[Note:  Council 222 recommends employees always use their private computers and telephones when communicating with their Senators and Representatives, so that there is no question about their use of agency equipment for lobbying purposes

.

Under Supplement 43, paragraph 18 of the HUD/AFGE Agreement, you have the right to “occasional and non routine use of e-mail during regular duty hours.”  Further, under Supplement 24, paragraph 5, and HUD HB 2400.1 REV-1 GHG-2 at 8-2, employees may send a fax within the commuting area on agency equipment during non-duty time.  If it is a long-distance fax, you may use the agency fax, but only if you use a personal telephone credit card.  In all cases, you may only use agency equipment if using it doesn’t interfere with the accomplishment of agency work.  

To avoid any appearance of impropriety, you may want to send this to your private email account, and then proceed to edit and complete your letters.]

Page down to get your sample letter with inserts

Insert date here

Mr. Clay Johnson

Deputy Director for Management

Office of Management and Budget

725 17th St. NW

Washington, DC  20503

(by facsimile to:  202/395-3888)

Ms. Linda Springer, Director

Office of Personnel Management

1900 E St. NW Room 5A09

Washington, DC  20415-1000 

(by electronic mail to:  director@opm.gov)

Subject:  Opposition to the draft Working for America Act of 2005

Dear Mr. Johnson and Ms. Springer:


I am a federal employee with the Department of Housing and Urban Development.  I have ___ years of service.  I am writing to express my opposition to the draft Working for America Act of 2005.

[choose one or more samples from the 5 below, 

edit as appropriate and insert here

or write your own message]

The draft Act will serve as a disincentive for recruitment and retention of quality employees at HUD.






Sincerely,

cc:  Senator _______________

      Senator _______________

      Representative _________

Sample statements to insert into letter:

1.  processing of future pay raises compared to current HUD distribution of awards


The draft Act proposes a complex system for the distribution of pay raises—the establishment of pay pools, distribution of shares, etc.  Without careful calibration of pay pools, raises could be wildly inequitable.  For example, a pay pool where a pay raise share was worth $1000 and the pool included both the equivalent of GS-5s and GS-12s would result in raises ranging from 4% to 1.8%.  Similarly, if pay pool amounts are equal, but the number of pay pool participants vary from few to many, the amount available for raises will vary.  We could easily have employees at HUD with identical performance ratings but with wildly different pay raises.


HUD has given me reason to believe that it is not capable of making such careful calibrations in a timely fashion.  I waited more than five months after the end of the performance review period this year to receive my performance award.  There were similar delays last year.  There’s nothing complicated about the current award system—it’s a straight 1.5% of basic pay at my grade step 1.  Determining the award amount and processing it are simple, especially when compared to the proposed pay-for-performance process in the draft Act.  If we change to the proposed system, it is unlikely that we will see timely or equitable pay raises again.

2.  lack of outstanding pay raises for interns and other persons not yet at the journey-level


I came into the agency as an intern, and have not yet reached the full performance or journey level.  The draft Act limits bonus pay raises for outstanding performance to employees at the full performance and senior expert levels.  I will receive the same pay raise as fully satisfactory employees, regardless of my performance.


Under the current system, if I achieve an outstanding, the agency can reward me with a “Quality Step Increase” thus rewarding my performance with additional pay.  Rather than change to the proposed system, the agency should utilize the current system, including offering QSIs to employees performing at the outstanding level.

3.  failure to properly use the current pay-for-performance system


HUD has a “pay-for-performance” system in place now, and fails to use it.  HUD can award extra pay increases to outstanding performers (through Quality Step Increases) but has failed to do so.  HUD can rate poor performers marginally satisfactory and thus reduce their annual pay raise and deny them step increases.  HUD currently has the power to hold managers and supervisors accountable for rewarding good performers, and assisting or dismissing poor performers, but has failed to use it.


The problem isn’t the law.  The problem is agency management that won’t exercise their authority and responsibility.  Changing the law will not fix the problem.  Agency management answers to you.  Stop blaming the law and exercise your responsibility to get agency management to use the law presently on the books.  Provide them with the training and funds to adequately implement the current law.  Waiting for a change in the law is an excuse to do nothing.

4.  concern for politicization of agency staff


I worked for HUD during the HUD scandals of the late 1980s.  It was embarrassing working for HUD.  But I was proud that no civil servants were found to be part of the mess.  I’m sure my colleagues risked their performance bonuses and awards when they said “no” to political appointees seeking to divert Substantial Rehabilitation money illegally.  But they didn’t risk their basic pay raise.  


The draft Act would put employees in a position of endangering their families’ welfare if they said “no” to illegal activity by their superiors.  Worse, the draft Act allows “behavior” to be part of the performance standard.  The current law allows for “courtesy demonstrated to the public.”  “Behavior” however, could include things such as “support[ing] management’s/administration’s directives and decisions” (a standard that HUD management is currently trying to implement in the Office of Public Housing).  These new standards could be used to make it more difficult for a non-partisan and professional civil service. 


I am proud to work for a non-partisan and professional civil service.  Please let’s keep it that way.


5.  maintaining the right to bargain procedures and arrangements 


I understand that by working for the federal government, my union rights are more limited than in the private sector.  But it seems unfair to further erode my limited rights.  The draft Act will prohibit my union from bargaining “procedures and arrangements” that management will follow when exercising their rights over anything having to do with classification, pay and pay for performance systems. Thus, my current union contract deals with such things as the process management will use if they seek to garnish my wages for debt collection.  Because this is part of the pay system, it may be nullified by passage of the draft Act.  Another example is the career ladder promotion process, which requires management to make timely decisions and provide an employee with information about what s/he must do to be promoted.  Arguably, this part of my contract will be gone.


The law already provides that my union cannot bargain for a procedure or arrangement that unduly interferes with management’s rights.  This should be sufficient protection for management.  After all, management has all the lawyers and money necessary to pursue their position, while my union is far smaller and of more limited means.  Don’t further limit our rights as they compare with the private sector.

