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SEC RECEIVES POOR MARKS IN 2010 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE VIEWPOINT SURVEY

The U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM)
recently released the results of its 2010 Federal
Employee Viewpoint Survey (FEVS), which was
previously known as the Federal Human Capital
Survey. According to OPM, the FEVS has been
updated to gather more useful data that will help
improve the federal workplace and increase
productivity.  OPM has also announced that the
survey, previously conducted every two years, will
now be conducted annually.

The survey focuses on employee perceptions that
drive job satisfaction, commitment, engagement and,
ultimately, contribute to the accomplishment of
agency missions. The survey results are widely
followed and serve as the basis for the rankings in
the Best Places to Work in the Federal Government
list regularly published by the Partnership for Public
Service and American University’s Institute for the
Study of Public Policy Implementation.  

According to OPM, the FEVS is a tool that

measures employee’s perceptions of whether, and to
what extent, conditions characterizing successful
organizations are present in the agencies surveyed.
The FEVS surveyed perceptions in four key areas
identified by OPM as important to measuring an
organization’s success: (1) leadership and
knowledge, (2) results-oriented performance culture
(3) talent management and (4) job satisfaction.

The 2010 FEVS results for the SEC reflect a
continued decline in employee satisfaction in
connection with virtually all of the key survey
categories, except for those areas that measure
work/life balance and reflect the joint efforts of the
Union and management to work together. In 2006,
the SEC was ranked 3  on the Best Place list. Inrd

2008, after a significant, across the board drop in
survey scores, the SEC dropped to 11  place on theth

Best Place list (the 2008 Survey was administered
before the financial crisis and before Madoff). The
2010 list has not been released, but the SEC’s
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declining scores suggest a further decline in its
comparative ranking.  

As was the case in 2008, the FEVS reflects an
alarmingly high level of negative employee
perceptions about the SEC’s direction as it relates to
human capital policies. It reflects a high level of
concern about the quality and effectiveness of some
SEC managers, the fairness and
transparency of promotions and
performance awards and the
extent to which front line SEC
employees have an impact on
their own work lives.

The report is extensive, links
to it may be found on the
U n i o n ’ s  w e b s i t e  a t
www.secunion.org. The survey
asked supervisors and front line
staff to indicate their level of
agreement or disagreement in
response to 74 statements. The
re spo ns es  were  e i ther
“Positive,” “Neutral” or
“Negative,” and are in one of
five categories: “Strongly
Agree,” “Agree,” “Neither Agree nor Disagree,”
“Disagree” and “Strongly Disagree.” The results
report the percentage of responses falling into each
category.

The SEC’s results reflect highly positive
perceptions in areas where the Union and the agency
have worked together to make improvements, such
as telework, alternative work schedules and creating
a work-life balance. However, the uniform and
persistently high negative scores in other areas
indicate the need for a renewed commitment to
improving human capital policies and practices.

There is no question that the increased burden on
the staff post-Madoff and post-financial crisis has
contributed to declining scores in connection with
areas that measure whether the staff believes it has
sufficient resources to do its job and whether it
believes its workload is reasonable. Significant
declines in these areas contain no surprises, and we
expect that the SEC will address them with added
staff and resources. However, the Survey results also
reveal significant, chronic problems that have
continued to worsen, notwithstanding the changes in
leadership across the Agency.  

Performance Culture

The SEC’s scores have consistently declined in
connection with aspects of the management culture,
such as whether employees feel as though they are
encouraged to come up with new and better ways of

doing things and whether one’s talents are utilized
well in the workplace. The SEC’s scores on the
survey question asking whether “creativity and
innovation” are rewarded have dropped from 42.7%
positive in 2006 to 34.6% positive in 2008 to 29.9%
positive in 2010.

Furthermore, only a minority of respondents
believe that management
rewards good performance. In
connection with promotions
and performance awards, only
about one third of respondents
believe that promotions are
based on merit. The negative
responses to this question have
risen from 28% in 2006 to
40.5% in 2010.   

Concerns about the bases for
awards and promotions are
further reflected in perceptions
about how management
allocates performance awards.
Only about one third of
respondents believe that when
management distr ibutes

performance awards they are based on merit. In fact,
a greater percentage (40.7% compared to 35.4%)
believes that performance awards are not based on
merit.

The survey also reveals a failure on the part of
many supervisors to clearly define expectations.
Only slightly more than half of the respondents
report understanding after their most recent
performance review what they had to do to improve
their performance. Similarly, only about half of the
respondents believe that their supervisors provide
them with constructive suggestions to improve their
job performance. In fact, only about half of the
respondents believe that discussions with their
supervisors about their performance were even
worthwhile at all.

