April 1, 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR:  Darlene Williams, General Deputy Assistant Secretary 

          for Administration

FROM:  Carolyn Federoff, President, AFGE Council 222

SUBJECT:  Union Comments to “Workforce Planning at HUD”


Please accept these comments to the Department’s “Workforce Planning at HUD, a Departmental Implementation and Action Plan for Program Offices” [hereinafter the Plan].  The comments are incomplete, as we have not received copies of comments received by Management directly from bargaining unit employees.  We may amend our comments once we receive and have a chance to review such comments.

General Comments:

1. The Plan is based upon an assessment performed by LMI.  We further note the Introduction assertion that the Plan “was developed as a companion document for the LMI report.”  Thus, it would appear that consideration of the LMI report is essential to a full understanding of the Plan.  However, we were not provided with a copy of the LMI report, and therefore cannot determine if the Plan fully addresses the assessment presented by LMI.  

2. The Plan does not appear to reflect or incorporate the substantial work done by the Organizational Assessment Survey action teams last year.  For example, the OAS teams made recommendations regarding performance management and knowledge transfer, two areas addressed in the Plan without reference to the OAS work.

3. The Plan is very generic and does not reflect Departmental or Program Office activities or goals.  The Plan appears to be better suited as a planning tool for use by Program Offices in the development of their individual Action Plans.  There is some indication in the Introduction that there may be individual LMI reports for each of the four major Program Offices, and that the LMI report used for the Plan “is a roll-up of the four Program Office workforce plans . . . identif[ying] cross cutting issues.”  However, we were not provided with copies of the individual Program Office workforce plans or LMI reports.

4. Many Actions, Milestones and Goals reference the HUD Training Academy as an integral player.  The Department, however, eliminated the HTA this year.  Additionally, program and technical training funds were virtually eliminated for FY ’05.  The Plan does not reflect or assess the impact of these changes.

5. We respectfully request an opportunity to appoint an employee representative to each of the four Program Office Workforce Analysis Planning Committees (WAPC).

6. According to the Policy Guidance, the “workforce planning strategies and implementation actions herein are applicable to all Program Offices” even if the office has not been separately evaluated by LMI or the Office of Human Resources.  These “non-big four” Program Offices are left to pick and choose what can and cannot be accomplished “through normal or routine human resources management.”  So that we may better assess the extent of potential impact on employee working conditions, we ask that OHR identify for each remaining Program Office each action that can be so accomplished.

7. The Policy Guidance does not include reference to internal recruitment.  Management has professed support for the Upward Mobility Program.  This would appear to be a good opportunity to direct Program Offices to consider Upward Mobility in succession planning.  Further, to support the career development of existing HUD staff, we believe that the focus of external recruitment should be to fill mission-critical positions and to close skill gaps in mission critical occupations where there are no qualified internal candidates.  For successful retention of high performing employees, succession planning must consider qualified internal candidates.  

These general comments may be further elaborated in the specific comments below.

Specific Comments on Plan of Action and Milestones:

8. Training/Skill Gaps

a. Many actions identify the HTA as the actor.  The Plan should be modified to identify a new actor, or the actions should be eliminated.

b. Management needs to review the OAS teams work product and incorporate or modify the Plan as appropriate.

c. At page 12, the Plan sets forth examples of general and technical competency skill gaps, and identifies the specific number of employees for each example.  The goal is to reduce the skill gap by 30-75% in one year.  Past practice at HUD demonstrates that the agency provides training with a broad brush, training both employees with and without skill gaps.  Thus, for example, the agency has provided basic writing skills training to all QMR team members.  It is doubtful that every QMR team member experienced writing difficulties.  Rather, the agency provided training to both skilled and unskilled employees.  Therefore, to achieve the Plan goal for a set percentage reduction in skill gaps, either Management needs to specifically identify employees with skill gaps, or they need to assume that training numbers include persons without skill gaps.  If Management assumes the latter, they will need to significantly increase the number of employees trained in order to reach the actual goal of reducing the skill gaps.

