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Know your Weingarten Rights…The Rights of Employees to Union Representation…

An important court decision was issued in February 1975 that an employee may be represented by the Union at 
an investigatory interview with his/her employer when the employee reasonably believes the interview may lead 
to disciplinary action. This decision (NLRB v. J. Weingarten 420 US 241) resulted in what has become known 
as the “Weingarten Rights”.

ACT continues to receive many questions regarding Weingarten Rights at our Business Meetings and during 
Officer / Steward training sessions, so please take the time to familiarize yourself with these important “Rights” 
to which you are entitled.

Employees have the right to Union representation during investigatory interviews by management. These are 
called “Weingarten Rights”.

An investigatory interview occurs when a supervisor questions an employee to obtain information which could 
be used as a basis for disciplining the employee. The employee must have “reasonable belief” that discipline 
may result from what he or she says in the interview.

For example, an employee who is questioned about drugs is clearly involved in an investigatory interview and 
has the right to request Union representation.

However, a supervisor who takes an employee aside to give instructions on how to do a job is not conducting an 

investigatory interview. The possibility of discipline resulting from such a meeting is usually remote.    

continued on pg 3

Cut out for your reference and 
your protection!

What’s on My Mind
National President of ACT

               2 The Technician   September 2016



The Technician 
(ISSN 0744-3641) 

is published monthly 
by 

The Association 
of 

Civilian Technicians
12620 Lake Ridge Drive, 
Lake Ridge, VA 22192

The TECHNICIAN (ISSN 0744-3641) is published monthly for members of ACT by the Association of 
Civilian Technicians 12620 Lake Ridge Drive, Lake Ridge, VA 22192.  POSTMASTER:  Send address 

changes to Association of Civilian Technicians, 12620 Lake Ridge Drive, Lake Ridge, VA 22192.  Please 
allow 4-6 weeks for address change activation.

Phone: 703-494-4845
 FAX 703 494-0961

www.actnat.com
facebook.com/groups/31557435878

twitter.com/ACTNAT

Fourth largest labor 
organization within DoD

National Officers

Terry Garnett
National President

tgarnett@actnat.com / 703-494-4845

Julie M. Curtis
Executive Vice President

jcurtis@actnat.com / 586-484-9426

Vacant
Secretary

Robert Neimer
Treasurer

bniemer@actnat.com / 608-843-0317

Jose Tereso 
Northeast VP

jtereso@actnat.com / 413-219-7576

Guy Reinecke
Southeast VP

guy.reinecke@actnat.com / 904-757-6754

William C. Brown
Northwest VP

mtactman@actnat.com / 406-788-7997
 

Connie Haggerty
Southwest VP

chaggerty@actnat.com / 509-868-7588

ACT National
Field Representatives

 Steven Fisher - NE
sfisher@actnat.com / 703-843-2153

Guy Reinecke - SE
guy.reinecke@actnat.com / 904-757-6754

Les Hackett - Central
lhackett@actnat.com / 703-690-1330

Steve Olguin - Midwest 
solguin@actnat.com / 703-843-2156

Norman E. Smith - West
nsmith@actnat.com / 602-993-1612

Patrick M. Greaney - Organizer / Field Rep
pgreaney@actnat.com / 703-843-2157

ACT - Editor
membership.info@actnat.com / 703-494-4845
Jeff Beltran - Executive Assistant / Admin

jbeltran@actnat.com / 703-843-2159

               3 The Technician   September 2016

Rule 1: The employee must make a request for Union 
representation either before or during the interview. 
Employers have no duty to inform employees of their 
rights (unless the Labor / Management Contract requires 
this notice). Employees who fail to request Union represen-
tation can be questioned at length.

Rule 2: Once an employee makes a Weingarten Right 
request, the supervisor must choose from among the 
following three options:

a: The supervisor may grant the request, meaning the 
questioning is stopped until the Union representative 
arrives and has a chance to consult with the employee.

b: The supervisor may deny the request and end the 
interview immediately.

c: The supervisor may give the employee a choice of (1) 
continuing the interview without a representative or (2) 
discontinuing the interview.

