From: TTownsley Relief CS Supervisor

Subject: OEI SEI, Unfair Standards

To: Postmaster General USPS

CC: District Manager Suncoast District

CC: Postmaster Lakeland Florida

CC: Manager Southern Region USPS

In the past several weeks we have been advised that our budgeted work hours have been allocated using SPLY figures with a productivity increase.  We are to be held accountable to these figures without any good way of determining the validity of these numbers.  The current methodology used to develop a unit budget includes little input from the field other than the hours used the previous year, then hours are removed based on a perceived notion that less hours will force a increase in productivity.  It is a method that is easy to implement has some simplistic validity and should only be use as an initial estimate.  This methodology has outlived its use and needs to be replaced with something that starts with a valid evaluation of function 2 hours and a method of showing how these hours are effected by an increase/decrease in workload.  I will present method that uses measured function 2 hours with a follow on way to project valid increases/decreases in this validated work hour base. I think you will find that this method is fair to the working unit. It can be used to project costs in order to ascertain that the work load increase/decrease was cost effective in view of the revenue generated by what caused the hour changes.

In conjunction with the edict that we must operate within a fixed budget we continue to be judged using Street Efficiency Indicator (SEI) and Office Efficiency Indicator (OEI).  Since we insist on using OEI and SEI it is time we understand just how useless they are in measuring justifiable work hours used vs. budgeted hours and to propose some needed changes.  On any given day delivery function hours are a product of the total volume on hand, the area of delivery and the people available to do that work.  Historically that workload consisted of letters and flats to case and carry with a minimal number of parcels.  Today the picture is completely different with the advent of DPS, aggressive actions to increase parcel volume, a concerted effort to become a better service organization, a new focus on Union contracts and the effort to involve everyone in the desire to do a better job.

In spite of changes in our operations we have continued use productivity indicators that were questionable in the past and have even less value today.  Both OEI and SEI attempt to use the simplistic notion that hours on the street and hours in the office can be divided into the possible deliveries to come up with a number that represents some notion of consistent productivity.  While possible deliveries and hours are a factor in any analysis of delivery workload they are hardly indicative of productivity.  There has to be some sort of measurement of what is being worked in order to get some picture of productivity.  In addition we need to understand the NALC contract and review our hours based on the productivity constraints built into the contract.  I feel our current measurement systems for productivity and bonus payments lead upper management into trying to implement procedures that cannot be supported under our contractual constraints.  This has led to a high level of frustration at the lower levels of supervision and a grievance pending situation that is a way of saying that we cannot continue operating with solutions that create more problems than they help solve.

The attached worksheet will illustrate how we can start to bring a sense of fairness into the OEI/SEI vs. budgeted hours vs. actual needed hours picture.  I will then use this new analysis to examine a real unit situation and demonstrate why we are so frustrated with the current system.  I start with the most basic premise in delivery, a functional inspection that conforms most closely to contractual obligations of both management and union is a route inspection of all the routes in the unit.  All budgetary and management evaluations must start with this inspection as a base for an intelligent overview of the hours needed to run the unit and the effectiveness of front line supervisors. It is in reality a by the book inspection where we examine how each supervisor works within the constraints of the contract and whether all employees are meeting the standards set forth in the contract. Indirectly it represents how the worker values his work and the efforts of his supervisor.

In using a week of count I established a counted base of hours and volume.  Once I have that I can use increases or decreases in piece volume to get a better estimate of workload hours.  In this example I make the premise that your base hours are established by the inspection and piece volumes changes then impact basic unit hours.  I do recognize that this base is somewhat fluid but given a maximum of 18 months between inspections this should remain a fairly good indicator of the time needed to cover all street deliveries with a known piece volume.  It will also allow the unit to fairly establish whether or not the week volumes represent the workload that has been established in the past. I then looked at piece productivity based on contract minimums to validate the hours used and needed over/under those budgeted.  Some Items have both office and street components and some have only street components.  I broke them down as follows:

                       Office (Seconds)      Street  (Seconds)                                 Description

Case Letters              3.3                         1.2                       (60/18 = 3.3 sec , street time = read address)