d. The Milestones include reference to “mission critical” skill gaps.  It is unclear if this is synonymous with technical skill gaps, general skill gaps, a combination of both, a combination of only some, or none of the above.  Also, with the elimination of technical training funds, exactly what are the “progressive training activities” currently underway?  

e. Before its elimination, the HTA developed skills inventories for each of the major positions in the big four Program Offices.  Did LMI or OHR consider these skills inventories when reviewing the workforce for skills gaps?  Does the Plan envision general and/or technical competency skills beyond those prescribed by the HTA in its inventories?  The HTA had planned to make the skills inventories widely available so that supervisors and employees could make better training decisions.  When will the skills inventories be made available for supervisor and employee use?

f. We recommend that the action and goal regarding mission critical job series with small numbers of FTEs and large competency gaps be modified to clearly reflect the fact that the finding and recommendation concerns job series with small numbers of FTEs.  The finding and recommendation does not concern the major job series (301, 343, 360, 1101 and 1160).  For vacancies in these series, the goal should be internal hiring at the senior technician level and internal hiring under the Upward Mobility program at the entry level whenever and wherever there are qualified employees.

g. It appears form the Plan that LMI found that more than half of the Program Office employees are classified in only two job series (1101 and 301) a problem.  The Plan, however, does not include LMI’s recommendation regarding this finding.  Furthermore, if it’s a problem, why?  We agree that position classifications, series assignments and job titling should be improved.  We wish to remind Management of its obligations under Article 9 of the HUD/AFGE Agreement, particularly Section 9.02;  Management maintains a responsibility to provide employees with copies of their PDs upon initial assignment to a position and whenever their PDs change.  Additionally, we support a position description library fully accessible to supervisors and employees in HIHRTS.  However, we note that the goal (PD Library uploaded 100%) has nothing to do with the finding.

h. The goals projected to meet the LMI finding and recommendation to emphasize alternatives to classroom training, such as e-learning, are insufficient to meet the finding and recommendation.  Upon closer review, it appears that this finding and recommendation is substantially similar to the one that follows it.  We recommend moving the action and goal to the following finding and recommendation, and eliminating this separate finding and recommendation.

i. LMI recommends that the agency use alternatives to classroom training such as job rotations and e-learning.  The actions include providing opportunities for mid-level and junior staff to shadow high performing technical experts, and to provide rotational assignments for all levels of the workforce.  The goals, however, limit these alternative training opportunities to intern hires.  Since Management is projecting 20 intern hires for FY’05, does it really intend as its goal providing opportunity to a meager two (2) HUD employees?  (See page 19 for intern hiring number.)  We recommend opening these opportunities to all HUD employees, regardless of current or former status as interns.

j. Finally, we wish to reemphasize our disappointment in the Plans failure to recognize the Upward Mobility program as a method to meet the agency’s skill gaps.

9. Restructuring

a. As a general observation, this section includes much repetition in the LMI findings and recommendations.  For example, at least two of the findings and recommendations deal with supervisory ratios, and three of them recommend improvements to staff productivity.  Furthermore, the findings and recommendations often call for multiple changes.  For example, one of the findings and recommendations states:

[1] Prioritize the work, [2] realign the staff with the work, and [3] improve staff productivity.  [4] Consider additional training, [5] reengineering of business processes, and [6] associated restructuring.  [7] Take action to reduce management layers.

Not surprisingly, the accompanying action, milestones and goals do not address every recommended change. (At most, they address #5.)  We recommend that the findings and recommendations be unpacked and resorted so that actions, milestones and goals can be fully developed.

b. Management needs to review the OAS teams work product and incorporate into or modify the Plan as appropriate.

c. The action item requiring that OHR issue on April 1, 2005, new guidance regarding the position management criteria that will be reemphasized in HUD’s workforce planning area is intended to cover a wide array of topics.  Without seeing the guidance, however, we cannot offer any substantive critique.  We request a copy of the new guidance as soon as it is available.