If the supervisor ignores or denies a “Weingarten” request 
and continues asking questions, the supervisor is GUILTY 
of an Unfair Labor Practice (ULP).

Rule3: If the supervisor refuses a request for a Union 
representative, the employee has a right to refuse to answer 
further questions. The supervisor MAY NOT discipline the 
employee for insubordination.

The crucial issue is what is in the employee’s mind. It is 
immaterial that management is “certain” that no disciplin-
ary action will be taken at the meeting or gives such assur-
ances to the employee.

WEINGARTEN REMINDER

Under “Weingarten” employees have a right to Union 
representation during an investigatory interview if they 
have a reasonable belief that discipline may result from the 
interview. Employees who find themselves in this situa-
tion should immediately request Union representation. As 
a reminder, I have printed the cut-out on pg 2 which can be 
carried in the employee’s wallet or pocket. 

ACT National & Field Rep’s have printed sized business 
cards which you can request and we will mail to you to 
pass out for your Chapter membership use.
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Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Will Include 1.6 Percent Pay Increase For 
Civilian Federal Personnel and Military

President Barack Obama’s 2017 budget will include a 1.6 percent pay increase for civilian fed-
eral personnel and the military. 

Civilian employees will receive an across-the-board pay increase of 1 percent, with the addi-
tional 0.6 percent adjusted in locality pay. This is far less than what was asked from 
Congress, seeking a 5.3 percent pay increase to keep up with cost of living increases. 

Title 5 and Title 32 federal civil service employees will be getting that pay raise in January 
2017, which will be the biggest pay increase civil service employees have had in quite some 
time. 

Unfortnuately, the increase isn’t that big, considering it’s been the biggest increase in the last 
seven years. Technicians in some cities got slightly more thanks to locality pay. The pay raise 
for federal employees could also affect cost of living adjustments (COLA) for this coming fiscal 
year. Stay tuned.



Emergency Leave Transfer Program for Federal Civilian Employees 
Affected by Recent Flooding 
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President Obama issued a memo directing the Office of Personnel Management to establish an emergency leave 
transfer program that will let federal employees donate leave to other feds in areas affected by the recent Louisi-
ana floods. 

“The Federal Government has mobilized its resources to support Louisiana in response to and recovery from 
this major disaster,” Obama said. “To further assist Federal employees and their family members adversely af-
fected by the severe storms and flooding in Louisiana of August 2016, I hereby direct the U.S. Office of Person-
nel Management (OPM) to establish an emergency leave transfer program …”

“The program will permit employees in the executive and judicial branches to donate unused annual leave for 
transfer to employees of the same agency who were adversely affected by the severe storms and flooding in 
Louisiana,” the memo stated.

OPM will provide additional guidance to agencies on administering the transfer program.



BUILD BETTER CONTRACTS – PART II
MISCONDUCT ACTIONS

ACT General Counsel Dan Schenber

Drawing upon our experience in several cases, ACT National Field Representatives and General Counsel this 
past year have prepared a comprehensive model proposal for a collective bargaining agreement (CBA) article 
on misconduct actions—counseling, admonition, reprimand, suspension, and removal.  This model article, ap-
proximately 20 pages, provides effective procedural rights at all stages of the process to improve the quality of 
decisions and fight injustice.

 The sections below provide the background for the model article and summarize its major provisions.  
The model article can be obtained from ACT National Field Representatives or ACT General Counsel, dschem-
ber@actnat.com. 

Background—ACT’s 2010 Success in Creating TPR 752-1 Pre-Hearing Rights  

 The model CBA article builds on ACT’s successful effort to persuade the National Guard Bureau to 
include in the 2010 version of TPR 752-1 a paragraph 3-3 that provides important pre-hearing rights, in appeals 
of suspensions and removals, to (a) obtain exonerating evidence, (b) challenge the sufficiency of the agency’s 
evidence, (c) clarify the applicable law, and (d) define the disputed factual issues by pre-hearing motion.  