The survey also shows that SEC staff feel that they
have a lack of personal input into their own work
lives. For example, only about one third of
respondents agree that they have a feeling of
personal empowerment with respect to their own
work processes. The negative responses to this
question have risen from 26.7% in 2006 to 33.4% in
2008 to 38.1% in 2010.  In fact, unlike prior years,
the negative responses to this question exceed the
positive (38.1% to 37.7%).

Leadership

The 2010 FHVS measured “leadership” with ten
questions. Seven of the ten questions were also

http://www.secunion.org
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asked in prior years, but three were new and thus
previous surveys contain no comparative data on
these new questions. In connection with each of the
seven carryover questions, the negative responses
increased as compared to the 2008 results. 39.6% of
employees responded negatively when asked
whether SEC “leaders generate high levels of
motivation and commitment in the workforce” as
compared to 35.5% who responded favorably two
years ago. Asked whether they have a high level of
respect for the SEC’s senior leaders, less than half
responded favorably (49.4%). This represents a
nearly 5% decrease over the 2008 results and an over
10% drop since 2006.  

What’s Next?

Everyone can agree that the SEC needs to take
proactive steps to address declining employee
morale and perceptions about their job. We all know
that the agency will be hiring new employees over
the coming year, providing new technology to help
us do our jobs, and creating new training
opportunities. We welcome these changes. But
clearly the survey results reveal some deeper cultural
issues about the nature of the relationship between
managers and front line employees which also need
to be addressed. 

As you will recall, the SEC responded to the 2008

Federal Human Capital Survey results by organizing
“focus groups” in each office and division to discuss
ways to improve the agency. Unfortunately,
however, we have yet to see any actual changes as a
result of that process. Furthermore, the SEC’s
biggest division, Enforcement, was not permitted to
participate in that focus group process at all, and
thus Enforcement employees have had no real
opportunity to provide feedback on how to improve
the agency. 

The Union has appointed a number of committees
throughout the SEC this year to make proposals to
management regarding positive changes to address
the issues raised in the focus groups. We are also
moving ahead with the creation of a Labor-
Management Forum at the SEC, in response to
President Obama’s Executive Order to create such
forums across the federal government. The Union
intends to continue to press for the resolution of the
Human Capital Survey focus group issues as a high
priority item in this new forum. 

The highly skilled professional employees that
comprise the SEC’s front line workforce, together
with the Union that represents them, stand ready to
discuss and implement positive changes at the
agency to ensure that the agency succeeds in its
mission to serve as the investors’ protector. We
continue to hope that management will listen and
engage in that discussion.

THE ABC’S OF THE SEC’S NEW 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The SEC launched its new pay for performance
system on July 1, 2010 in the Division of
Enforcement and the Office of Compliance
Inspections and Examinations. At the same time,
SEC management also announced its intention to
implement this new system throughout the rest of the
agency over the course of the next year. Many of
you have been directed to execute new “Performance
Work Plans” and “Individual Development Plans” as
part of this rollout. We know that employees have
questions about these plans, and the Union’s
position on the SEC’s new system. Below is a brief
discussion of the basic “ABCs” of this new system,
the Union’s concerns about the system, and what to
expect moving forward.

The New System

The proposed new 5-level performance system is
intended to replace the old 5-level system that the

agency utilized from 2003 through 2007. As many of
you are aware, the SEC’s old system suffered from
a myriad of fundamental flaws that doomed its
chances of success from the start, including
insufficient funding, a lack of transparency and a
reliance upon vague and subjective performance
standards that resulted in a lack of meaningful
distinctions between various performance levels.
After several independent studies concluded that this
old performance system was critically flawed, and
after an  independent  federal  arbitrator ruled that it
had an impermissible discriminatory impact upon
African-American professionals and employees over
the age of 40, the SEC ultimately abandoned the
system in 2008.

Several years ago, the Federal Services Impasses
Panel (“FSIP”) entered an Order on compensation
and benefits directing the SEC to develop a new
performance system. Under that Order, the Union, as
the exclusive representative of SEC employees, was
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required to make recommendations regarding the
new system. For that reason, the Union has
expended considerable time and resources over the
past year in a good faith effort to review key features
of the new system being developed by management
and to attempt to work with the SEC in connection
with its development. The Union convened
numerous focus groups consisting of bargaining unit
employees from across the nation who provided
feedback and comments on key components of the
new system. Union leadership and compensation
professionals at NTEU also provided considerable
feedback directly to management. The Union’s
performance management team, along with the focus
g r o u p s ,  ge n e r a t e d
detailed reviews and
recommendations in
connection with each of
t h e  s ys t e m’ s  ke y
components. The vast
lion’s share of these
comments and recom-
mendations came directly
from front-line SEC staff
w i t h  e x t e n s i v e
experience within their
particular positions at the
SEC.

