CONF - 9308207 —- Amend,

Sharing Values
Sharing a Vision

The informal proceedings of
he Third Technology Transfer/
ommunications Conference

August 2,10 & 11, 1993
erkeley & Livermore, CA.

OBmRaon o 1115 DoCymENT 18 UNLIMITED

o-hosted by Lawrence Livermore National
boratory and the Lawrence Berkele¥
boratory for the U.S. Department of Energy



DISCLAIMER

This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States Government.
Neither the United States Government nor the University of Califor:>¥a nor any of their employees, makes any
warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or respox. sibility for the accuracy, completeness,
or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not
infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial products, process, or service by
trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement,
recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or the University of California. The viewsand
opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government
or the University of Califoruia, and shall not be used for advertising or product endorsement purposes.

This report has been reproduced
directly from the best available copy.

Available to DOE and DOE contractors from the
Office of Scientific and Technical Information
P.O. Box 62, Oak Ridge, TN 37831
Prices available from (615) 576-8401, FTS 626-8401

Available to the public from the
National Technical Information Service
U.S. Department of Commerce
5285 Port Royal Rd.,
Springfield, VA 22161

Work performed under the auspices of the US. Department of Energy by Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory under Contract W-7405-Eng-48.

.

’

L.
PR o

- . o peni

.“.)...h.._.--“ n ‘



Sharing Values
Sharing a Vision

The informal proceedings of
the Third Technology Transfer/
Communications Conference

August 9,10 & 11, 1993
Berkeley and Livermore, California

Co-hosted by Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory and the Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory for the U.S. Department of Ener

" MASTER

QrTWRUTION o THIS DBComenT (18 UNUM!TEOD



Cheryl Fragiadakis: A
stronger and more targeted
communications strategy
is required.

Cheryl Fragiadakis, manager,

Technology Transfer Program,
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

The Third Technology Transfer/Communications Conference allows us
to start building on what was learned at the two previous conferences. It also
gives attendees the opportunity to focus as a group on three challenges that
we face in technology transfer.

Our first challenge is to figure out how, from the perspectives of the
Department of Energy and the national laboratories, a stronger and more
targeted communications strategy can be developed and implemented.

Our second challenge is to determine how to reach more targeted audi-
ences, how to get them excited and motivated and how — without overly
promising, without overly hyping — to encourage them to come to the labs
with the right sets of expectations. This challenge is a fundamental problem
for anybody in communications and marketing. One of the best and worst
activities that the labs participated in was the National Technology Initiative’s
Road Show. It was the best activity because it opened the eyes of companies,
universities and local governments to the capabilities of the national labs. At
the same time, it was the worst activity because it raised expectations to a level
that could not be fulfilled.

Our third challenge is to identify and overcome internally placed impedi-
ments to doing our jobs as technology transfer communicators. One example
is the prohibition on advertising. Very limited progress has been made on this
issue, and it is one we must work together to correct.

It is important that we pool our intellectual resources to meet these
challenges. Instead of relying on independent abilities, however strong each
may be, our departmental and laboratory programs can be a lot stronger
when we work together and add in our various strengths.



Gib Marguth: We
must develop a
common vision and
shared values.

Gib Marguth, manager,

Technology Transfer Initiatives Program,
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

During a visit to the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in July 1993,
DOE Secretary Hazel O’Leary met with industry representatives to discuss what
has to be accomplished to achieve success in technology transfer.,

In the dialogue that took place, [ was reminded of what Peters and
Waterman referred to as the Seven S's in the book In Search of Excellence.
Industry traditionally has focused on the first three, the so-called hard S's:
systems, structure and strategy. Now, we are turning our attention to the four soft
S's—staf]; skills and style. and, at the heart of every organization, shared values.

This concept of shared values is what Secretary O’Leary is going to push
the DOE, its laboratories and its production facilities to discover during the
next few years. If we don't have common vision and a sense of who and what
we are, as individual organizations and as part of the DOE family, we can't
really succeed.

We have to have a common sense of public service and strive for public
trust. We have to have ethical and professional behavior, and we have to
preserve and nurture the technical excellence that exists at our laboratories
and facilities. Finally, we have to maximize the cffect of technology transfer on
the nation’s ability to better compete in the global marketplace.

Events such as the Third Technology Transfer/Communications Confer-
ence provide a forum to talk about the issues and to discuss how to develop
common values. An open exchange of ideas, such as takes place at our confer-
ences, helps us learn from each other.

And as you all know, effective communications is a key element in the
technology transfer process, Communicators must let the public know what is
happening in technology transfer, and they must communicate through the
media to the country’s elected officials and opinion shapers. If they are not
successful in their efforts, technology transfer will not suceeed in helping
American industry become more competitive,
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Overview

Building on past conferences; moving toward
a shared vision

Teamwork, partnership and shared values emerged as recurring themes at
the Third Technology Transfer/Communications Conference. The program
drew about 100 participants who sat through a packed two days to find ways for
their laboratories and facilities to better help American business and the
economy.

Co-hosts were the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and the
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, where most meetings took place. The confer-
ence followed traditions established at the First Technology Transfer/Commu-
nications Conference, conceived of and hosted by the Pacific Northwest
Laboratory in May 1992 in Richmond, Washington, and the second confer-
ence, hosted by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory in January 1993 in
Golden, Colorado.

As at the other conferences, participants at the third session represented
the fields of technology transfer, public affairs and communications. They
came from Department of Energy headquarters and DOE offices, laboratories
and production facilities.

Also as at past conferences, participants broke into working groups to
address specific issues. Working groups at the third conference explored the
topics of conferences and trade shows; media relations and news coverage:;
implementing a departmental technology transfer outreach strategy; and data,
databases, artifacts and displays.

The keynote address, focusing on Secretary Hazel O’Leary’s technology
transfer strategy and initiatives, was delivered by Pete Didisheim, the
Secretary’s special assistant for technology transfer.

Two panels made up of special guests gave participants insights into topics
that were on everyone’s minds—"Getting your message out through TV, radio
and print” and “Successful marketing strategies—present and future.” Panelists

DOE’s Roger Lewis
chats with Hallie
Gibson (center
foreground) of the
Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory
and Sharon Brown of
the Pacific Northwest
Laboratory. At the
registration table in
the rear (from left) are
Kathy Kaufman and
Ellen Bettencourt of
Lawrence Livermore.




represented working media and marketing strategists from the commercial,
government and non-profit sectors.

There was also the opportunity to learn from colleagues. Roger Lewis of
the DOE Office of Technology Utilization offered his insights into measure-
ments for success; Christina Kielich and Elizabeth Tobey, technology transfer
specialists with the Office of Public Affairs at DOE headquarters, discussed
what it is like to be in the “line of fire;” Glen Dahlbacka of the Lawrence
Berkeley Lab talked about the LBL Advanced Light Source as an illustration of
how to interest industry in user facilities; Dallas Martin of the National Renew-
able Energy Lab revisited the Colorado conference, and Kathy Hyland of the
Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education introduced participants to a
new DOE newsletter, Technology Transfer News.

In welcoming remarks, Gib Marguth, manager of the LLNL Technology
Transfer Initiatives Program, emphasized that “if the labs don’t have a com-
mon vision and a common sense of who and what they are they won’t suc-
ceed.” He indicated that Secretary O’Leary has stressed that during the next
years she is going to push the laboratories to discover their “shared values.”

Chery! Fragiadakis, manager of the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Technol-
ogy Transfer Program, encouraged the labs to work together instead of relying on
individual strengths, saying the approach will make them much stronger.

She said that technology transfer communicators must build a stronger
and more targeted communications strategy. It is also vital that they reach
more targeted audiences, without over promising and over hyping what labs
can accomplish, and get them motivated and excited.

Time for innovation

William Reddick, assistant manager for Projects and Management Services
at the DOE San Francisco Operations Office, said the message from Secretary
O’Leary is loud and clear: It is time for the department, its laboratories and
partners to be more effective, productive and flexible and to take actions
based on what is beneficial to this country.