These pre-hearing rights are tools that enable employees to address a common problem with adverse action ap-
peals: too many administrative hearings are held in circumstances where the Hearing Examiner has little knowl-
edge of the case—and the parties have engaged in little or no discussion of the case or discovery of evidence 
until the day before the hearing. 

In these appeals, due to inadequate pre-hearing procedures, the parties and the Hearing Examiner often lack 
common understanding of the applicable law; the facts that need to be proved to establish the accused’s guilt 
of the charged offense; the lesser offenses that are implicit in the charged offense and how they differ from the 
charged offense; the defenses that are potentially available to the accused; and the evidence that is relevant and 
admissible to prove the matters at issue.  

As a result, the hearing is unfocused.  Time is wasted on irrelevant matters and on proof of matters that are 
undisputed.  Important evidence that should have been discovered and produced well before the hearing is only 
belatedly obtained, or never obtained.  Direct and cross-examination of witnesses is of poor quality and impor-
tant issues sometimes are completely overlooked.  

Some lengthy and expensive hearings end up being completely unnecessary, because proper consideration and 
decision of a pre-hearing motion could have established that the agency’s evidence is insufficient to prove any 
offense, or sufficient to prove only a lesser offense.  This, in turn, could have led to resolution of the case by 
termination of the action or agreement on a lesser penalty.

continued on pg 7

           6 The Technician   September 2016



In several cases ACT has used motions under TPR 752-1 paragraph 3-3 to (a) discover and present evidence that 
has exonerated the accused or undermined the credibility of agency witnesses, (b) clarify the agency’s burden of 
proof and the relevance or irrelevance of evidence, (c) point out that the agency’s evidence proves only a lesser 
offense, or (d) expose other weaknesses in the agency’s case that have justified settlement for a lesser penalty.

ACT’s model CBA article builds on this experience and creates similar procedural rights at other stages of the 
discipline process—to improve their quality and facilitate efficient determination of justice.

The ACT Model CBA—Similar Procedural Rights, Earlier, in All Misconduct Actions

 Pre-Decisional Communication, in All Cases

 Before making a final decision to counsel or admonish an employee—and before making a decision to 
propose reprimand, suspension, or removal of an employee—management must communicate with the employ-
ee and hear what the employee has to say.  ACT National Field Representative Steve Olguin has reported that 
implementation of this concept has been successful in preventing some misconduct actions from being initiated 
in the first place—by enabling the employee to clarify what happened and to show that no misconduct occurred.

 Oral Counseling—ACT’s model article requires that counseling be a conversation, in which the super-
visor states the facts believed to be true and the offense they constitute, allows the employee to reply, consid-
ers the reply, and decides thereafter whether counseling is appropriate.  The supervisor must state the basis for 
counseling, including the reason for any disagreement with what the employee has said, and inform the 
employee of the right to challenge the counseling by grievance.

Written Admonition—Before issuing a written admonition, a supervisor must inform the employee of the 
grounds for the proposed admonition, allow at least 3 work days for the employee to seek representation and to 
reply, meet upon request to discuss the reply, consider any reply, and specifically justify any admonition issued, 
including the reason for disagreeing with the reply.  The supervisor also must inform the employee of the right 
to grieve the admonition.

 Written Reprimand—Before issuing a reprimand, the agency must inform the employee of the facts and 
reasons for the proposed action and allow the employee at least 20 days to seek representation, request informa-
tion, investigate the matter, and reply.  Upon request, the agency must provide the employee a statement of the 
elements of the offense thought to warrant the reprimand.  The statement must be similar to the statements of 
offense elements in the federal Manual for Courts Martial.  The agency must facilitate the employee’s investi-
gation of the case, including identification of witnesses and efforts to obtain relevant information that may not 
be possessed by the agency or its employees. (This is important, for example, if a reprimand is proposed for 
conduct that was the subject of a police investigation).  The agency must on request meet with the employee 
to discuss the matter.  A reprimand must be supportedby facts and reasons on all relevant points, including any 
reason for disagreement with an employee’s reply.  A reprimand must inform the employee of the right to grieve 
the action.

continued on pg 8
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 Proposed Suspension or Removal.—Before issuing a proposed adverse action letter, the agency must 
inform the employee of the contemplated action and meet with the employee to discuss the matter, after afford-
ing reasonable time for the employee to obtain representation and prepare for the meeting.