Case Flats                7.5                         2.2                       (60/8 = 7.5   sec , street time = read & reach)

DPS                                                   1.5                       Read & decide if cfs/wrong address

Seq cards                 2                            .75                       (for those who case)                 read street

Seq Flats                                              .5                                             (Reach for flat)

Parcels                   5 sec                        45 sec                 Reviewing for miss thrown and loading                  walk up/scan/leave notice

I then went back and using the last inspection (May 95) established the base unit hours per day.  This figure was 189 hours based on the volume available the week of count.  It was a very low volume week with a parcel count for the week lower than what is available on most DAYS at the present time.  Using the above incremental piece times I recast our work hours for AP 7 –12 based on the volumes actually delivered and found that even though we were higher than SPLY and budget hours, the hours were validated using the piece count method.  There were some weeks that had high hours, these corresponded to election mailings that are difficult to get an accurate piece count using volume conversion numbers. I would like to note that we made a concerted effort to get accurate volume measurements.  I have been working on the methodology for many years and wanted to assure myself it would work thus I needed accurate volume figures.  The only pieces that may not be quite as accurate are those for parcels as the counts I have are conversions and include anything that can not be cased in a carrier case.  Previous to AP 8 small parcels were thrown by route in mail processing and sent to us in sacks. 

Using AP 7 as a starting point for analysis the following is noted:

      AP      Week      Actual Hrs      Workload Hours

     7          1        1362               1342

                2        1348               1341

                3        1346               1313

                4        1313               1318

     8          1        1329               1337

                2        1337               1369

                3        1277               1359

                4        1266               1381

     9          1        1247               1319

                2        1296               1409

                3        1299               1371

                4        1238               1326

    10          1        1041               1080

                2        1278               1308

                3        1266               1324

                4        1237               1308

    11          1        1279               1326

                2        1239               1303

                3        1115               1172

                4        1310               1389

    12          1        1254               1306

                2        1309               1299

                3        1306               1337

                4        1320               1401

Except for the first three weeks of the analysis (Election time with thin mailings for the weeks prior to the election) the unit shows that it works better than minimums which is the point I am trying to underscore.  Using OEI/SEI as the productivity indicators one would assume we are terrible but in reality the hours can be predicted using a volume driven analysis.  It is this disparity that is causing a great deal of animosity between the units and any outside analysis currently being promoted by management.  What is hardest to deal with is that the simplistic views of productivity lead one to assume that the carrier craft is stealing hours at every opportunity.  It then leads us away from establishing solutions for the problems we do face every day.  It has also led to a working environment that promotes distrust on the part of the craft toward anything done by management.  The individual carrier and NALC are not dumb, they realize that our current management situation benefits them.  Rather than being able to focus on strategies that help solve the problems we face every day we are at war with ourselves over goals.  It appears our efforts are driven by a desire to increase management bonus’s rather that a genuine desire to improve service to the customer. This then starts the process that is undermining our leadership we have on the work floor and has resulted in a complete loss of faith by the worker in USPS leadership. 

It is imperative that we address this disparity and develop tools a unit can use to  we are tired of being told that we are being held accountable for unreasonable goal s that can not be validated.  I defy you to show me that current OEI/SEI figures have any basis in a sound analysis methodology, and every supervisor/postmaster/manager is tired of the current top down budgetary calculations that ignore the realities of the day to day operation in a contractual environment.  We have made some tremendous gains in USPS image and commitment over the last several years by rethinking how we do business and its time we take the same approach operationally with a re-examination of the basic delivery function and the changes needed to help us do our jobs.

As an example: The above analysis makes it plain that the 95 33803 inspection volumes were extremely low which resulted in a low base hour figure.  We have for several years tried to get a new count but were rebuffed by the assertion that DPS volume conversions would bring the figure in line.  Until putting the above analysis together there has been no way to contend that this was not the case.  The District staff, POO and the Postmaster seem to take the position that we were lousy supervisors and just could not do the job. What most upper level managers do not understand is that this also undermines what I can expect from the average worker for if I cannot get permission to use the tools I have to address my problems then they loose respect for me as a supervisor and leader.