This also is the time for innovation and the realization that the DOE and
its labs can no longer do business as usual, he said. He noted that a working
group has been formed to advise Secretary O’Leary on how to implement her
new technology transfer strategy and suggested that a representative from
each lab be added to the group.

Roger Lewis agreed on the need to be “innovative, flexible and creative as
the labs go about accomplishing the people’s business.”

Lewis emphasized:

* The value of identifying problems and strategies to deal with issues.
¢ The importance of networking and working together.

*The need to develop an agenda.

® The value of measurement tools.

“What should come out of this meeting is a sense of the direction that the
labs want to take, and want headquarters’ help in taking, to reach the next
step,” Lewis said.

He asked that labs not be shy about making requests for help. “This con-
ference and other meetings are designed to help DOE know what is needed,
how it can help and when it can get out of the way,” he said.



Pete Didisheim
outlined Secretary
O’Leary’s technology
transfer vision during
his keynote address.

Keynote Address:

“Secretary O’Leary’s new technology transfer
strategy and initiatives”

Pete Didisheim, Special Assistant to the Secretary for
Technology Transfer, DOE headquarters

DOE today is facing fundamentally new challenges that are really opportu-
nities to help the economy by making the resources of its laboratories increas-
ingly available to the private sector. Such challenges are forcing a “transforma-
tion” inside the department and especially at its national laboratories as they
focus more on enhancing the nation’s economic security.

The emphasis on economic security for the labs does not signal an aban-
donment of other national security missions or basic R&D. Rather, it means an
increased focus on achieving mission goals that serve both the public missions
of the department and commercialization interests of the private sector.

Secretary O’Leary wants DOE to be perceived as a leader in technology
transfer. We have a fundamental ()bligdtion to the administration and to the
public to demonstrate the department is moving forward to help the nation’s
economy. By helping America’s industry, the department is ultimately helpmg
the public through new jobs and through advances in areas such as environ-
mental cleanup, industrial performance and energy efficiency.

This new focus of DOE and its laboratories dovetails nicely with President
Clinton’s technology policy. This policy states in part that federal labs are




encouraged to act as partners with industry wherever possible, that all labs
managed by DOE, DOD and NASA should devote at least 10 to 20 percent of
their budgets to R&D partnerships with industry, and that new missions will be
developed for federal labs to make full use of their talented and experienced
men and women,

The department has developed a vision statement that reflects both the
Clinton Administration’s technology policies and the department’s goals for
technology transfer. The vision is for the department to be a recognized leader
and partner with industry in developing and transferring science and technology to
enhance economic performance and to serve public needs.

The vision is contained in Secretary O’Leary’s strategic plan for technol-
ogy transfer, titled “Partnerships for Global Competitiveness” (the word
“partnerships” is used because it implies a level of mutual trust). She an-
nounced the plan on July 29, 1993 before the committee on Science, Space
and Technology of the House of Representatives.

Critical strategies
To realize the vision statement, the plan sets forth five critical strategies:

1.The department must change its culture.

2.We must optimize our technology partnership processes.

3.We must make it easier for industry to access departmental technology,
resources and facilities.

4.We must ensure that our technology transfer process and technology
development programs are guided by market-pull.

5.We must develop, with industry and others, integrated program plans.

From the five critical strategies, some 20 goals have been identified.
They are:

¢ Integrate technology transfer into every DOE mission and activity through
continuous emphasis in communications, assignments and performance
evaluations.

¢ Involve all program elements in the “reinvention” of a uniform DOE
technology transfer policy that is embraced and implemented throughout
DOE.

¢ Reinforce the core value of customer focus through training, incentives,
dialogue and continuous departmental leadership.

¢ Establish technology transfer as a DOE “team sport” in the DOE strategic
plan and emphasize team synergism and recognition for team accomplish-
ments.

e Reduce the average time from the date industry and a DOE contractor
agree on a match for a technology transfer project to the execution of a
technology transfer agreement.

* Develop a process to provide a timely and reliable source and allocation
of resources across all departmental elements for technology transfer
activities.

* Develop consistent technology transfer processes that reduce the adminis-
trative burden and result in widespread industry acceptance.

* Develop new technology transfer mechanisms to improve time, certainty,
and/or consistency of process.

¢ Develop balanced and flexible processes so that small, simple deals do not
have the same process as large, complex deals.

¢ Develop balanced programs so that the full range of technology is repre-
sented (incremental low tech; distinctive-midtech; breakthrough).

° Develop balanced and equitable distribution of industry partners.

* Develop consistent, reliable, standardized and fair policies and procedures
across the DOE complex.




* Develop a communications strategy to make resources known.

¢ Jointly develop and use a set of measures of performance for assessing
technology transfer effectiveness.

* Seek active involvement of industry to provide market context for DOE
programs.

e Identify and pursue opportunities for strategic partnerships with industrial
alliances.

¢ Partner with existing public and private business networks for reaching
small business.

¢ Integrate technology transfer opportunities into the program planning for
all departmental R&D at the earliest possible point.

¢ In collaboration with industry, other federal agencies and the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, select integrated industrial sectors and
technology areas for large scale partnerships.

* Develop integrated technology transfer plans across departmental pro-
grams to ensure maximum coordination of resources to meet private
sector needs.

The strategic plan builds upon strong — and growing — interest in work-
ing with the DOE labs. This is evident in the dramatic growth in DOE
CRADAs, from 26 in July of 1991 to more than 460 in August, 1993. Despite
such heady growth many in private industry are still frustrated by their deal-
ings with the department. They say DOE is doing things better, but also say the
department still offers obstacles to reaching agreements.

Steps to improve and streamline DOE’s technology transfer process are
being taken in the context of Secretary O'Leary’s philosophy of quality man-
agement principles. The plan outlines concrete steps for streamlining our
partnership mechanisms. For example, the Secretary has established a goal of
reducing the processing time for CRADAs from initial negotiations until the
start of work, by 50 percent within one year. And this fall the Secretary plans to
delegate authority to the DOE lab directors to directly execute CRADAs
involving $500,000 per year or less in federal funds.

Integrated approaches

One of the most important initiatives is developing integrated program
plans with industry, other government agencies and within the department.
For that reason DOE is establishing a high-level team for achieving consistent
policies and expedited problem solving. At the same time the Secretary is
appointing senior executives from the private sector to the Secretary of Energy
Advisory Board to independently review the DOE’s partnership activities.

The department is also developing an integrated technology partnership
plan, which will be coordinated with other federal agencies and the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, to provide a multi-year framework for partner-
ship activities. Finally, the department, together with its customers, is develop-
ing a system to measure success in the partnership programs.

Congress will fix DOE’s problems if the department doesn’t. The Secretary
recognizes that is DOE’s job. We know best where things can be improved; we
don’t want to have solutions imposed upon us. Rather, the Secretary will work
with Congress to change those statutes that impede efficient transfer of tech-
nology.

One of the assumptions underlying the strategic plan was that DOE bud-
gets will remain very tight and that no new money will be available for new
initiatives. The continuing pressure on the DOE budget means the depart-
ment must do more with less by integrating private sector interests into the
department’s mission responsibilities.

Other underlying assumptions were that global economic competition will
remain intense and that partnerships (both among former economic rivals
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toured the Lawrence
Livermore National
Laboratory’s Nova
laser facility before the
awards banquet at
Wente’s in Livermore.

and among government entities and the private sector) are here to stay, The
final planning assumption was that program balance is essential. This means
balancing basic and applied research, and public and private needs.

The press reports of the new strategic plan have in large part captured the
spirit and enumerated the key goals of the plan. However, DOE’s communica-
tion efforts are tundamentally impo:tant to ensure the plan’s success. Confer-
ence attendees must work to communicate DOE’s strengths to the public, the
media and potential industrial partners. Communication efforts must also be
directed inwardly within the department to identify those arcas where im-
provement is most needed.

The Secretary’s plan is a draft document. Comments have been requested
from private industry, Congress and DOE and contractor employees. However,
the Secretary is not waiting to make important changes. She and her staff are
alrcady identifying problem areas and acting on recommended improvements.

*This account is a synopsis of Pete Didisheim’s conference remarks and the
draft strategic plan which he discussed.