 Procedural Rights After Issuance of Proposed Adverse Action Letter

 Upon issuance of a letter proposing an adverse action (suspension or removal), the agency must afford 
the employee all of the procedural rights stated above that apply before a final decision to reprimand is made—
at least 20 days to reply, more if needed for investigation or to request and obtain documents, a right to a state-
ment of the offense elements, and agency facilitation of investigation.

 Specific Requirements for Adverse Action Original Decisions

 Original Decisions to suspend or remove an employee must meticulously document the evidence, facts, 
and reasons that establish by preponderant evidence the offense found and must resolve, with equal specific-
ity, every matter that is raised by the accused’s replies.  The evidence, facts, and reasons for rejecting any legal 
argument or factual statement asserted by the accused must be stated in detail, point-by-point.  To the extent 
witness statements conflict on material matters, the decision must determine which witnesses are credible, with 
specific statements of facts and reasons.  The same meticulousness applies to determination of the appropriate 
penalty.

 Right to Request Completion or Correction of Original Decision

 After an Original Decision is issued, the accused employee has the right, before appealing the Decision, 
to request reconsideration of the Original Decision—on the ground that it is incomplete or incorrect, or both.  A 
request for completion can assert that the Decision fails to address an issue or fails to resolve it with required 
specificity.  Any argument as to why the Decision is wrong also can be presented.  The Original Decision maker 
promptly must decide the request for reconsideration and issue any revised Original Decision that is warranted.

 Right on Appeal to Move for Completion or Correction of Original Decisions

 Upon filing an administrative hearing appeal of an Original Decision, the accused employee has the right 
at the outset of the appeal to file a motion with the Hearing Examiner asserting that the Original Decision, or 
any revised Original Decision is not complete or correct.  Further proceedings must be stayed pending the 
Hearing Examiner’s decision of this preliminary motion.  

This right to obtain prompt Hearing Examiner review of the Original Decision provides the opportunity for 
early identification of legal errors and other clear deficiencies in the Original Decision.  The Hearing Examiner 
may require the Original Decision maker to correct and reissue the Decision.

continued on pg 9
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The corrected Decision could end the case, by exonerating the accused or reducing the offense found or penalty 
imposed to the point where settlement occurs promptly thereafter.  Because the Original 
Decision maker has primary responsibility to determine the proper penalty, it is important that the Decision 
maker do so based on a correct understanding of the law.  Where the Decision is based on legal error, correction 
should be prompt.

Other Major Procedural Rights in the ACT Model CBA Article

Requirement on Appeal that the Agency Demonstrate the Sufficiency of its Evidence

If the accused employee files a motion with the Hearing Examiner asserting that the Agency is unable to meet 
its burden of proving one or more essential aspects of the charged offense, the agency is not allowed to 
successfully respond merely by presenting assertions by the agency’s representative.  Rather, the agency is 
required in response to the motion by presenting evidence that shows the agency can prove all elements of its 
case.  To the extent the agency relies on witness testimony to prove the charge, the agency’s response to the 
motion must include sworn witness statements presenting the competent testimony that the witness can provide 
to prove the offense.  In the absence of a satisfactory, evidence-based response, the Hearing Examiner must 
grant the accused employee’s motion and find that the agency is not able to prove its case.

Right to Challenge Adverse Action by Grievance and Advisory Arbitration

As an alternative to the TPR 752-1 appellate process, an accused employee has the right to challenge a 
suspension or removal by grievance and advisory arbitration, if the union agrees to pursue arbitration. (Binding 
arbitration is precluded by 32 U.S.C. § 709(f)(4).

Right to Present Written Brief and Oral Argument to the Adjutant General

Whether an employee chooses the TPR 752-1 appellate process or grievance with advisory arbitration, the 
employee has the right to address the Hearing Examiner’s recommendations, or the arbitrator’s 
recommendations, by written brief and oral argument presented to the Adjutant General.