Regrettably, SEC
management rejected
these recommendations.
In fairness, the FSIP
Order did not expressly
require that management
adopt the Union’s
recommendations. As the
representative of the
SEC’s employees, however, we had hoped that
management would treat those recommendations
more seriously. They did not. 

The key feature of the new system is identical to
the key feature, and fundamental flaw, of the old
system that it is intended to replace – a 5-level rating
system that fails to make meaningful distinctions
between performance levels. The new system rates
employees on a scale of “1” through “5.”
Notwithstanding the volume of material included in
this new system and its seemingly complex nature,
there is no magic to understanding this rating scale.
It is basically the same rating scale used under the
old 5-level system, and is also essentially the same
as the typical “A through F” grading scale many will
recall from our school days. 

Under the new system, an employee whose
performance is rated as a “1” is “unacceptable,”
essentially receiving an “F,” and will probably end

up facing discipline or removal for poor
performance. A “2” rating is acceptable, but barely,
similar to getting a “D.” When the system goes fully
into effect, an employee who receives a “2” will not
be entitled to receive a merit pay award. A “3” rating
means the employee’s performance “meets
expectations,” but that he or she has significant room
for improvement. An employee rated a “3” is,
essentially, receiving an old fashioned “C.” The
employee is entitled to a merit pay award, but it will
be only one-half of the award reserved for the
employee rated a “4” and only one-third of the
award given to an employee rated a “5.” A “4” rating
means that the employee’s performance “exceeds

expectations,” which is
similar to receiving a
“B,” and a “5” rating
me a n s  t h a t  t h e
e m p l o y e e ’ s
performance “greatly
exceeds expectations,”
which is similar to
earning an “A.”

Unanswered
Concerns 

Each SEC employee
will want to know and
u n d e r s t a n d  t h e
differences between
the various rating
levels in this new
system, particularly
between levels 3, 4 and
5, which are the ratings
that most employees

can expect to receive under the new system. This is
the single most important element of any
performance management system, especially when
the rating that your manager assigns to you will
directly impact your compensation. In fact, the key
feature of the FSIP Order is the requirement that the
new system, among other things, be based upon
“meaningful distinctions” between performance
levels. Unfortunately, however, almost all of the
evidence provided to the Union thus far indicates
that, notwithstanding the efforts by internal and
external experts, the distinctions between these
performance levels, particularly between level 3 and
level 4, remain fatally vague and subjective.

The new 5-level system attempts to measure
concepts such as “timeliness,” “focus,” “attention to
detail,” and “workload management” without
expressly linking them to anything specific that can
be objectively measured. For example, an
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employee’s performance in connection with written
work product will be evaluated based on each
manager’s subjective assessment as to whether the
employee’s work required the “expected” level of
revisions, but no meaningful definition is given to
what should be “expected.” Furthermore, an
employee may be “marked down” for performing too
slowly if a manager concludes that an employee’s
work is not “timely,” but nowhere is “timely”
defined. Our best judgment is that a highly skilled
workforce such as the SEC’s, performing complex
tasks every day, cannot fairly or reliably be rated
with reference to such vague and subjective
standards. 

This is an important point. The SEC’s old
performance system ultimately failed because there
was no transparency regarding what it meant to
function at a particular performance level. Although
the old system included “success factors,” which in
theory were designed to drive ratings, those factors
were so vague that in reality managers were
essentially given carte blanche to assign ratings
without regard to their ability to support the rating
with specific evidence of good or poor performance.
If an employee who had been designated a “2” asked
what standard he or she had to meet to be rated as a
“3,” management was unable to articulate such a
standard because there was no standard. Often,
managers simply told employees to “do better.” As
a result, this system had no credibility among
bargaining unit employees or the managers who
rated them.

We anticipate a similar result under the new
system. Although more words are used in this new
system to describe performance competencies,
objectives and standards, at the end of the day those
competencies, objectives and standards remain as
subjective and incomprehensible as the old system
ever was. Merely calling this new system
"evidenced-based" simply does not make it so.

