


 
 
 
 
 
       May 10, 2005 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: IRS Chapter Presidents 
 
RE: Survey Matters 
 
 
 I want to thank all of you for forwarding to me the many management e-mails and other 
communications about the Survey.  As we can all see, management’s messages range from 
virtually begging employees to take the Survey to various “inducements” such as 59 minutes of 
official time and raffles.  I find it ironic that managers perceive that they will be adversely 
impacted if their employees do not participate, but there is not a word out there about managers 
being worried that they will be impacted if their employees’ low survey scores go ignored for 
years.  I cannot recall when I have seen management scramble as much as it has been over the 
last week.  Had they put this kind of energy into working the Survey data, we would not be in the 
mess we are in today. 
 
 In any event, I want to share two memoranda.  The first is a memo from John Dalrymple 
to me in which he alleges that NTEU was told of these changes months ago.  I am tempted to 
respond by simply pointing out how often management puts forth that particular excuse only to 
be proven wrong.  But, let me share some of the facts based on minutes of various management 
meetings that were sent to me.  Apparently, once the management moratorium rendered the 
Service-wide Partnering Counsel (SPC) virtually useless, management had meetings with a 
mixture of management and NTEU chapter program leaders merely to discuss administrative 
matters.  On November 11, 2004, this group was informed that the Commissioner and the two 
Deputies had made certain decisions to change the Survey process.  No word of this change was 
ever sent to me pursuant to the Article 47 obligation to notify the NTEU National President of 
proposed changes nor given to Frank Ferris in his role as the co-chair of the SPC.  Indeed, Frank 
was in almost daily term negotiation discussions with the IRS throughout November, December, 
January, and February where the union’s plans for the future of the Survey process were 
discussed, but management never uttered a word about the unilateral changes they had already 
made through a revised contract with Gallup.  Moreover, management served notice of over 50 
other proposed midterm changes in early January and April without including any mention of 
Survey changes then.  It does seem that the members of this committee were given some 
information that then appeared to regularly change, but that hardly qualifies as notice to NTEU.    
 
 The second attachment is a copy of a letter I sent to Beverly Babers explaining our 
position on our right to post our material about Surveys anywhere management does.  
Essentially, under existing arbitration precedent, if management uses a space to post official  
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material, it becomes part of the “official bulletin board” system under Article 11, Section 4.  I 
have also explained to Ms. Babers the arbitrator precedent supporting our right to post material 
which is critical of management and the likely reaction should management deny our right to 
post and force this dispute out among taxpayers and other building occupants. 
 
 While it was my hope that we would settle our Survey differences quickly once NTEU 
demonstrated that it was going to stand firmly against management’s unilateral changes and 
efforts to manipulate scores, that does not appear to be the case.  In all likelihood, this dispute is 
going to serve to show management how NTEU is going to react now that management has 
gutted the partnership process and left only traditional collective bargaining mechanisms to deal 
with problems.   
 
 Over the years as various cooperative effort programs have been adopted by IRS and 
NTEU, they have all ultimately unraveled because some key managers forgot what it is like 
without a cooperative relationship with their employees.  They concluded that management was 
giving away too much to the employees and their union through any cooperative efforts, and 
assumed that they could just terminate those efforts, reassert some of their formal “legal rights,” 
and NTEU would not change the way we deal with them.  In each case, we reignited cooperative 
efforts once we showed management that they were not “giving” us anything by working as 
partners.  I certainly never considered cooperative efforts some “act of generosity” by 
management.  Like any process, it flows both ways, and it is where parties create the classic 
“win-win” solutions to problems and reduce the need to use more traditionally adversarial 
methods. 
 
 
 
       Colleen. M. Kelley 
       National President  
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