Requirement of Written Statement of Facts and Reasons by the Adjutant General

The Adjutant General, in finally deciding a case, must state in writing the facts and reasons on which the 
Adjutant General bases any disagreement with legal arguments or factual statements made by the accused em-
ployee.  Though current law allows no further appeal, failure by Adjutants General to issue high quality 
decisions would provide evidence establishing a proper basis for legislative reform. 

Stay of Implementation Pending Final Decision

Suspensions and removals cannot be implemented until the matters are finally decided by the Adjutant General.

continued on pg 10
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No Involuntary Conversion of Hearing Appeals to Appellate Reviews

TPR 752-1 states circumstances in which an administrative hearing appeal can be involuntarily converted into 
an appellate review that affords no right to an evidentiary hearing.  Such conversions, however, are never justi-
fied.  The model CBA article prohibits them.

Specific Procedural Rights During Suspension with Pay

Employees whose presence at the worksite is deemed to create an unacceptable risk can be suspended with pay 
while their adverse actions are processed, but current regulations provide only general protection of the right to 
escorted access to the worksite, when necessary to prepare a defense to the charge.  The model CBA article cre-
ates specific and effective rights in this regard.

Right to Request Reconsideration of Suspension with Pay

An employee suspended with pay is entitled to periodic review and reconsideration of the suspension.  Written 
specific justification of any continuation of the suspension is required.

Right to Request Early Termination of Reprimand

During the period in which a reprimand is in effect, which must be one year or less, the employee is allowed 
periodically to request shortening of the period.  Any denial of the request must be specifically explained in 
writing, and a copy of the request and denial must be attached to the reprimand.
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ACT LAUNCHES NEW SISTER WEBSITE 

ACT is happy to launch a new sister website, www.chooseACT.com . 

It is designed to communicate the advantages of membership to those who want to join ACT.
This website will serve as a destination for non-members to find out more about ACT while still protecting our 
members and their privacy on our login protected website www.ACTNAT.com. There will be no change to    
operations on our www.ACTNAT.com. 

The new website will allow prospective members to see what we are all about and how to get in touch with 
us to add their voices to our chorus. Members also can access past issues of The Technician for reference and 
record. 

If you have any feedback or suggestions about the site please contact our Organizer Patrick Greaney via email, 

pgreaney@actnat.com. 

We encourage everyone to send prospective members to www.chooseACT.com to learn more about their
bargaining rights and  ACT. 
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ACT Initiates New Process for National Elections
This year’s ACT National Election was the first in ACT history to be recorded via online 
ballots emailed by a 3rd party vendor, Intelliscan, Inc. Their online voting services provided 
ACT with the exact services needed to administer the election online. Through the use of online 
voting, ACT witnessed substantial savings over traditional paper balloting due to not printing 
and postage costs. If you did not receive a  ballot this past election, please contact ACT National 
and update your personal information, to include your email.

To ensure the integrity and the accuracy of the National Election, ACT opted to use the follow-
ing services of Intelliscan Inc: 
• Election system and methodology consultation and design of an election website
• Website design and hosting
• SSL encryption
• Voter login system and full security
• Database management
• Automated, personalized email notifications
• Ballot receipt notifications
• Real-time ballot counts and tally updates
• Customized reporting of election results
• Exit Surveys

ACT’s National Election Committee Randy Crews, Dean Gillum, Tim Keesecker and Carlos Fernandez
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Results for 2017 National Election 
ACT 

National President : Terry Garnett

National Treasurer: Bob Niemer

National Vice Presidents: Bill Brown and Steve Olguin

Congratulations to the elected officers and best of luck 
continuing to ensure ACT’s future success!

Did you receive a ballot via email? If not, contact ACT 
National and update your contact information. 
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Hard To Retain 
By Patrick Greaney, Field Rep/Organizer

I recently participated in a labor management forum, at which several O-6s were present. We discussed a vast 
litany of topics which ranged from local firearm carry policy to the proper procedures for reacting to lightning. 
One topic which stood out among all of the others was the retention and reenlistment of military members par-
ticularly those who were technicians.
 