Panel discussions:

“Getting your message out through TV,
radio and print”

Communicators and members of the news media have the same agenda —
seeing to it that an interesting story is told. But before communicators can get
their stories in print or broadcast, they have to convince the reporters, editors
and producers that the news lead will interest their readers, listeners or view-
ers.

Sometimes members of the media see eye-to-eye with communicators from
the start on the merits of a potential story. Sometimes all that is necessary is a
simple recasting into a frame of reference that reporters and producers find
comfortable. On some occasions it takes several follow-up calls to sell a story
idea. On others, no amount of effort will prevent an idea from being rejected.

Why do potential stories get cast aside? Should they be presented differ-
ently? Are they pitched to the wrong people? Is it just a case, sometimes, of
bad timing?

The question of what communicators should do to get their messages out
was answered by a panel of experts at the Third Technology Transfer/Commu-
nications Conference. Panelists were Greg Lefevre, chief of Cable News
Network’s San Francisco Bureau; Russ Mitchell, manager of Business Week's San
Francisco Bureau; Darryl Compton, the Region Two director for the Radio-
Television News Directors Association; and Dan Stober, a staff writer with the
San Jose Mercury-News.

The key to getting a message out, they said, is to establish consistent,
personal relations with media members. Pitch your item directly to people

Conference
participants took
advantage of the
opportunity to
field questions to
marketing and
media panelists.




you know, instead of to strangers on general assignment desks. Keep your
printed releases to the point and very readable. Reporters, conference attend-
ees were told, are inherently lazy, so help them do their work.

Here are some individual insights into the media:

Darryl Compton, Radio-Television News Directors Association: Most
assignment desks turn over the job of reading press releases and faxes to an
intern. If you use the standard press release routine, you are not going to get
anywhere. If you pitch directly to the person you want to talk to, you are going
to have a much better chance.

Greg Lefevre, Cable News Network: What rates coverage on CNN is
interest and impact. If it is fascinating, we want to know. We have nearly a
dozen channels to get your message out. News is not an exclusive club. We
want to get vou on. But there is a lot of competition. Rejection is typical. Find
an angle and keep trying. But don’t pester.

Russ Mitchell, Business Week: Even though it may seem we ignore you
most of the time, it may seem arrogant that when we do find something we
like, we want it immediately. If we call back, it is because we are interested and
usually because we want to get it into the magazine as soon as possible. It is
very important that you be able to cut through your own bureaucracy so you
can get back as quickly as possible. Make sure your managers understand that
instant communication is really essential.

Dan Stober, San Jose Mercury -News: Getting your story in a daily newspa-
per depends a lot upon how easy it is for the newspaper, whom you know at
the newspaper, and a gimmick. Cultivating the right people is very important.
Get to know the person who is covering your beat. Get to know the editors.

Tips for success

Culled from the lively discussion are these suggestions to help you get your
message out:

¢ Grab the media’s attention — Newsrooms are flooded with releases. Make
certain your release can compete for the attention you seek. Keep the
length of your release to a page. Make up your own catchy headline. Lay
out the story in a crisp, one-sentence first paragraph. Keep the supporting
material tight. Make technical background a separate attachment, or
indicate it is available. If the release is not urgent, you may want to avoid
faxing since fax quality varies. As one panelist put it: “Presentation is
important. A mailed release can catch the eye of the initial reviewer.”

¢ Develop personal relationships — Don’t rely on the general assignment
desk for your coverage. Get to know individual reporters, editors and
producers and their needs, interests. Get their phone numbers, fax num-
bers, beeper numbers and stay in touch on a regular basis. Establish
relationships of trust.

* Remember the Fascination Factor — Would you consider the item you are
pitching fascinating? Does it have impact or potential impact? Is it some-
thing that piques interest, something you want to tell somebody about?
And don’t forget the Breakfast Test: Will it make good conversation over
breakfast?

¢ Be creative — Keep on the lookout for new angles. Use a gimmick if
necessary. Don’t be afraid to ride on the coattails of local, state, national or
global events. In fact, make an effort to lash your pitch to a breaking story.

* Assess your markets — Broaden your horizons as to what constitutes print
or broadcast media. In the print venue, venture beyond newspapers, mass
market magazines and the trade press into airline in-flight magazines,
special audience publications. Having a difficult time getting your message
out on the weekday evening or late night TV news? Then try public affairs
producers or weekend news teams. Pitch to the specialty and syndicated
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TV shows. Go the call-in route on radio.

¢ Be helpful — Make certain those who are pitching technical articles to the
media understand what they are talking about, understand the research
and can put it in perspective. Anticipate reporter callbacks on major
releases vou send out. Warn the scientist, engineer or administrator in-
volved 1o set the day aside to answer media calls. For technical stories,
make photographs or drawings available.

More tips

¢ Pitch news in digest form — Send your media contacts a digest listing a
half dozen to a dozen potential news or feature leads. Make cach item
succinct. Many reporters prefer this approach because they can pick up
article ideas with a quick scan. Have more details available — cither a press
release or fact sheet — when a reporter calls back.

¢ Don't send video releases — The top 100 markets usually ignore unsolic-
ited tapes. But vou might have a better chance in the 200 market. It pavs,
though, to let the re porter know if B-roll footage is available, particularly if
footage is of a process, technique or event that media cameras can’t dupli-
cate. As one panclist put it "If you have pictures that we can’t shoot our-
sclves, vour pictures are critical to our story.”

e Don't send unsolicited audios either — As with videos, the media doesn’t
have the luxury of devoting time to previewing unsolicited tapes. There
also is a question of tape quality. You have a better chance to score by
making a soundbite available over telephone lines.

* Know vour fax ctiquette — Some news media encourage faxed releases/
advisories, others discourage. Before faxing, particularly on a regular basis,
check vour media contact for preference. Keep in mind that not all faxes
are compatible. Itis vour gamble. To some a fax is like junk mail. Your
pavolt may be very shim.

* Take advantage of sweeps — Pitch a news series idea to local TV for their



sweeps periods (February, May and November). Don’t wait until the last
minute. Pitch a couple of months ahead of time. If they buy the pitch, you
get news time exposure, promos, sometimes billboards, sometimes real-
time standups with anchor feedback.

“Successful marketing strategies — present
and future”

The labs are in a new era where they not only have to accept the concept
of marketing but also are being challenged to do it better. At the Third Tech-
nology Transfer/Communications Conference, participants had the opportu-
nity to gain marketing insights from a panel of four specialists, who repre-
sented a cross-section of commercial, government and non-profit interests.

The panelists were Srinivasan Rajagopal, director of engineering at the
FMC Corporation; Walter B. Olstad, director of planning and development in
the Research & Development Division of Lockheed Missiles & Space Com-
pany; Geoffrey S. Lee, a technology utilization officer with NASA/Ames; and
David Keaton, vice president of sales at SRI International.

Panelists indicated that their organizations are in competition with the
DQE labs in one way or another: either for technology transfer, for R&D
dollars or for creative and talented people. Although panelists spoke from
different backgrounds, interests and positions within their organizations, their
collective experiences and thoughts provided reality-based guidance for the
labs’ technology transfer specialists and communicators.

Here are some individual observations :

® David Keaton. SRI International: Technology transfer is a slow process. It can
take five to six meetings with a potential partner before there is any inter-
est in proceeding. It is not unusual for the preliminary process to take an
entire year.

® Walter B. Olstad, Lockheed Missiles & Space Company: Experience tells us
that the technology developer really must go much more than halfway in
this transfer process. The users of your technology typically have their
heads down. They are working on their individual problems, deadlines and
budgets. We have to be there ready to hand their next technology to them
in a form they can understand and easily use. This is not an easy challenge.

* Geoffrey S. Lee, NASA/Ames: Marketing is not selling but creating a desire
for your product in the outside world.

* Srinivasan Rajagopal, FMC Corporation: The key in marketing isn’t how to
do more, but how to do less. In all likelihood, your business will be smaller
in the future. When you are smaller, you can be efficient and work better
than anybody else. Give yourself a pessimistic crystal ball. Identify your
core competencies, ask where do you want to be at your end point.