Using the attached spreadsheet it is obvious that this zone is down two to three routes and at the minimum an interim route adjustment based on these figures is warranted.  Once these changes are effected and allowed to stabilized the unit should have a full route inspection and adjustment if necessary.  This would reinforce the notion that local management is in fact in charge and has the authority and responsibility needed to get the job done.  That we have been rebuffed for over two years has not been lost on the work force, it reinforces the notion that upper management is bonus driven and undermines our efforts to emphasize efficiency.  Because we had no tool to demonstrate just what the real figures represented we have been undermanned.  This resulted in our having to use overtime rates to effect deliveries that should have been done at straight time rates which creates a catch 22 situation for us in this zone.  In addition we have had several ‘Special emphasis teams’ organized to puzzle over the problems of OEI/SEI with very little success except to anger all involved as it is being used as a club that none can question.  Part of the problem is that proposed changes have been ignored because of the people involved rather than the force of counter argument.

I then challenge you to be held accountable for leadership that brings some measure of fairness and hope to the first line supervisor and craft employee.  

As a start I have some recommendations:

1. Do away with OEI/SEI as a merit figure and adopt the base hour/piece adjustment methodology for the casting of budget hours and justified overruns.  SPLY can be used as a first estimate. Until you provide a way to generate bottom up development of budget hours with a fair way of justifying increases or decreases you will never have the front line support needed to make an accurate analysis of what our work hours should have been.

2. Recognize that better than contractual minimums has a reward side rather than an increase in workload for the individual.  IE Pay piece premium bonuses to the craft employee for those who give the extra effort, as it is now the Union contention that increased efficiency by the worker only results in an increased bonus for management cannot be countered and is a real sore point between craft and management.

3. Reexamine the whole Delivery Operational environment from the bottom, get us involved in real solutions rather than bonus derived edicts that serve only to make some higher level manager more money.  We need leadership not edicts.  Upper postal managers have to get involved in what makes the contract work and what constraints it builds into budgets and expected savings brought about by automation.  It is foolish to budget an 8 minute reduction per day for every route in every zone in the US.  Regular routes are 8 hours period. It is virtually impossible to ‘capture’ delivery time in increments like this without some kind of formal inspection.

4. DPS savings is +3.3 sec in the office and -.3 sec on the street at the maximum!  Recognize that just because a route had an increase in DPS volume it may not have lost that volume on the case side of the equation thus the route had a justifiable increase in overall hours.  There is in fact a saving here of 3.1 sec per letter but the route will not show a decrease in hours as there may still be the same volume of cased letters as counted on the inspection.  The base hour/piece volume analysis will bear that out just give us a chance to use it.

5. Realize that commitment comes only after respect is earned not the other way around.  The front line supervisor is in a catch 22 position where we are ‘accountable, responsible and defenseless’ it’s time someone had the leadership skills to change the way we do business.  We need the authority to make changes and the tools to show that the changes were justified.

I have 33 people who work for me and if I listen to the rhetoric being espoused at staff meetings and USPS internal correspondence they are all just waiting to cheat the USPS and their customers.  Of the 24 regular routes almost to a man/woman these people are respected by the public for their efforts and ‘loved’ by their customers and they as well as their customers are completely confused by anything to the contrary.  I have some that need to be reminded of the efficiently part of their responsibility but that takes not only a reminder on my part but a demonstrated commitment to making the USPS a better and fairer place to work.  This letter is my commitment to that end.  There will be others to follow.  

If you find this a strange way to convey my thought then just look at your correspondence and know that there is no other way.  I challenge you to find any staff type correspondence that comes close to bringing to you real time issues at the unit level and workable solutions to the problems presented.  Unlike most USPS supervisors I have the pleasure of three years experience as a staff officer in the USAF at a Numbered AF level where matters like this were addressed, staffed and for the most part solved as a matter of routine.  I have also worked at the District level in the USPS and found it to be light years behind the USAF in staffing, unit level support and effective leadership.  There seems to be no commitment to hearing unit level problems with a willingness to listen to the solutions or the expertise to propose a suitable alternative.   I also predict that your IG function will over time tell you the same thing, its just a shame that you will have to wait that long to hear something we all have known for a long time.