Management, manifest in this meeting as commanders, holds firm to the assertion that the regulation clearly 
gives the individual commander the authority to shape his force through reenlistments and cites the retention 
board as a useful tool. One of the commanders spoke of the fact that the technician program as it exists today is 
antiquated and not capable of responding to the current demands of the new mission. He espoused that when the 
technician program was created the Guard was a strategic force designed to reinforce the active component, but 
in its new role, the Guard serves as a very much operational force and needs to be able to respond to the chang-
ing needs of the mission. The entire force needs to be able to deploy worldwide and aging technicians who can-
not keep up, will be left behind, not just asked to leave but denied the right to stay. He further went on to speak 
of fairness in treatment between AGR, part-time, and technicians. Asking how he could defend a position in 
which he reenlisted a technician but not a traditional guardsman with all other issues being equal.  
Labor views these measures, on the other hand, as unfair due to the fact that our members are being denied the 
ability to attain the retirement goals that the career technician program uses as a recruiting and retention tool. 
I recently met with a 31-year Army Guardsman who joined when he was 17 years old but did not find his way 
into the technician program until 16 years ago. Now, four years away from having twenty years of civil service 
and a full nine years from his statutory minimum retirement age he has been uninvited to the party in the form 
of a non-retention letter. His appeal, to the very same entity who approved the measures in the first place, was 
denied.       

continued on page 15



Hard to Retain continued  

 One can very easily see the frustration of members in this position. They are the red blooded Americans 
who joined the military in their late teens or early twenties and have been told to live their life a certain way 
and continue to chase the carrot of retirement. They sacrifice 12 weekends minimum every year and have spent 
months if not years away from their families in the course of their careers. These hardships are easy to justify as 
being for the greater good. Give up time now and once you hit retirement all that lost time will be worth it. But, 
what do you do when you are not allowed to come to work through no fault of your own? 
The non-retention of a dual status technician prior to minimum retirement age is tantamount to a summary 
execution without any sort of due process. A CIVILIAN technician who is performing their job well and earning 
appraisal scores at or above average is fired without cause and without appeal. Well, no appeal to any authority 
other than the one who chose to make the non-retention in the first place. This is a cowardly act which speaks 
volumes of the individuals signing these “death warrants” without any concern for consequence.

I always try to see the other side of the argument as I find it allows for more productive discourse. I can see the 
angle from which the commander would feel the need to make decisions along those lines. The elephant in the 
room would have to be the fact that while the “commanders” are making military decisions to shape their force, 
they are forgetting that they are not just commanders they are supervisors. These particular supervisors, nearly 
all of whom were AGR, seem to be myopic to the fact that the men and women who make their mission happen 
day in and day out are civilian technicians. The agency is not holding up its part of the bargain. They are push-
ing toward a younger force with less baggage and far less experience.
 
An E-9 spoke up and mentioned that he was AGR and had the same fears of non-retention or denied reenlist-
ment that the technician force did and that it was something that came with the job. To which I promptly replied 
that he would be able to collect immediately upon retirement rather than having to wait until a minimum retire-
ment age having no retirement income until the arbitrary magic number is met. 
The title 32 program stemming from the Technician Act of 1968 was always designed to be a career program. 
Senate Report No. 1446, dated July 22, 1968 states clearly:

Purpose of Legislation

In authorizing Federal employee status for the National Guard technicians, the purpose of this legislation is
 (a) To provide a RETIREMENT and fringe benefit program which will be both uniform and adequate; 
The report goes on to say of enlisted members:

Under present regulations technicians holding enlisted grades are permitted to enlist in the Guard up to age 60. 
The committee has been informally advised that the National Guard intends to continue this policy, with the 
result that enlisted members should not be involuntarily retired through separation of job due to military pro-
motion or elimination factors. In other words, so long as an enlisted technician properly performs his job there 
should be no grounds for his involuntary retirement.
 