d. Employees with more than 15 years of service have seen supervisor to employee ratios rise and fall like the weight of a person jumping on and off the latest diet fad.  Efforts to increase the ratio have resulted in middle managers being pushed into the bargaining unit, often at grades in excess of their new co-workers.  Then over time, layers of middle management are recreated, and sometimes the former middle manager is returned to the job;  just as often, however, a different person is hired.  Frankly, few of us believe the agency actually wants this.  Witness the recent approval of the FHEO reorganization, a reorganization that converts bargaining unit lead investigators into managers, often in offices with 0-2 subordinate staff.  And why is the goal limited to core business Program Offices?  The Office of General Counsel has one of the highest grade structures and one of the worst supervisory ratios.  How can all those GS-13 and 14 attorneys need so much supervision?

e. The LMI finding and recommendation to “[r]estructure to improve productivity” includes as an action “Program Offices that complete a buyout in FY2004 will demonstrate position management improvements.”  Two Program Offices completed buyouts in FY2004.  The goal, however, requires that only one Program Office demonstrate improvements.  Additionally, the actions require an “aggressive effort to improve employee to supervisor ratios through the position classification program.”  How can position classification be used to improve employee to supervisor ratios?

f. With regard to reviews and changes to position classification, we remind Management of its obligations under Article 9 of the HUD/AFGE Agreement, particularly Section 9.03 “General Notification and Involvement of the Union.”   

g. The action, milestones and goal Management proposes to meet the LMI finding and recommendation to “[p]rioritize the work, realign the staff with work, [etc.]” are deficient.  For example, the action anticipates Program Office review of those products and services with “significant projected growth.”  Does this mean that Management has made a decision that only areas of growth shall be prioritized?  Furthermore, there is no action contemplated for LMI’s recommendation for realignment or additional training.  The milestones and goal are even worse;  they focus solely on Information Technology “enhancements” to meet both the action and the findings and recommendations.  

h. The next finding and recommendation is another example of an overloaded and sometimes redundant one.  One of the recommendations is to “[d]evelop common career paths across Program Offices.”  There are no actions, milestones or goals that address this recommendation.

i. The final proposed action is to “delegate additional responsibility to field staff.”  This is another area in which HUD employees have seen ebb and flow over the years.  We agree that to accomplish this action, the delegations of authority will need to be revised.  However, it is disappointing that only one core Program Office must implement this and there is no due date or end date for its accomplishment.  As with supervisory ratio, employees are doubting Thomases.

10. Performance Management

a. Management needs to review the OAS teams work product and incorporate or modify the Plan as appropriate.

b. We applaud LMI’s finding and recommendation to make managers responsible for the hiring, retention and training of their staffs.  We question, however, why this would be limited to emerging staff.  Moreover, the action, milestone and goal only address the process of evaluating managers, not the substance of the evaluation.  Whereas, LMI’s recommendations go to the substance of the process.

c. By and large, employee performance plans currently encompass general competencies, such as quality of written work and effective communication.  Perhaps this is why the proposed action does not address the substance of LMI’s findings and recommendations.  Rather, the action seeks to “make better distinctions in the elements and standards for evaluating performance at the higher levels.”  Employees interpret this as an effort to reduce ratings, not an effort to close gaps in general competencies.

With regard to the goal to develop and issue sample performance standards for one mission critical, non-supervisory position in each of the big-four Program Offices for use in the 2006 appraisal cycle, we wish to remind Management that OPM encourages employee participation in the development of performance plans.  Since this is a centralized development of sample performance plans, as the recognized employee representative, the Council seeks to participate in this process.

d. The following three actions do not appear to flow from LMI findings or recommendations.  With regard to the data collection and analyses to be presented to the Human Capital Executive Steering Committee, we request the opportunity to be briefed as well.  With regard to actions to address low performance issues, management should include in the 20% goal actions to provide training.  

