb/PDF/463-02.pdf), an 
employee who disagrees with the outcome of a Formal Grievance may request that the grievance be 
reviewed again, either by the Agency Administrator or by a Grievance Examiner. 
 

All women research scientists in ARS’s Alaska unit documented unlawful harassment and discrimination 
being perpetrated by their supervisor. However, despite the evidence, every complaint submitted through 
the Administrative Grievance System was dismissed. Two of the women challenged the ARS’s unjustified 
rulings, with one requesting a Grievance Examiner and the other requesting a Final Agency Decision. 
 

Here are the results: 
 

Grievance Examiner 
In November 2009, the scientist's grievance (submitted February 2006) was dismissed without ever being 
investigated, since ARS policy allows grievances to be ignored until they are destroyed after four years. 
 
Final Agency Decision 
Dr. Knipling ruled that a “hostile environment for women” and “discriminatory treatment” by an ARS 
supervisor are “nongrievable matters”. 
 

Is it ethical for the ARS’s grievance system to dismiss employee complaints, even when the 
evidence is overwhelming that a supervisor is routinely participating in unlawful activities? 
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This ARS woman research scientist's grievance (submitted February 2006) was denied because the ARS failed to investigate it within four years.

[After four years, grievances can be legally destroyed by the Agency, which is what they chose to do instead of investigating the complaint.] 








Does Dr. Knipling's method seem like an ethical process for handling complaints within the ARS?????


























