The fundamental problem is that the deal has been changed for the technicians. The program, which has existed 
since 1968, has evolved from CSRS to FERS and has only seen its minimum retirement age increase, but is now 
“incompatible” with the current needs and desires of the Department of Defense, in the eyes of some command-
ers. The very agency which has relied on technicians and thrived because of them, is now content to say that no 
retirement benefits are guaranteed and that non-retention is strictly a military issue. 
The solutions to this problem could potentially take on many forms, the whole force could convert to the AGR 
program, the whole force could convert to a Title 5 program, or Title 32 could try to be saved by making 
changes to it.

continued on page 16
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 Let’s start with the AGR program. This is the avenue which most of the commanders and adjutants gen-
eral seem to favor. This change retains all of the commanders’ authority and allows them to shape the force they 
dream of, with a young flexible force that would mimic that of the active component so much as to be rendered 
indistinguishable. This would create another large section of individuals who would be able to retire around 40 
years old and collect a check for the rest of their natural life. These AGRs would receive BAH, BAS, and TRI-
CARE incurring a tremendous expense on the system to achieve results that would be inferior to what techni-
cians are able to currently produce.

A Title 5 program, in which a technician would be able to work as a member of the reserve force in the Guard 
but maintain a strictly civilian employment status could be a possible solution. This technician would be able 
to retain their job indefinitely, even after separation from the service component. In essence, this would create a 
situation in which commanders could shape the force to meet their own strategic goals but retain the experience 
leveraged by technicians who have been performing duties for over twenty years during day to day operations. 
These same civilian technicians could help train the younger less experienced military reserve force during CO-
NUS temporary duty and Unit Training Assemblies.
 
Title 32 could very easily be salvaged by executing the intent of the legislation. The very reason the technician 
program was created was to have career level experience in jobs which traditionally had very high turnover 
from the active component. This situation while extremely beneficial and effective to the day to day operations, 
creates a situation incompatible with current military standards and regulations. Technicians are charged with 
meeting many unrealistic expectations by both big brother blue and green; Air Force and Army, respectivly. 
 
Assessing this situation with as much objectivity as possible let us look at the average airman who joins. He 
joins at 20 years of age and after 20 years of service he is free to go with a full retirement that he can begin 
collecting day one at the age of 40.  During this career our hypothetical soldier or airman ceases performing 
technical hands on work around age 36 when the average age for E-6 sets in. This provides for roughly 16 years 
of experience on the system. The latter part of those years would be spent imparting knowledge gained to the 
younger force to replace them once they stop actively “turning wrenches”. Fast forward 16 years and the new 
guy is putting on E-6 and the cycle is continuing.
 
During this same time, one technician has been gaining not only expertise but mastery on those same systems, 
while the active component is paying someone at home (retired), someone who is no longer “turning wrenches 
(E-6 or above), and someone who is just now beginning to learn. This situation is not atypical and is one of the 
reasons that the technician program exists.  

Title 32 works.
 
It has been tested and proven, the only change is that commanders are wanting more military in their technician 
force. If the commanders would realize that they have the best solution right in front of them and would stop 
attacking the men and women upon whose backs, they rode to get where they are, then maybe the technicians 
would be able to come to work and just simply do their jobs.
 
That is not to say that all managers are bad or not willing to stand up for their troops. There are those who go to 
great length to protect their people and would not allow any of them to be treated in this fashion, especially the 
full time force. These commanders are becoming more and more rare. Unfortunately, as it currently exists the 
National Guard is content non-retain veterans who are showing up to work every day doing what needs to be 
done and whose only crime was getting older. This amounts to the federal government firing veterans knowing 
that they will be summarily dismissed by their civilian employers through a loophole. 
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By Joe Tereso, Northeast Region VP
          
This time of year is bittersweet for some of us. The fall means summer is coming to an end. The air is a little 
crispier in the morning and for some, the kids go back to school. This is also a transition period for parents of 
young adults. They are at a crossroads if their child will continue education in college and how parents can 
supplement the cost of higher education.

 Now this is where ACT would like to help. Years ago, ACT had a scholarship available to its member-
ship. Because of budget constraints, it was stopped. Now we would like to start it up again, but we need your 
help. 
               