The Union has numerous other concerns about the
new system as well. It is overly complicated. It
includes so-called “competencies,” “objectives” and
“standards” but it is unclear how these various
components relate to one another, whether they
overlap or how they are different. It is also
unnecessarily time-consuming. It will create an
environment in which an employee will be required
to engage in a non-stop, running dialogue with his or
her supervisors regarding progress towards the
objectives laid out in the Performance Work Plan
(“PWP”) and it will encourage employees to
constantly note such progress in regular written
communications with managers. These requirements
will blur the distinction between meetings about
substantive work matters and interim performance-

related discussions. The new system also requires
that each employee advocate for his or her own
rating. Many employees, even high performing ones,
have achieved their status by letting their actions
speak for themselves. This will no longer suffice
under the new system. 

The Union recommended a simpler, easy-to-use,
results-oriented approach to performance
assessments which would measure and reward
employees for accomplishing specific agency goals.
Such a results-oriented approach would focus
managers and staff on achieving specific objectives
such as whether a document request called for the
production of the appropriate set of documents,
whether investigative testimony covered the
appropriate issues or whether an examination
properly identified a registrant’s deficiencies. The
Union requested that management clearly define
what each employee had to achieve to be rated at a
particular level. We recommended against rating
employees with reference to vague or ill-defined
terms such as “timely,” or with regard to what a
manager “expected.” All too often we were told that
our jobs do not lend themselves to such “objective”
measurements. Unfortunately, this has led to a
system where extremely subjective measurements
are expected to suffice.

In short, the Union is concerned that the lack of
transparency and fairness inherent in the new
performance system will compromise the ratings
given by even the best and most well intentioned
managers. Our concern is that rather than identifying
and rewarding top performers and motivating others
to increase the quality of their work, the new 5-level
system will instead result in employees having no
real understanding of what is required of them to
succeed at the SEC. All they will know is the
number that their managers assign to their work
without the benefit of understanding why.
Ultimately, we fear that this will frustrate and
undermine employee morale, distort the performance
pay system and make it difficult for the agency to
recruit and retain the best employees to work at the
SEC.

This new system will send the wrong message to
the SEC staff. The results of the 2008 Federal
Human Capital Survey clearly demonstrated that
SEC employees do not have confidence in the
process used to identify and reward performance.
We support, and the employees that we represent
support, identifying and rewarding top performers.
And we believe those whose performance is truly
deficient should be identified and held accountable.
But, no matter how well intentioned, a system that
divides employee performance among five different
levels without clearly establishing the distinctions
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between those levels will fail and will inevitably
detract from our core mission – protecting investors.

For all of these reasons, the Union does not
support the new system as it is currently constituted.
The Union’s leadership and many of the employees
that it represents, as well as compensation experts
from NTEU, have evaluated the new system, and the
range of concerns that they have expressed in
connection with these reviews is so extensive that
we are not able to support the system at this time. In
the end, after many months of discussions with
management, our sense is that the new system will
be essentially a “dressed up” version of the old
system and will result in more of the same. We hope
to work with management to address these issues as
we move forward.

Where Do We Go from Here?

It is important to note that the current rollout of the
new performance system in Enforcement and OCIE
is essentially a “dry run.” This means that the SEC
will rate most Enforcement and OCIE employees
under the new system, but that rating will not count

as the employees’ official rating. Instead, employees
will continue to receive an official rating of
“acceptable” or “unacceptable” for the current rating
period. All employees who are rated “acceptable”
will receive another “equivalent share” merit pay
award this fall, in the same fashion as other SEC
employees who are continuing to be rated under the
old system.

According to SEC management, this “dry run” will
generate data and information about how the system
works and will enable SEC management and the
Union to identify appropriate adjustments before the
system goes “live” in 2011. However,
notwithstanding the “dry run” nature of this year’s
rollout, employees will be required to participate in
the new system, which is complicated and time
consuming, in order to achieve an “acceptable”
rating.

We will continue our efforts to engage SEC
management to address the many concerns that have
been raised by this new performance system. As you
participate in the system, we urge you to provide
your comments and suggestions to the Union. 

UPDATE ON OCIE SELF-ASSESSMENT

Since his appointment as the new Director of the
Office of Compliance Inspections and Examinations,
Carlo di Florio has embarked upon an ambitious
agenda to review the examination program from top
to bottom, with an eye towards proposing changes to
OCIE’s structure. As part of that process, he
appointed several Task Forces comprised of OCIE
senior managers to assess various components of the
examination program and make recommendations
for changes. He also invited all OCIE employees to
submit their ideas and recommendations for
improvements.