Here are some general points to consider, culled from the individual
experiences of the panelists.

Mechanics of technology transfer

* Build a contact base. Advertising in trade journals and publications like
the Commerce Business Daily isn’t as effective as establishing one-on-one
relationships with potential partners you meet at trade shows, association
meetings, etc.

* Your best business partners will probably come from Fortune 500 compa-
nies, rather than from small business. The larger firms usually are willing
to buy ideas on a continuing basis.

*Focus resources on technologies that will give businesses the competitive
edge. Strive to be competitive with other sources for that technology.

* Conduct joint developments of objectives, annual assessments of success



and customer satisfaction surveys to determine if you are meeting your
customers’ needs.

* Work hand-in-hand with partners at their facilities. This gives you a chance
to see their needs. You come back knowing what you should really be
working on.

¢ Design your technology transfer teams with people who know how to fulfill
needs and change directions if necessary. If you have recalcitrant scientists
who sit back and say “This is what I do,” you will have a very hard road
ahead.

* Being perceived as a defense industry can work against you because you
are not supposed to know how to do commercialization. Teaming with
industry is a way to overcome that perceived barrier.

* Market your services inside your industry as well as outside.

* Embed technology transfer in a long-range business strategy. Look at
where business is going 15 years from now and then plan your strategy.

Working with government

¢ Large companies find it difficult to say much good about a CRADA.
CRADAs are perceived as being difficult to work with and it is difficult for
industry to find a benefit. Nevertheless, companies recognize the labs have
a lot of technologies they are interested in, so they will find a way to work
together.

* Some businesses have had difficulties working with federal laboratories
because they couldn’t control what was done on the government side.

* Commercial and government marketing require a different set of skills.

* A major problem with academic “salespeople” is that too many approach
industry wanting to give a lecture instead of being willing to listen to needs
and problems. Try to choose technical representatives who know how to
sell services.

* Marketing strategies aren’t respected by scientists and engineers. In today’s
changing environment, however, you can’t ignore marketing.
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Workshops:
“Media relations & news coverage”

Workshop attendees identified these issues that most interested them:
DOE's technology transfer me ssages; the new technology transfer strategy and
its relation to traditional DOE missions; coordination between DOE headquar-
ters, labs, field offices and contractors; the economic story of technology
transfer; how to “be seen” in industrial circles; technical production param-
eters, working with industrial partners; proactive press relations; measuring
success; and “good” vs. “bad” stories.

There was not time for all of these issues to be addressed, but two ener-
getic and frank sessions produced these comments:

Under the new administration the “rules have changed.” DOE public
information officers have the freedom to do more on their own and take
matters directly to the Secretary. They want it known that they are there for
DOE people throughout the system. There is no reason to avoid headquarters;
they will not hold up stories or plans. Often headquarters people can enhance
the story by giving it greater visibility.

At the same time, headquarters knows that some industrial partners do not
want publicity and headquarters will honor those sensitivities. Such situations
can lead to difficult situations because DOE or the laboratory may want public-
ity. On the other hand, some industrial partners have highly sophisticated
press machines and are very easy to work with.

The Secretary is open to new ideas on how to better communicate DOE’s
technology transfer story. She is open for traveling to attend major technology
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transfer events. People should feel free to contact the oftice to discuss their
ideas for involving the Secretary.

Everyone in DOE believes we need better coordination.

Secretary O’Leary wants everyone to coordinate our technology transfer
story. To help accomplish this, headquarters’ public affairs office needs to be
kept abreast of developments so that they can help “carry the banner,” possibly
heighten visibility of the story, and alert the Secretary to important develop-
ments. Ninety day press plans are useful for telling headquarters what is
happening so there will be no surprises.

At the other extreme, headquarters also would appreciate a simple “heads
up” call that a major publication is asking questions about a particular subject.
However, some field offices do not want DOE centers under their purview to
cal! headquarters directly. This is a problem DOE needs to work out. In addi-
tion, there is sometimes a discrepancy between what a field office considers a
media success and what laboratory public affairs considers a big success.

We need to know what trade publications industry reads, but we also can’t
ignore the more popular technical and financial press. We need to target
where the message is going so people receiving it know it is of use to their
particular publication. We also have to make sure that a press release has the
content to excite a reporter. Reporters have complained that they are unable
to reach DOE spokespeople. Once again, a new administration is in place, so
encourage reporters to call headquarters.

Bad news travels much faster than good news. Within DOE, there are many
good technology transfer stories that don’t get communicated from site to site.
For example, it would be valuable to share news clips. Concerning bad news,
the key is to give more information than the reporter requests, so that the story
doesn’t drag on for days.

One news technique that has worked for Los Alamos is to distribute a tip
sheet that describes several news items of likely interest to reporters. Another
technique is to use electronic bulletin boards.

Facilitators (Session 1) Christina Kielich, technology transfer specialist,
Office of Public Affairs, DOE headquarters,; (Session 2) Gary Petersen,
director of communication, Pacific Northwest Laboratory

“Implementing a departmental technology
transfer outreach strategy”

Workshop participants were asked for suggestions (consistent with Secre-
tary O’'Leary’s strategic plan) on how to put technology transfer outreach on a
solid planning footing. In both sessions, participants agreed that a formal
structure is needed to “flesh out” the outreach strategic plan. In fact, it was
suggested that the title of the session should be “Development and implemen-
tation of a departmental technology transfer outreach strategy.”

The basic elements of the outreach plan identify:

*Industry needs

*Core competencies that DOE and its facilities and laboratories have to
share with industry

sTarget groups with which to share the technologies

*Means of communication

Market benchmarks should be applied to technology transfer, i.e., what is
best “in practice” for these activities. Applying the same standards that work in
the marketplace would allow performance-based appraisals.

Activities that fall within the scope of market benchmarks include:
*Advertising, color printing, printing quantity, business cards
*Exhibits/shows, sponsorships (e.g., E-mail conferences)

*Video, CD-ROMs



¢ Samples of tangibles

* Procurement practices (e.g., services)

* Subcontracting for public relations services

* Review and streamlining of outreach standards and practices

¢ Articulation of modern policy to provide tools and maximum flexibility

Target audiences include the legislative branch, economic development
groups, state and local government, industries, universities, laboratories, the
media and the U.S. population at large (taxpayers).

The appropriate message should be identified for the various audiences.
For example, industrial awareness is essential for industry to recognize the
organization (laboratory, facility, etc.) as a technological asset. This is done
through press releases, trade shows, etc.

To operate like a business, DOE outreach activities should be able to use
the term “marketing.” This standard would also include the ability to advertise
as well as pay attention to very senior level industry leaders to spot market
trends.

DOE outreach activities are competing in the marketplace for higher
visibility. To do this effectively, DOE communication tools must meet profes-
sional standards.

DOE should have an “800” telephone number (e.g., 1-800-DOETECH) to
serve as a focal point for inquiries, make it easier for the public to access
information, enhance the perception that the agency is eager to help the
public, and increase public awareness of DOE. Frequently business people do
not know where to begin making inquiries; an 800 number would help solve
this problem. The caller would reach a clearinghouse staffed by knowledge-
able people (i.e., people able to put the caller in touch with the appropriate
group within a facility/laboratory). The clearinghouse could be staffed by
Laboratory people on a rotational basis. A suggestion was made that all ORTA
office telephone numbers should be “800” numbers.

An industry liaison program should be established that would place a DOE
staffer in each of the top 10 industry trade associations. The liaison would
communicate industry needs and concerns to the DOE (i.e., laboratories,
program offices, facilities, etc.) and handle inquiries from trade association
members.

Facilitators: (Session 1) Roger Lewis, director, Office of Technology
Utilization, DOE, and Jan Brown, consultant, DOE; (Session 2) Molly Birely,
program coordinator, Los Alamos National Laboratory

“Conferences and trade shows”

Workshop participants addressed such issues as: Are “Family Style” shows
worthwhile? How do you decide to go to a show? How to get funding in tight
times. How DOE can help with the preapproval process.