e. The action to move HUD’s workforce from a “compliance-centered department to one capable of administering a performance-centered department” is a stereotypical federal cookie-cutter approach to organizational management.  One size fits all, without regard to the organic law that forms the basis of HUD’s mission.  This isn’t the first administration to propose one size for all.  Most HUD employees have seen the rhetoric around their jobs go from a focus on enforcement and compliance to a focus on partnership and cooperation, and back again.  Furthermore, most HUD employees know that when we perform our jobs best, we use a combination of the two.  We seek compliance with law, rule and regulation, but we work with our clients to ensure compliance doesn’t unnecessarily impede performance or results.  Every Program Office has a different mix of compliance and performance.  FHEO and Housing’s contract management may have more emphasis on compliance.  Housing development and CPD may have more emphasis on performance.  We recommend rejecting the “flavor of the month” approach, and instead work to articulate the appropriate mix of compliance and performance.

11. Budget Planning

a. We have no comments.

12. E-GOV

a. We have two questions for which we need answers if we are to provide relevant comments.  What is BIZ-FLOW?  And what are the Congressional actions pending that impact this matter?  

b. Management needs to review the OAS teams work product and incorporate or modify the Plan as appropriate.

13. Succession Planning

a. Many actions identify the HTA as the actor.  The Plan should be modified to identify a new actor, or the actions should be eliminated.

b. Management needs to review the OAS teams work product and incorporate or modify the Plan as appropriate.

c. The findings and recommendations include creating “an internal pipeline for future leadership and technical positions.”  We recommend addressing these separately.  Furthermore, it is ironic that the agency seeks to address a recommendation for an “internal” pipeline by planning “external” recruitment.  It is another indication to employees that Management chooses to ignore for development resources already on board.  Additionally, the goal of hiring 20 interns is insufficient to meet the finding and recommendation for an internal pipeline.  

We recommend as action the development and utilization of the Upward-Mobility program, use of the merit staffing process to select employees for leadership and management preparatory training, and opening up Program Office technical training opportunities to support staff and employees in other Program Offices.

d. With regard to “captur[ing] and transfer[ing] expert knowledge,” we believe the goal as drafted is insignificant.  The goal provides that the core Program Offices demonstrate a “[m]inimum of 10 hours” of staff participation in knowledge transfer activities.  Assuming that there are 3200 Housing employees who average 1800 hours per year, a commitment of 10 hours in Housing equals .00017% of total staff hours.  Even if this goal is interpreted as 10 hours per employee, this equals less than 0.6%.  This does not represent much commitment to knowledge transfer.

e. With regard to the mentoring program, the goals are under whelming.

f. Developing a succession plan that “embraces” employees who have completed the Emerging Leaders Program, the Council of Excellence in Government or the SES Candidate Development Program potentially violates merit staffing principals.  Selection for these training opportunities was not done via merit staffing.

g. With regard to LMI’s finding and recommendation that the agency require all staff to prepare IDPs, we believe the recommendation violates the HUD/AFGE Agreement at Article 12, Section 12.05.  However, we support the proposed action for use of IDPs when employees choose to prepare one:  “An employee skills assessment will be implemented and supervisors will assist employees with career enhancement opportunities for succession planning purposes.”  Access to the skill inventories for each of the major job categories prepared by the HTA will help both the supervisor and employee in preparing an IDP that meets this action item.  

14. FTE Management

a. We are interested in the concept of “flexible career paths that cross program lines.”  Can you explain this further?

15. Competitive Sourcing

a. The action requiring Program Offices to consider competitive sourcing for all skill and FTE gaps should be modified to include consideration of the cost of competitive sourcing in comparison with the cost of additional FTE.  According to the draft HUD Strategic Human Capital Management Plan issued January 13, 2003, the agency contracts for the equivalent of 4200 FTE.  The agency spends more than a billion a year for those 4200 FTE, while its entire S&E budget is about one billion to support more than 9000 FTE.  Efficient use of the taxpayer dollar begs for cost-benefit analyses.

Thank you for providing us with an opportunity to comment on the proposed Plan.  We note in several instances we asked for more information.  We hope that this memorandum is the beginning of a dialog on these issues and not the end.  You or your staff can reach me at 617/994-8264.

cc:  AFGE Council 222 Executive Board


and Local Presidents
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