In connection with this “self-assessment,” the
Union established a process for gathering comments
from its members and communicating them to
management. This spring, Chapter 293 President
Greg Gilman appointed a committee of Union
volunteers from OCIE staff across the country to
meet with the bargaining unit employees in their
respective offices and gather comments, suggestions
and ideas for improving the OCIE program. These
volunteers were: Jeff Lyttle (SFRO) and Paul Prata
(BRO) (co-chairs of the OCIE committee); Paul
Anderson (MIRO); Thomas Conroy (CHRO); Joel
Crepea (NYRO); Will Fergus (FWRO); Sherry

Gonzales (DRO); Steven Graham (FWRO); Sue
Hannan (LARO); Tricia Kelley (LARO); Judith
Kotula (CHRO); Michael Nally (PLRO); Azam Riaz
(NYRO); Suanne San (LARO); Susan Schneider
(HQ); and Carole Solloway (ARO).

In light of the fact that Chapter 293 enjoys
approximately 2/3 majority overall membership in
OCIE, participation in this process across the
country was very strong. Union volunteers gathered
hundreds of individual comments ranging across a
wide spectrum of subject areas, including
organizational structure, examination processes,
technology, people & culture, training and
communication. They then distilled those comments
into recommendations with respect to which there
appeared to be a broad consensus across the country.
The recommendations included:

• Ensuring that management remains engaged
throughout the life of an exam, particularly during
fieldwork; 

• Clearly defining the roles all examination staff,
including branch chiefs, attorney-advisors and
newly created positions to be filled with experts in
specialized risk areas; 
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• Emphasizing consistent application of CBA
articles regarding Telework and AWS; 

• Developing metrics and providing transparency on
performance awards; 

• Providing as much advance notice of examination
assignments as possible; 

• Identifying examination risks through a
collaborative effort between management and
staff; 

• Reducing the size and improving content of exam
reports through technology and format; 

• Eliminating risk scorecards; 
• Improving technology available to staff, including

by providing dual monitors in the office and
wireless cards for all staff to maintain connectivity
in the field; and 

• Enhancing training for experienced staff and new
hires alike.

During meetings in June, Chapter 293 President
Greg Gilman and the OCIE committee co-chairs,
Lyttle and Prata, presented these recommendations
to Director di Florio and other senior OCIE
management officials. At their most recent meeting
last week, management disclosed that it would be
presenting the proposals of the management Task
Forces regarding restructuring OCIE during the
Town Hall meeting that has been scheduled for this
Monday, July 12.

At an OCIE Town Hall meeting on July 12 , dith

Florio and other senior management officials made
a presentation regarding the proposals generated by
the management Task Forces. Since that time,
Chapter 293 has sought from its membership
comments, reactions and suggestions regarding those
proposals. In addition, di Florio and Chapter 293
President Greg Gilman have jointly urged OCIE
employees to respond to a survey identifying focus
groups on which they would like to participate. In
August, the members of these groups will be
selected from amongst the staff, and the process of
honing management’s proposals will continue. 

No final decisions have been made by
management concerning restructuring proposals for

OCIE, and the Union has entered into no agreements
regarding proposals. The Union will continue its
positive dialogue with OCIE management prior to
implementation of any negotiable proposals, seeking
appropriate resolution of issues of importance to the
examination staff and providing constructive
criticism on those points where any disagreements
may exist.

The Union welcomes your further input in the
coming weeks. We have set up a webform on
Chapter 293’s independent website which you can
reach at www.secunion.org, to make it easy for you
to provide feedback in a safe environment. You
should also feel free to contact any of the members
of the OCIE committee listed above to provide
comments, recommendations and suggestions. As
your exclusive representative at the SEC, the Union
continues to be eager to hear your views. And, of
course, you should feel free to volunteer for any of
the focus groups via the joint survey.

“I would like to thank all of the Union members on
the OCIE committee, and in particular Jeff Lyttle
and Paul Prata, the committee co-chairs, for all of
their work to date to ensure that the views of front
line staff were clearly presented to management,”
Chapter 293 President Gilman said today. “I also
welcome the sincere efforts of Carlo Di Florio to
bring OCIE’s senior management into substantive
discussions with Union representatives at the
agency. This kind of dialogue is consistent with
President’ Obama’s recent Executive Order directing
federal agencies to engage in meaningful, pre-
decisional, labor-management communications to
improve upon the efficient accomplishment of their
missions. We know that the employees that we
represent are eager to ensure that OCIE does the best
job possible, and we hope that the good
communications between the Union and
management will continue.”