Participants agreed the “Family Style” trade show that features exhibits
from several labs under one DOE-coordinated booth is an innovative and
excellent idea and should be expanded to more shows. The concept of the
family show offers advantages for industry, the labs and for DOE. The show
allows DOE and the labs to make a strong, cohesive statement. The sum of the
technology may have more commercial value than components of individual
laboratories.

When technologists and principal investigators attend family style shows
there also are fertile opportunities for on-the-spot technology teaming with
industry and for the cross-pollination of ideas and technologies among labs. It
is important that investigators be given time to leave their booths to make
contacts with other scientists at the show.

Participants who attended trade shows liked being able to sit down the




night before and talk with each other. High marks also went to the video
training program on boothing etiquette, which was produced by Dorry Tooker
of Brookhaven National Laboratory.

Trade shows will be the most successful if labs:

* Focus on individual strengths
* Look closely at what they want to accomplish
e Identify and even invite target groups they want to reach

When labs go to a show they should look credible. Coordinated literature
is reccommended. Bold color and innovative designs are eye catching at these
shows and are also required to compete with other exhibitors. Non-traditional
communication tools — buttons, objects, plastic bags — also attract interest.
This is a problem because government facilities cannot give objects away. A
possible way to circumvent this problem in the near future is to use corporate
or university funds to purchase giveaways at trade shows.

The preapproval process for exhibits is cumbersome, and not uniform
from lab to lab. The process could be greatly improved. Perhaps approval
should be delega. * to DOE regional offices.

Money for designing exhibits and attending shows seems to be decreasing
at some labs. Technology transfer staffs should not look to DOE for funding,
unless the request to attend is a mandate.

Document successes

A good way for each lab to make the case for more funds is to document
successes (e.g. number of contacts, follow-up visits, resulting CRADAs) and
report that data to individual lab managements. Increased funding is more
likely when management sees the value of the shows and is confident that
something will come out of them.

At the Society for Automotive Engineers conference in March 1992, par-
ticipants received a “credit card” number. When they wanted more informa-
tion on a specific technology, they punched their card into a data receiver
system at a booth. Using this system, DOE recorded more than 500 contacts.
These requests were sent directly to individual labs. It is difficult to know if
follow-up to requests occurred, but it is assumed because of budget and staff-
ing concerns this process still needs considerable work.

Workshop participants discussed criteria for helping labs determine
whether they should attend a specific trade show. The labs should:

eEvaluate a particular show to determine if it will showcase a lab’s strengths.

eKnow the number of persons expected to attend as well as the profile of
participants, possibly from reading Trade Show Weekly.

eDetermine whether DOE regional offices or headquarters consider it a
directive when they notify labs of shows. (Labs should realize that the final
decision to attend rests with them. Only they can determine if it is in their
best interest to attend.)

*Look at past experience at a particular trade show. Labs should be leery of
attending a show for the first time without research into whether contacts
are likely to produce results. (Reluctance was expressed about attending
future AFCEA [Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Associa-
tion] shows in Washington. More retiring military personnel attended than
members of industry looking for CRADAs.)

DOE headquarters is developing a calendar of upcoming trade shows that
will be available to labs and may help them decide which shows are valuable.
Participants also asked DOE headquarters for more guidance, perhaps from a
market survey.

Facilitators : (First Session) Ralph Burr, leader, Outreach & Education,
DOE; (Second Session) Ann Rydalch, outreach director, Technology Transfer, -
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 15




16

]
“Data, databases, artifacts & displays”

Attendees at both workshops focused discussions on information requests
from the Office of Technology Utilization and other DOE offices. Requests
can involve data on CRADAs, CRADA partners, the impact tech transfer
activities have on job and economic growth in an area, success stories, photo-
graphs, hardware or products (technical artifacts) resulting from R&D and
tech transfer activities, etc.

The information/material is used for a variety of purposes: to support
Secretary O'Leary with words and visuals during congressional testimony and
for her discussions with media, business and opinion leaders; for DOE publica-
tions; for exhibits; for fulfilling reporting requirements mandated by statute or
policy; or for responding to congressio .al or other inquiry.

Discussion at the first session centered on a database system that DOE
could use to collect, store and retrieve information from the labs. The system
also could log the availability and location of photographs, display materials
and technical artifacts. Session No. 2 participants looked at how the labs
respond (and should respond) to frequent and often urgent DOE requests for
information.

Both groups agreed that there is a need to respond in a timely manner to
information requests from the DOE, but that the information gathering/
reporting process is not being conducted in a way that is best for everyone.
Among the key concerns:

® Quick turnaround times/costs — Requests for information/photographs
often come with a short response time. Meeting the tight deadlines causes the
laboratories to commit significant resources. It is difficult, for example, to
have a technical artifact or photograph made in the required time; when it
can be done, it often costs premium dollars. The tight time frames also leave
open to question the quality of supplied material and the integrity of data.
Suggestion: Give the labs as much advanced warning as possible. It will save
money, reduce stress and permit better use of personnel.

¢ Proprietary information — There is reluctance to generate a DOE
database containing proprietary information that can be easily accessed. Some
industrial partners are not even interested in the labs making their names
public, let alone their technical area of interest. Suggestion: Workshop No. 1
recommended that the labs maintain their own data. Information should be
sent to DOE as needed.

¢ Data fields/level of detail — DOE should generate a set of data fields to
streamline data collection and standardize requests. Agreement between labs
and DOE is needed on the level of detail that should be provided to requests
that have short turn-around times; i.e., less detail for fast turnarounds, more
when there is a longer response period. There is also concern about multiple
requests from different DOE offices for the same or very similar information.
This points out the need for inter-departmental communication and data
sharing. Suggestion: Form a data collection subgroup involving Lab personnel.
The group would help DOE assess the types of information that should be
collected.

¢ Use of information — The labs want to know what happens to the
information/material they send to DOE. How is it used? Was it part of a
report, or was it used by the Secretary for congressional testimony? Who has
access to it? Knowing how it is used helps lab personnel justify to their own
management the expense of data collection.

* Preservation of material — There is a concern that technical artifacts,
photographs, etc. get lost or misplaced when send to headquarters. Suggestion:
DOE headquarters should establish and maintain a storage repository. A
custodian should be assigned to the repository.

During the second session, Roger Lewis challenged workshop participants



to re-think data collection — viewing data flow as a two-way stream, not just
one way into headquarters. Sharing information could help the labs solve
issues that might surface: i.e., help identify problem partners or provide tips
on successful CRADA closing techniques.

Lewis pledged to develop a mechanism, perhaps a quarterly calendar, that
could contain dates for data calls that occur on a consistent basis. He cau-
tioned that he does not see a situation where it will be possible to anticipate all
data requests.

Facilitators: (First Session) Dorry Tooker, Oftice of Technology Transfer,
Brookhaven National Laboratory; (Second Session) Sue Fenimore, outreach
coordinator, Small Business Initiative, Los Alamos National Laboratory
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Presentations:
“How to interest industry in user facilities”

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory’s Technology Transfer Office has devel-
oped a plan to attract businesses to use LBL's Advanced Light Source (ALS).
The plan could serve as a model for other high-tech facilities in the DOE
network that seek industrial partners.

Built on the site of the historic 182-inch cyclotron, the ALS is the most
brilliant source of X-rays known. It offers applications to biology, chemistry,
geology, engineering, environmental sciences, physics and medicine. One of
its most exciting applications is helping pharmaceutical companies “design” in
three dimensions new drugs to impair the workings of viruses.

The facility can accommodate many different users because about 100
experimental stations can be placed around the light source. LBL's goal is to
attract about 30 percent industry participation within five years. To attract
industrial partners, LBL is planning to communicate the facility’s unique
capabilities, user friendliness reliable schedules, a “customer first™ attitude,
and easy access. LBL knows it must also offer simple contract agreements, joint
industry/LBL planning of the facility’s present and future use and assure
industry its proprietary information will be protected.

ALS facility managers also acknowledge that they need to provide ongoing
capital investments to maintain the uniqueness of the facility, make it easy for
small businesses to use the facility, make funds available for user friendliness,
provide duplicative infrastructure, and furnish a realistic cost structure to
potential partners.