 The Board has voted to contribute $2,000 as “seed” money to get this started. What the Board is now 
asking for is donations from the individual chapters/state councils. The Board would like to see donations of 
1,000 dollars from all the chapters or if a state council exists, then a donation of $1,000 for each individual 
chapter in that state made by the state council on the chapters behalf. Of course, if a chapter could not contribute 
because funds are insufficient enough to allow for that, then it’s understandable. Chapters could also contribute 
more or less than that amount. They could even contribute on a yearly basis if they prefer to do that. As long as 
the membership agrees to the contribution. 

 The reason we are asking for that amount of money is simple. With all chapters contributing, and the 
cost of college going up year after year.  Between books, fees, class material, it’s expensive to go to school. We 
(National) would like to see this college fund remain around for a long time and with everyone’s help, it can. 
The money in this account, will ONLY be used for scholarships, nothing else! The scholarship amount has not 
been decided yet by the Board, but it will be no less than, $500. As to how many scholarships will be awarded, 
that will depend on how much money will be collected and how many applicants apply for it. IRS rules also 
state that money needs to be used on the membership, so what better way to help out than by doing this. 

 Who will be eligible? The member himself/herself, his/her spouse, children/step children living with 
them. It can be used for full time or continuing education, up to your undergraduate degree. It will be payable to 
the individual, not the school. Proof of attendance and an acceptance letter among other things will be required. 

 How can one apply? Well, that’s also going to need some work as well. The individual will need to write 
a paper on a topic yet to be determined. The format is still developing and will be out by end of year (fingers 
crossed.) 
                  
 That’s it in a nut shell. I welcome any and all feedback on this at: ACTScholarship@actnat.com 

Again please consider, (as a chapter or state council) contributing to this very worthwhile cause for our future 
generation of leaders.

Scholarship Opportunity Available
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John Giarrusso
1929 - 2016 Obituary
 
GIARRUSSO, JOHN C. 87, of Johnston since 1954, passed away peacefully on Tuesday, September 13, 2016 
at Cherry Hill Manor, Johnston. He was the beloved husband of sixty-one years to Helen M. (Nardolillo) 
Giarrusso. Born in Providence, he was a son of the late Carmine and Anna (DeToro) Giarrusso. John was a US 
Army veteran serving during WW II in the 1st Calvary Division during the occupation of Japan and a US Air 
Force veteran serving in Korea from 1955-1959. He also served in the RI National Guard. John received many 
awards and ribbons during his military service. He was the manager of R. Giarrusso Trucking, Inc. in Johnston 
for twenty years until his retirement. John was also a former employee at the US Naval Air Station, Quonset 
Point. He was a lifetime member of the Disabled American Veterans, VFW, and member of the Korean War 
Veterans Association, Chapter #1, 52nd Fighter Association (USAF), RI National Guard Retirees Association, 
UCT, RI House Permanent Advisory Council. He worked for a while as a National Field Rep for Association 
of Civilian Technicians (ACT) serving the members of the Northeast Region. John was an avid Red Sox and 
Patriots fan. 

He is survived by his loving sons, James Giarrusso of Chepachet, Michael Giarrusso of Danville, CT, John 
Giarrusso and his wife Gina of Johnston, and Ray Giarrusso and his wife Connie of Johnston. John was the 
cherished grandfather of Danielle, Dina, John, Alexis, Domenic, Michael, Sam, Ronnie, Daniel, Jennifer, 
Gabriella and Nate, and the great-grandfather of Zoe-Ray and Olivia. He is also survived by Paul Russo of 
Johnston and William Baffoni of Smithfield who John thought of as his sons. He was the brother of Ann Enos 
and her husband Don of Smithfield, Linda Houle of MA, and the late Carmine Giarrusso.

Our thoughts and deepest sympathies are with the Giarrusso family during this difficult time. 

  18 The Technician   September 2016



Tell us what is going 
on in your chapters

Send articles, ideas, and pictures to 
membership.info@actnat.com

ACT  NAT
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