The Union will continue to do its part in keeping
the lines of communication open and engaging
management in a constructive conversation as the
restructuring of OCIE unfolds.

http://www.secunion.org
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CHAPTER 293 WORKS INTERVIEWS 

OCIE DIRECTOR CARLO DI FLORIO

New Office of Compliance Inspections and
Examinations Director Carlo di Florio recently took
some time out of his busy schedule to answer a few
questions for Chapter 293 Works:

Chapter 293 Works:  Now that you have been at the
SEC for a few months, can you share with us some
of your initial thoughts about government service,
and in particular about leading the Office of
Compliance Inspections and Examinations?

di Florio: Leading OCIE is a tremendous honor and
privilege given our important mission, our great
team and this historical moment of regulatory
reform. I explored government service earlier in my
career, but a family move made it impractical at the
time. So, to finally have the opportunity to go into
government service at this time is like coming full
circle. One of the things I have enjoyed the most has
been my visits to the regions. It has been so
wonderful meeting the talented people that comprise
our national exam team. Our candid dialogues have
taught me a great deal about what is working well,
what could be improved and what matters most to
our people. I’ve gotten a sense of the team and the
people, and how strong the front line is. It’s
inspiring.

Chapter 293 Works: Can you comment on the self-
assessment process that you have initiated in OCIE,
and when you expect it to be completed?

di Florio: We are undertaking a big transformation
to improve our program and take it to the next level.
It’s a very exciting time and the suggestions of our
staff have been at the heart of our change. No one
knows that imperfections in a program better than
the front line that has to work with the program
every day. We are looking at six areas – Exam
Process, Risk Assessment, Technology, Structure,
People and Culture, Recruiting and Training! So we
are going to have to think strategically and move
forward with speed but also with care, to anticipate
the roadblocks and keep all the moving pieces
together! The opportunity to take the examination
process to the next level is a big undertaking. Our
objective is to bring more and more people into the
planning and implementation until everyone has a
part to play and we can all see the goal and
contribute to making it happen: to deliver a smarter,
faster, stronger risk-based examination process, as a

national team.

Chapter 293 Works:  What are the greatest
challenges currently facing OCIE front line
employees that you have identified?

di Florio: The great thing about our team is that no
matter what obstacles they face, they overcome them
and find a way to get the job done. They have that
resilience. But they shouldn’t have to spend their
energy getting around obstacles. What I’ve heard
directly from staff on the front line is:

• Give us better training
• Give us a better exam process with more risk-

focused plans and streamlined reports
• Give us better technology
• Break down the silos

The Self Assessment team is VERY aware of these
challenges and focused on removing as many
obstacles and challenges as we can. It’s our job, as a
team, to pull together to make that happen.

Chapter 293 Works:  What should OCIE be striving
for in the next year or two?

di Florio: We should be focused on delivering on

Chapter 293 President Greg Gilman
Meeting with OCIE Director Carlo di Florio
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our mission: to take a risk-based and strategic
approach to examinations, and to use our terrific,
multi-disciplinary team in the most effective ways
possible to protect investors and our markets.

I would also like us to work with a common set of
operating values. We work as a team within a culture
of open communication and trust. We have each
other’s backs. We deliver quality. We are
accountable for our work. We take ownership for the
urgency of our mission and for leading change. We
hold ourselves and each other to the highest
standards. And we continuously improve.

Let’s acknowledge that we are trying for a big
transformation. It’s not going to be easy. We all need
to learn to be change agents. Everyone can step up to
this challenge.

Chapter 293 Works:  What are your thoughts about

the value of a good labor-management relationship
in OCIE?

di Florio: It’s invaluable and I feel great about our
relationship. It’s a partnership between labor and
management and it should be about doing the right
thing by our people. We have been working on a
plan to address the concerns that staff raised in the
last Human Capital Survey and that  should enable
us to make a great impact. We are also working on
additional ways for staff to share their ideas on a
continual basis. These area examples of how we are
teaming up as a labor-management partnership to go
beyond words, to actions.

The staff are critical to everything we do, and we are
accountable as a partnership for providing them with
the support, coaching, and development that makes
this a great place to work.

MEET A MEMBER: BRO STAFF ACCOUNTANT

RAYMOND TITUS—ON A MISSION TO HELP HAITIANS

Raymond Titus, a staff accountant in the SEC’s
Boston Regional Office, recently returned from an
outreach program to help Haitian families who work
in the sugarcane industry in the Dominican
Republic. This was his fourth trip to help Haitian
migrants living there.

Four years ago, Ray and other members of his
church went to San Pedro de Macoris in the
Dominican Republic to see how they could help.
Because of poverty and political unrest in Haiti,
many Haitian migrants leave Haiti and work in the
sugarcane fields in the Dominican Republic. There,
they cut sugar cane, working long hours for low
wages. These migrant workers live in company
towns (called bateyes), which consist of a small
collection of houses and barracks near the sugarcane
plantations; many bateyes lack basic services. 