Planned communication strategies include personal contacts, lightweight
and modular literature, presentation materials, workshops and articles in trade
journals. Finally, it is important to communicate the “big picture” to the
community at large through newspapers and magazines as well as talks to local
service organizations.

Presenter: Glen Dahlbacka, staff scientist, Industrial Program Develop-
ment, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

“Denver conference revisited: Valuable exchanges”

The most valuable contribution from these Technology Transfer/Commu-
nications Conferences is the opportunity for communicators and technology
transfer specialists to interact with each other and to talk about what works
and what doesn’t work.

At the Denver meeting, an evaluation form recorded high marks for all the
working group meetings, which were held on topics of “Congressional and
intergovernmental activities,” “Advanced communication techniques,” “Exhib-
its and trade shows,” “Advertising™ and “Success stories.”

The most valuable session was “What makes good business news.” The
session consisted of a panel of nationwide business writers discussing what it
takes to get them interested in stories.

[t is clear that the times are changing. We know they are changing radically
when we hear from Secretary O’Leary that:

* We have to run the government like a business.
* We have to take prudent risks to bring about change.
¢ [nteractions with industry must be incorporated into all DOE activities.

We are going to be in the center of the storm of change. Our activities in
public relations and technology transter will define what value the government
and the public see in the labs. We are clearly a stakcholder in changes that are
occurring.




Presenter: Dallas Martin, manager, Technology Transter Office, National
Renewable Energy Laboratory

“In the line of fire”

Christina Kielich and Elizabeth Tobey, the featured speakers at the Third
Technology Transfer/Communications Conference awards dinner, stressed
three points in their talk titled “In the Line of Fire.”

* Outreach specialists must anticipate the outcome of activities and assure
that it is positive, must make a quick response and must show initiative.

¢ Secretary Hazel O’Leary wants the public to understand the DOE technol-
ogy transfer initiative.

* Public Affairs staffers participated in crafting the strategic plan and
worked with the Secretary’s office to put together events associated with its
unveiling.

Kielich and Tobey emphasized that it is important to anticipate potential
problems and hanule them honestly and completely. When an agreement with
Cray was rejected, Kielich and Tobey worked with the Department of Defense
and the DOE laboratories on damage control. Providing solid reasons and
principles, they told the media exactly why the agreement was rejected and
emphasized that the program was canceled but not the technologies.

Before Secretary O’Leary testified on the DOE strategic plan at a congres-
sional committee hearing July 29, 1993, Kielich and Tobey worked with Pete
Didisheim on the final plan. The two technology transfer press officers had
developed relationships with many members of the press. These reporters
(bureau chiefs for The Washington Post, Wall Street Journal, New York Times and
others) were invited to breakfast with the Secretary the morning of her appear-
ance. The breakfast meeting was a great success.

Secretary O’Leary has provided a mandate to be proactive, to take risks
and to show initiative. She would like the business press, i.e., Forbes, Fortune,
and The Washington Post business section, to do profile articles.

The DOE Public Affairs Office is changing to meet customer needs by:

¢ Restructuring its office

¢ Using electronic media

¢ Holding meetings on “big science” and discussing how to promote this
idea to the average American audience
As part of the Secretary’s mandate, Kielich and Tobey are working with the

Discovery Channel to get funding for a program called “Discover Tomorrow.”
The two press officers also are trying to think creatively on how best to commu-
nicate the technology transfer message.

Presenters: Christina M. Kielich and Elizabeth N. Tobey, technology
transfer press officers, Office of Public Affairs, DOE headquarters

“The new DOE newsletter”

In response to requests from personnel throughout the Department of
Energy system, DOE created Technology Transfer News. The newsletter has
adopted an 81/2 x 11 format, varies the number of pages per issue, and is
currently published on an as-needed basis.

The newsletter will: (1) improve the distribution of information concern-
ing DOE policy and significant events in technology transfer, (2) provide a
forum for sharing successful practices and innovations, and (3) share the
viewpoints of industry partners on their business goals and partnerships with
DOE laboratories and facilities.

Personnel from Department of Energy programs, laboratories and facilities
are being encouraged to submit articles. Submissions should be about 700 19
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words. If articles need editing, the newsletter staff will work with submitters on
necessary trimming.

To submit items or be added to the mailing list contact: Kathy Hyland,
Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education, P.O. Box 117, Oak Ridge,
Tennessce 37831-0117. Phone: (615) H76-2266, Fax: (615) 241-3851.

Presenter: Kathleen Hyland, Oak Ridge Institute for Science & Education

DOE technology transfer outreach award

The Pacific Northwest Laboratory and the Department of Energy Headquar-
ters technology transfer press office received the 1993 Innovation in Technology
Transter Outreach Award at the 3rd DOE Technology Transfer/Communications
Conference. The award acknowledged the multi-media communication program
developed to publicize the Cooperative Research and Development Agreement
between DOE and American Textile Partnership (or AMTEX).

AMTEX is a collaboration launched by the DOE, the Pacific Northwest
Laboratory and the integrated American textile industry — from cotton and wool
growers to finished product manufacturers — to foster development and transfer
of technologies from DOE multiprogram laboratories. The communication plan
surrounding AMTEX was described in the Outreach Award nomination as “the
perfect lesson on how to build a public image: understand the product, share
information among the players, creatively define the messages, identify your
audiences and spare no chance to hammer home the progress and successes.”

The second place 1993 Innovation in Technology Transfer Outreach Award
was presented to the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory’s Public Affairs
Office for its success in communicating the benefits American industry has re-
ceived from using the Lab’s DYNA3D computer simulation software.




A summing up—Learning, growing
and gaining

Roger Lewis, director, Office of Technology Utiliza-
tion, DOE headquarters

Networking is recognized as valuable in accomplishing what needs to be
done in public affairs, public relations, outreach, partnership or technology
transfer. In the past, lack of a network has impeded progress.

DOE and its laboratories and facilities must work together. We have shared
goals and are discovering shared values. Values must be pursued consistently.
It is best that DOE and its labs and facilities collectively create the solutions to
common problems, rather than have a solution that is imperfectly prepared by
others.

Technology Transfer/Communications Conferences and other meetings
are designed to let DOE know what is needed, how it can help and when it
should get out of the way. By bringing together people from technology
transfer, outreach, public affairs and communications, conferences aid in
developing a common language, not only for communicating with each other
but with those outside the DOE technology transfer/communications family.
To call marketing “marketing” is a recognition of a change in policy, and will
facilitate explanation of what is being done and why.

The Berkeley conference produced shared values and shared frustrations
and helped develop some specific items that need attention. When conferees
meet again, which will probably be next spring in Tennessee, they can map
how much progress they made and evaluate the changed situation.

The conference articulated a requirement for better data sharing, better
coordination and better planning, which needs to be addressed through a
working group. Other issues that still need resolution are what constitutes
advertising, and where the best level is to get approval and coordination for
participation in events and for exhibit content.

The conference also pointed out the need to “rebaseline” some proce-
dures, based on the changes in focus and changes in technology. A working
group should be created on barrier removal. The working group should be
comprised of people who have first hand experiences of the effects of the
current approaches. Attention has to focus on defining the alternatives; any
alternatives should be tested through a Total Quality Management approach.

The conference underscored the need for a working group on event
criteria and coordination for the DOE family, and also on literature. The
question is whether the DOE technology transfer community wants to develop
some common family documents on a capability basis, on a technology basis or
on a shared audience basis. Because of resource limitations, the opportunity
exists to take a fresh look at broader based communication that achieves an
objective for less net cost to each lab and facility.

Technology transfer is going through a period of change, and may never
reach a steady state. So it is important that those involved in the DOE technol-
ogy transfer/communication community be very clear of common goals and
the fact that there may not be an answer to some questions or problems.

Among the questions that must be focused on within the next six to 12
months are: What do we want to achieve? What can be done that will make the
greatest impact on what we want to achiever Where do labs need help? Where
do they need to set priorities? Where do they need flexibility and where do
they need changer Most important, where do they need increased risk taking
and innovation?

Feedback from customers and from congressional hearings indicate that
things are getting done better and faster than in the past. However, customers




still view some “parts” as broken and as needing improvement. Some of these
“parts” are resource driven, some are limited by the process and some are
imposed by external sources.