On Ray’s initial trip to the Dominican Republic
four years ago, he and other volunteers brought two
tons of rice and beans to modest churches within the
bateyes. They handed out toiletries and care
packages to the people assembled there. Because it
was their first trip, they did not know how much
food to bring, so they often ran out. Of course, with
each mission since, they have been able to more
accurately gauge their needs and have been better
prepared. Last year, they had enough food for
everyone in the bateyes they visited. In the past, their
group also has built benches, painted classrooms,

provided school supplies, and assisted in starting a
sewing business.

Ray Titus in the Dominican Republic
with Rice for Haitian Migrant Workers
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This year, Ray and seven other volunteers were on
their mission from July 8 to the 14th.  A local pastor
in the Dominican Republic arranged for food, shelter
and transportation for the group. This year, they
again concentrated on providing food and supplies to
Haitians living in four bateyes near the city of San
Pedro de Macoris as well as school supplies to a
local church. 

In the last few years, the church Ray attends also
has donated computers to a local church in the
bateyes so that it can start a primary school once it
has enough computers. Because the Haitians who
originally lived in the bateyes were not documented
immigrants, their children have often been denied
citizenship. Without citizenship papers, these
children of Haitian immigrants cannot go to school
nor can they receive the benefits of other public
services.  

Ray recently told Chapter 293 Works that he is a
Union member at the SEC because “I believe it is

important to have a professional advocacy group
looking out for my best interest. As a member of
NTEU I have professionals such as attorneys, labor
specialists, and stewards working on issues that
affect my work life at the SEC. With the Union there
is strength in numbers.” 

Clearly, Ray and his church are looking out for the
best interest of the Haitian migrants that they serve.
These missions have helped Ray put his life into
perspective and helped him realize how rich (and
often overfed) we are as Americans. Discussing the
ingenuity and spirit of one Haitian boy he met,
Raymond mentions how happy the boy was to play
with a toy car made from an orange juice container
and bottle caps for wheels. We applaud Ray’s work.

If you are interested in learning more about Ray’s
work and how you could help, email Ray at
titusr@sec.gov or visit his church’s website at

www.sharonchurch.net/ministries.html.

MENDING IN MIAMI: APPOINTMENT OF ERIC BUSTILLO

During the years prior to 2010, the relationship
between the front line staff and senior management
at the Miami Regional Office had become strained.
At MIRO, many of the staff believe that for too long,
they were managed through intimidation and
cronyism, rather than through respect and
cooperation. This management approach had a
negative impact upon employee morale, which was
reflected in the poor scores that MIRO management
received in the 2008 Federal Human Capital Survey.
So, when the SEC announced on December 16,
2009, the appointment of former SEC attorney Eric
Bustillo as the new Miami Regional Director, MIRO
staff and their Union representatives were optimistic
about the possibility for positive change.

Miami staffers knew that Bustillo was the Chief of
the Economic & Environmental Crimes Section at
the U.S. Attorney’s Office in the Southern District of
Florida. They also knew that he had previously
served as an SEC staffer. Many, however, did not
know much else about him, including his outlook on
leadership. 

To learn more, some Miami staffers reached out to
their friends at the USAO, where Bustillo then
managed about 60 employees, including about 35
attorneys. Many of those attorneys, including several
former SEC staffers, expressed confidence in
Bustillo’s professional judgment, his commitment to
enforcing financial regulations, and his record of
creating a workplace in which people can work
efficiently and effectively. They also expressed their

view that he is a thoughtful and reasonable manager.
With such praise, Miami employees were cautiously
optimistic.

So far, that optimism has been justified. Since
Bustillo’s arrival at MIRO, Union representatives
have found him to be a pleasure to work with.
Throughout the Enforcement reorganization process,
for example, he worked hard with the Union to
ensure the satisfaction of as many attorneys and
paralegals as possible. Due to the fact that Bustillo
likes to be well informed about all of the
investigations, cases and examinations going on in
the office, he was extremely busy during the entire
reorganization. Nevertheless, he made time in his
busy schedule to discuss the details of the
reorganization by arranging to call MIRO stewards
late after the normal workday, enabling them to
work through all of the Miami issues well. 

“During the Enforcement reorg, if I got a call on
my cell phone after 8 pm and the caller ID showed
an SEC phone number, I knew Eric was calling,”
MIRO Steward Drew Panahi recently
remarked. “Throughout the whole process, Eric
repeatedly said that he wanted people to be assigned
to the managers they wanted because that would
make them happier and more productive. I think that
we accomplished that goal by working closely
together to make it happen.”