Until recently, technology transfer has proceeded on an ad hoc and
unsystematic basis. With the maturing of the program, a system has to be
developed both for technology transfer management and for effective commu-
nication and outreach purposes.

The system must be nested within the context of the technology transfer
strategic plan. It also has to be credible and understandable for taxpayers,
partners, managers, doers, owners and bench scientists. People at the labs,
particularly, have to be able to assess whether a particular technolgy transfer
activity is worth their time, whether it will have a payoff and whether the
activity is an effective use of limited resources.

DOE finds its need for data outstripping its ability to define and collect it.
Among the problems regarding data collection are: Determining what data
should be gathered; how to get “buy-in” internally and externally; and how to
communicate the results effectively. Help is needed within the technology
transfer committee to assess the data gathering/reporting process.

DOE also needs to work with the outreach community to develop an
approach to get industry to agree to share information during the course of a
CRADA. In seeking proprietary information DOE and the labs have to show
industry that there is a legitimate need for the requested information. Industry

Roger Lewis:
Shared values must
be consistently
pursued.
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also has to feel comfortable that DOE has secure methods for gathering
information and will protect their business interests and sensitivities when data
is communicated. It is, however, in the public interest for CRADA partners to
provide information. American taxpayers ultimately must know what has been
the economic benefit of what they have supported.

Achieving credibility and respect for DOE activities is fundamental to
determining whether DOE and its laboratories succeed in gaining new mis-
sions. If the American people don’t think they are getting their money’s worth,
then DOE will not be able to maintain its laboratories at a reasonable size and
scope.

Technology transfer leveraging, multiple benefits “for the buck,” as well as
jobs and economic growth are measures that have been put on DOE and its
labs by statute and policy. Those are fundamentally internal measurements, or
metrics, that the DOE technology transfer family needs to recognize, to ad-
dress and report back on. One use of metrics is continuous process improve-
ment. Another is to help us establish credibility with stakeholders.

The strategic plan calls for DOE to jointly develop metrics with its part-
ners— industry, other federal agencies, state and local governments, universi-
ties (state and private), not-for-profit organizations, Native American tribes,
as well as small businesses, medium size businesses, large businesses and
consortia.

The Office of Technology Utilization at DOE headquarters is one of the
labs’ advocates; the labs are one of its key customers. The OTU has asked the
operations offices to hold a series of small workshops involving current part-
ners, prospective partners and those “who have gone away.” Input is being
sought on three primary questions:

(1) What has been their experience with the DOE technology transfer
process. The idea is to identify barriers, and to find out what works and what
needs improvement.

(2) What metrics would they like to see established. This is because part-
ners have their own share holders, their owners, their own bottom lines. They
need some information from the DOE and its labs as does the DOE family
from them.

(3) What is their opinion on the strategic plan. The views are important
because the DOE, the labs and the partners will have to live for years with the
final strategic plan. It is important that partners also have a sense of ownership
of the plan.

DOE also is in the process of developing through a Technology Transfer
Committee Working Group and the Interagency Committee on Federal
Technology Transfer, a set of data elements that it can collect against inter-
nally and externally.

One option is to integrate this into a prototype database system called the
Integrated Technology Transfer System. This would involve the Research and
Progress Data Base, the DOE New Technologies (which is a licensing data
base) and elements of the CRADA Information Management System, to which
laboratories currently do not have access.
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Appendix B - Agenda

Third Technology Transfer/ Communications
Conference, August 9, 10 & 11, 1993

Hosted by Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) and
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (LBL)

August 9
5:30-7:30 p.m.  Registration and Reception Marriott Hotel
Berkeley Marina
August 0
7:20 am. Bus Departs Marriott Hotel for LBL Berkeley Marina
8:C0a.m. Registration/Continental Breakfast LBL

8:30-9:30am. Opening Session

Welcoming Remarks:
* Gib Marguth, Manager,
LLNL Technology Transfer Program
» Cheryl Fragiadakis, Manager, LBL Tech.Transfer Program

= William Reddick, Assistant Manager for Projects

& Management Services, DOE San Francisco Field Office
= Roger Lewis, Director,

Office of Technology Utilization,

DOE Headquarters
= Agenda

Art Tressler, Manager,

LBL Public Affairs

9:30-10:30 a.m. Keynote Speaker:
“Secretary O'Leary’'s New Technology Transfer Strategy
& Initiatives”
Pete Didisheim, Special Assistant to the Secretary for
Technology Transfer, DOE Headquarters

10:30-10:45 a.m. Break

10:45-11:15 a.m. "Technology Transfer/Communications Conference
in Denver Revisited: Valuable Exchanges”
Dallas Martin, Manager, NREL Technology Transfer Office

11:15-11:45 a.m. “"How to Interest Industry in Our User Facilities “
Glen Dahlbacka , Industrial Program Development
Specialist, LBL Technology Transfer Office

11:45-12:00 p.m. New DOE Newsletter
Kathy Hyland, OakRidge Institute for Science & Education

12:00-1:00 p.m. Lunch

1:00-1:45 p.m. Working Groups “Conferences and Trade Shows”
"Media Relations & News Coverage” “Implementing a
Departmental Technology Transfer Outreach Strategy”
“Data, Databases, Artifacts & Displays”

1:45-2:00 p.m. Break

2:00-2:45 p.m. Working Groups “Conferences and Trade Shows”
“Media Relations & News Coverage”
‘Implementing a Departmental Technology
Transfer Outreach Strategy”
“Data, Databases, Artifacts & Displays”




3:30 p.m.

4:30 p.m.
6:00 p.m.
6:30 p.m.

Buses Depart LBL - travel to LLNL; LBL (guests picked up
at Marriott & then on to LBL, all buses depart together)

Tours LLNL Nova Laser & Micro-Technology Center
Buses Depart for Wente’'s LLNL

Reception, Awards Dinner Wente Sparkling
Cellars, Livermore

Master of Ceremonies:

Charlie Biederman, Director, LLNL Public Affairs

Chris Kielich and Elizabeth Tobey,

Technology Transfer Specialists,

Office of Public Affairs,

DOE Headquarters

“Innovation in Technology Transfer Outreach”

Awards Presentation:

8:30 p.m.
August 11

7:30 a.m.

8:00 a.m.

8:30-9:30a.m.

9:30-10:15a.m.

10:15-10:30a.m.
10:30-11:30a.m.

Roger Lewis, Director, Office of Technology Utilization,
DOE Headquarters

Bus Departs for Marriott Hotel, Wente's, Livermore

Bus Departs Marriott Hotel Berkeley Marina
Continental Breakfast LBL
Working Group Reports and Discussions

Panel

“Getting Your Message out Through TV, Radio, Print”
Introductions: Art Tressler, Director, LBL Public Affairs
Greg Lefevre, Bureau Chief, CNN San Francisco

Russ Mitchell, Bureau Manager, Business Week,

San Francisco Bureau

Darryl Compton, Region Two Director, Radio-Television
News Directors Association

Dan Stober, Staff Writer, San Jose Mercury-News

Break

Panel

“Successful Marketing Strategies - Present and Future”
Introductions: Charlie Biederman, Director, LLNL
Public Affairs

Srinivasan Rajagopal, Director of Engineering,

FMC Coporatior:

Walter B. Olstad, Director of Planning & Development,
Research & Development Division, Lockheed

Missiles & Space Company

* Geoffrey S. Lee, Technology Utilization Officer, NASA Ames
» David Keaton, Vice President of Sales, SR International

11:30-12:00 Noon
Noon

12-12:45p.m,
12:00 p.m.

12:45 p.m.

Workshop Wrap-Up/Discussion of Future Goals
Roger Lewis, Director, Office of Technology Utilization,
DOE Headquarters

Conclusion of Proceedings and Announcement of
Arrangements for Tour: Art Tressler, Manager,
LBL Public Affairs

Tour of LBL's Advanced Light Source (ALS) Facility LBL

Buses Depart for Marriott Hotel (for those who cannot
attend the ALS tour)

Buses Depart for Mariott Hotel




Appendix C - Conference evaluations

At the conclusion of the Third Technology Transfer/Communications
Conference, participants were asked to complete an evaluation form.
Results of the evaluation are below:

Participants were asked to give each session a grade of A, B,or C, etc. for its
relevance and value. An "A” grade is the highest.

1. Keynote speech — Secretary O'Leary’s strategy.
Total responses: 43
Grades: A. 11,B.22,C. 9. 0.0
No grade/other: |

2. Report on January (1993) technology transfer conference.
Total responses: 43
Grades: A. 12,B.22,C.7,D.0
No grade/other: 2

3. How to interest industry in our user facilities.
Total responses: 43
Grades: A. 13,B.17,C.7,D. 0
No grade/other: 6

4. Data, databases, artifacts & displays.
Total responses: 43
Grades: A. 4,B.13,C.8,D. |
No grade/other: 17

5. Implementing a departmental technology transfer outreach strategy.
Total responses: 43
Grades:A. 11,B.16,C. 8, D. 0
No grade/other: 8

6. Media relations & news coverage.
Total responses: 43
Grades:A. 13,B.6,C.9,D.0
No grade/other: 15

7. Conferences and trade shows.
Total responses: 43
Grades: A. 6,B.9,C.6,D.0
No grade/other: 22

8. Getting your message out through TV, radio, print.
Total responses: 43
Grades: A. 39,8.3,C.0,D. 0
No grade/other: |

9. Successful marketing strategies — present and future.
Total responses: 43
Grades:A. 16,B.21C.2,D.0
No grade/other: 4




Participants were asked to indicate which sessions gave them new ideas or informa-
tion useful to their work. (Number of responses follow listing of session.)

No. 1, Keynote speech, 6

No. 2, January T2 conference, 0
No. 3, User facilities, O

No. 4, Data, databases, etc. 6
No. 5, Outreach strategy, 9
No. 6, Media relations, 11

No. 7, Conferences, trade shows, 3
No. 8, Getting message out, 17
No. 9, Marketing strategies, 7
All sessions, 5

No answer, 9

Participants were asked to indicate which sessions they wouild like to see
repeated at the next conference.

No. 1, Keynote speech, 7

No. 2, January T2 conference, 3
No. 3, User facilities, 4

No. 4, Data, databases, etc. 5
No. 5, Outreach strategy, 7

No. 6, Media relations, 12

No. 7, Conferences, trade shows, 4
No. 8, Getting message out, 13
No. 9, Marketing strategies, 19
All sessions, 5

No answer, 4

Participants were asked whether the working group sessions should be short-
ened, lengthened, or left about where they are.

Shorten, 0
Lengthen, 29
No Change, 11
Other, |

No answer, 2

Participants were asked how often the conferences should be held.

Annually, 29
Semi-annually, 12
Other, 2

Participants were asked whether there should be one outreach award or several.

Several awards: Yes, 25 No, |
Other, 3
No answer, 14,

Participants were asked what other discussion topics they would like to see at
future conferences.

= Share actual negotiation techniques to successfully award a CRADA.
* How to get information to target audience. How to identify that audi-
ence. What information products work to get a positive response.
‘ » Marketing communications, use of media.
32 = Print techniques and technologies (use of color photo copy, etc.).




= Advertising and printing.

* Models for others—An update, feedback and progress-to-date talk

* In media, how is a successful campaign built? How do you work with na-
tional media and direct them where you want some emphasis?

= What constitutes acceptable advertising?

» Innovative aproaches to outreach; lessons learned. (Share your most
surprising success or your most resounding failure.)

* [ndustry representatives discuss what DOE/Iab activities might interest
them.

» More on media strategies; information on DOE technology transfer
policies, strategies.

 |dentifying technology transfer opportunities, lessons learned from
other facilities.

« Exhibit design, displays, trade shows.

* DOE publication policy.

» Marketing issues. Outreach issues.

* Team building with industry, laboratories, community & DOE.

» Why DOE-HQ ignores advice from its contractors? Vice President
Al Gore’'s concept of reorganizing government.

* The use of videos.

* New ideas for using high technology systems in PA outreach; Public
Affairs/Technology Transfer success stories.

» Metrics for outreach. Barrier removal. Local recognition for outreach.

= Workshop by headquarters on publication DO’'s and DON'Ts.

« Case studies; success stories.

* More presentation from DOE HQ/PA at highest level about
what's possible.

* Marketing; laboratory successes.

» Selected case studies with success/failures.

Participants also made these general comments on the conference:

= Conference and working group sessions should be a little longer; add
another day.

* Conference extremely beneficial. New ideas and meeting other people
is a help. Delight in DOE-HQ supporting the T2 efforts. We are a team
and the synergy is gaining momentum.

* Break out sections were not well organized; a significant amount of the
discussion time was used up trying to figure out what we were supposed
to be working on.

= Group sessions needs to be more structured, with several items to be
discussed. More effective—10-15 minutes to come up with specific items;
If we have no direction we'll be doomed to more discussion and nNo
solutions.

» Tours were very good.

* There should be some mechanism to follow through with ideas. Too
much time on the bus. The conference should have been at LBL or
LLNL. Presentation of LBL's highlights would have been nice. A short
presentation explaining the project that wins the Outreach Award.

= More emphasis on marketing communications and on measuring and
response mechanism.

» Conference provides a valuable overview of T2/Communication issues.
Session lacks direction; wasted time on talking.




* Too much emphases on DOE HQ and labs, very little on contractors or

field offices. Need public/external affairs/T2 conference. Focus on gather-

ing. writing and marketing T2 through media to the public, business and
political leaders. Panels were good.

» Representatives from all areas that have an impact on T2 outreach. A
better diversity of guests.

= Workshops need more structure. Need to get topics within a session
ahead of time.

* Not much time for networking. Too much time on buses, breakdown on

the schedule on Tuesday all contributed to rushing about with no time

for talking. Breaks were infrequent and short.

Enjoyed the hospitality, more specifically by the LBL/LLNL people.

Met other lab reps, which was useful. See other DOE support offices

represented. Perhaps hold a marketing workshop/seminar.

their documents. Set up display area, session of constructive critique.

= Bus ride too long. Build in more opportunities for networking, trading best
practices, etc. Notify discussion group leaders in advance to prepare talk.

= Appreciate more basic info on sessions. The logistics teams were knowl-
edgeable.

= Need to stay on schedule. Tours not needed;maybe a drive though of
the lab or a presentation on lab’s core competency. Would like more

discussion on what the labs should do. Need a better mix of strategy and

how-to discussion.

= Conference should be more focused and defined. Work session as
presently structured is a waste of time. Too many hours spent on the
conference.

* One and one-half days is about right; 2 days would be OK. Allow a bit of
rest time before dinner, Tuesday was too long. Continental breakfast
include fruit, bagel, or muffins; skip the sweet rolls/doughntts.

= Laser tour should be 45 minutes max. Next time please put fax number

on attendance list. Open awards to more than labs.

Evening reception was good. Conference could have been at the hotel;

was a bit tiresome traveling on buses. Group sessions needed more

thought; also they seemed to be based on issues for DOE. Good job

{LNL and LBL.

= Excellent conference; repeat at next conference.

s Proprietary information and industrial security issues must be addressed.

»Tuesday was too long (7:30 am.-11 p.m.). Wente’s dinner was excellent.
The box lunches were fair;, Why didn't we go to the cafeteria for a
selection?

* DOE HQ sponsor annual National Tech Transfer/Partnership Conference
3-5 days. All labs included. Working sessions, etc. Lab should display
exhibits, success stories, etc. Have awards ceremonial and Hazel O'Leary
as the keynote speaker and industry speakers for specific areas.

= Use communication professionals to speak, teach and lead workshops.
Hard to believe this is the third conference; very little useful info. Tours
were wonderful.,

« The logistics were poor. Tuesday was poor. The $100 fee was too much.

= There should be a break between the day and evening activities. Excel-
lent tour and hospitality. Seminar panel w/journalists was excellent;
provided helpful information.

= Need more labs/OPs office presenters (optional).

Print names and especially labs names larger. All reps. to bring samples of