During Bustillo’s early meetings with MIRO
Union leadership, they have discussed many issues
that have gone unaddressed in Miami for quite some

mailto:titusr@sec.gov
http://www.sharonchurch.net/ministries.html
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time. Bustillo has listened respectfully to each issue.
At times, he has even explained that he was already
taking steps with SEC senior management to address
them. 

Bustillo has made it clear that, while there
certainly will be times when management and the
Union will disagree on an issue, he will always try to
explain the reasoning behind his position. His
articulation of his vision for a productive and healthy
SEC culture, and his commitment to improving
communications with all employees and their Union
representatives is something that the Union certainly
welcomes.

It is still extremely early in Bustillo’s tenure at the
SEC, and it is clear he will not be able to adequately
address all of MIRO’s persistent problems overnight.
However, it is equally clear that he understands that
the Union, along with management, is striving to
improve employee satisfaction in order to improve
employee performance, and that certainly leads us in
the right direction. 

The Union recently approached a number of
MIRO employees about their views on Bustillo.

Many of them are cautiously hopeful that things will
improve at MIRO, but they remain aware of the fact
that problems that have existed for many years could
be difficult to resolve. Others are more optimistic. 

“When I met with Eric, I found him to be
straightforward and sincere in his belief that an
office with happy employees will be far more
productive than a dysfunctional office,” Chapter 293
President Greg Gilman said after a recent visit to the
Miami Regional Office. “A productive office is one
that will do a better job of fulfilling the SEC’s
mission of protecting investors, and Eric seems to
get that point.”

The Union remains committed to improving
MIRO, and other SEC offices, through open
conversations with management. We are hopeful and
optimistic that for the first time in many years, we
have a partner in Miami who will legitimately
represent management’s and employees’ interests
and concerns, which will help all of us fulfill the
agency’s mission and better serve the investing
public.

MIRO Steward Terry Tennant, MIRO Director 
Eric Bustillo and Chapter 293 President Greg Gilman
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DISINGENUOUS CLAIMS ABOUT 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE PAY

A recent report by the Cato Institute claims that
federal employees make 26% more than private
sector employees, and calls for a freeze or cut of
federal wages. Some have seized on this issue,
seeking an immediate federal pay freeze.
Fortunately, recent efforts to freeze federal pay have
been defeated.

During a severe economic downturn with
concomitant high rates of unemployment, it probably
should come as no surprise that there will be those
who will seek to scapegoat federal employees.
However, the factual assertions used to support a
federal pay freeze or cut do not withstand close
scrutiny, but instead rely upon fast and loose
comparisons of apples to oranges. Consider the
facts.
FACT: According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
federal employees are paid an average of 22% less
than non-federal workers, when comparing similar
jobs in both the public and private sectors and taking
into account the locations where that work is
performed.
FACT: Most of the federal workforce is white
collar, which is not true of the private sector
workforce. The latter includes large numbers of
minimum wage workers, and the federal workforce
does not. As pointed out in a recent USA Today
article, the private sector typically pays more on
average than the public sector in high-skill
occupations, such as lawyers, financial analysts and
economists. Furthermore, pay comparisons typically
completely ignore the impact of large bonus
payments for these types of positions in the private
sector. In addition, pay comparisons often fail to

take into account the large number of lower level
administrative and support jobs in the federal
government that have been farmed out to contractors
and thus are no longer counted.
FACT: Federal employees have higher average
educational attainments than their private sector
counterparts. More than half of all federal employees
have at least a college degree, compared to 35% in
the private sector. And approximately 20% of
federal employees have a master’s degree,
professional degree or doctorate, compared with
only 13% of private sector workers. Better
credentialed workers typically command higher
salaries.
FACT: Federal employees are, on average, older
than their private sector counterparts, and thus
receive higher rates of compensation.
FACT: Federal employee pay is not the problem.
The national budget deficit last year exceeded $1
trillion. A pay freeze of the entire federal workforce
would have saved less than one third of 1% of that
amount.

The federal government right now needs to replace
large numbers of retiring employees. Freezing and/or
cutting federal pay would undermine the
government’s effort to recruit and retain the best
qualified workforce, at a time when we need the
most qualified employees we can find. These
employees perform essential functions. Indeed,
approximately 80% of recent federal hiring has been
in State, DOJ, Homeland Security, Defense and
Veterans Affairs. America should not be penny wise
and pound foolish. The attacks on federal employee
pay should stop.
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