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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

April 23, 1998

To April 1997 Workshop Participants:

The Department of Energy’s Office of Worker and Community Transition held its Fifth National
Stakeholder’s Workshop on April 9-11, 1997, in Oakland, California. There were 325 people in
attendance, making this Workshop the best attended of all previous stakeholder workshops.

These workshops are an opportunity for the Department to highlight elements of Departmental
policies and to identify areas needing more formal policy. Most importantly, these workshops bring
together local elected officials, union representatives, community representatives, contract
managers and Department of Energy staff in one location to discuss the intersecting issues
accompanying the dramatic change in the Department’s activities. The format of this Workshop
focused on discussions of best practices and lessons learned in the process of obtaining an effective
and efficient work force.

The April 1997 Workshop also addressed a wide range of work force restructuring and community
transition issues critical to the future success of the Department. Two important elements of the
meetings were reviewing progress made on the challenges identified during the March 1996
stakeholder’s meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, and identifying areas needing priority attention during
the early months of the second Clinton Administration. A Meeting Summary Report is enclosed in
this mailing for your information. On June 16, 1997, we mailed a comment response document
capturing what we believed were the most important insights and next steps resulting from this
Workshop (Appendix B). We have strived to accomplish the commitments identified within this
document and will discuss the status at our next National Stakeholder’s Workshop on June 17-18,
1998.

If you have any questions concerning the enclosed document, please contact Laurel Smith at

(202) 586-4091. Again, thank you for your time and support of our activities in the mutual interest
of resolving complex work force and community transition issues. Ilook forward to seeing you at
our next National Stakeholder’s Workshop in Alexandria, Virginia.

Sincerely,

0 ) —

Robert W. DeGrasse, Jr.
Director, Office of Worker
and Community Transition

Enclosure
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FIFTH NATIONAL STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP
SUMMARY REPORT
April 9-11, 1997
Oakland, California

INTRODUCTION

On April 9-11, 1997, the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Office of Worker and Community
Transition convened its fifth National Stakeholder Workshop at the Oakland Marriott City Center
in Oakland, California. There were 325 people in attendance, making this Workshop the best
attended of all previous stakeholder workshops. The Workshop addressed a wide range of work
force restructuring and community transition issues critical to the future success of the
Department. Two important elements of the meeting were: 1) reviewing progress made on the
challenges identified during the March 1996 stakeholder’s meeting in Atlanta, Georgia; and 2)
identifying areas that needed priority attention during the early months of the second Clinton
Administration.

The format of the Workshop included several plenary sessions and a number of small group
discussion sessions. The small group sessions focused on topics related to labor issues, work
force restructuring, work force planning, community transition, and employee concerns. The
sessions provided a wide range of views on worker and community transition issues.

PLENARY SESSIONS
The plenary sessions of the workshop included presentations on the following topics:

Welcome and Introductions;

Opening Remarks;

Community Reuse Organizations: Recent Accomplishments;
Privatization: Policy, Practice and Potential Pitfalls;
Department of Energy’s Integrated Training Initiatives;
Congressional Perspective on Work Force Restructuring; and,
Privatization and the TenYear Plan

Bob DeGrasse, the Director of the Office of Worker and Community Transition (the Office), led
the welcome and introductions of the plenary. He emphasized the significance of the Workshop
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in shaping the Office’s agenda and activities for the future, and encouraged participants to
discuss their expectations and concerns.

Dr. Klaus Berkner, Deputy Director for Operations, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,
gave the opening remarks. He summarized the work force restructuring activities at the Lab and
described the lessons learned.

Bob DeGrasse followed Dr. Berkner with a presentation on the commitments fulfilled by DOE
and a summary of future initiatives. He briefly discussed the Department’s direction under
Secretary of Energy Federico Pefia, who’s emphasis is on building close communications and
trust between DOE, field offices and contractors. Mr. DeGrasse also described resource tools
that are available for contractor employees.

Mr. Dan Cudaback of the Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council and Mr. Mike
Grauwelman of Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation presented overviews
of their respective Community Reuse Organizations, including organization descriptions,
lessons-learned, and recommendations for future activities.

Jane Monbhart, Acting Director of DOE’s Office of Contract Reform, gave a presentation on
DOE’s privatization efforts, including a brief overview of a report issued by the Department’s
Privatization Working Group. She emphasized that privatization means different things to a lot
of people. Jan Chavez, Deputy for the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project at the Idaho
Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy, provided a detailed overview of the second
largest privatization effort in the complex: the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project at the
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory. John Meese, President of the Metal
Trades Department, AFL-CIO spoke on his views of privatization. Chuck Bernhard, Manager,
Allegheny Teledyne, Oak Ridge Office, ended the session with a presentation on the community
perspective of reindustrialization. '

Deborah Swichkow, Deputy Director, Office of Worker and Community Transition, opened a
Plenary Session on the Department’s Integrated Training Initiatives by describing the genesis of
the integration training initiative and listing its objectives. John Merwin, Manager of Human
Resources, Fernald Environmental Restoration Management Company, spoke on the
development of the training initiative and summarized the steps of the Work Force Training
Integration Model which is currently being piloted at Fernald. John Haberthy of Lockheed
Martin Utility Services spoke about his role as the Grievance Committeeman, Benefits
Representative and Workers Compensation, Benefits Representative with the United Plant Guard
Workers of America Local 66 in Piketon, Ohio. Donna Campbell, Dean of Math Science and
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Health Science at Columbia Basin College, spoke next, describing the college’s experience with
the Hanford Site. Susan Haas, Vice President for Corporate Relations, Nevada Test Site
Development Corporation, was the final presenter. She spoke about a cooperative agreement
currently under discussion between the International Brotherhood of Teamsters and the Nevada
Test Site Development Corporation to design and provide on-site training programs for the
Bechtel Nevada work force.

Butler Derrick, former South Carolina Congressman, spoke on the congressional view on work
force restructuring. Specifically, Congressman Derrick focused on work force restructuring and
community transition activities at the Savannah River Site.

Jim Owendoff, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management, U.S.
Department of Energy, spoke on the Department’s status in terms of its environmental clean-up
effort since its mission has shifted from weapons production to a landlord function, and how it
relates to environmental management's TenYear Plan. The development of the Ten Year Plan
was also discussed.

SMALIL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSIONS

The small group discussions provided an opportunity for direct, informal dialogue among
workshop participants on a wide range of issues. The first session of the Wednesday, Apr11 9,
discussion groups included the following topics:

. Impact of Work Force Restructuring on Remaining Employees;
. Community Transition: Program Assessment Strategy;

Job Opportunity Bulletin Board System Enhancements; and,
Work Force Information System - Overview and Demonstration.

The second session focused on the following topics:

. Role of Supervisors and Employee Assistance Programs in Work Force
Restructuring;

. Discussion on Employee Concerns;

. Supporting Local Communities;

. Work Force Information System - Overview and Demonstration Repeated; and,

. Changes in the DOE Weapons Complex: Defense Program’s Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement.
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The third session, held on Thursday, included the following topics:

Employee Assistance Programs - Focus Group;

Revisions to the Interim Planning Guidance for Contractor Work Force
Restructuring; - .

Property Disposition: Leveraging the Excess; and,

Legal Issues in Privatization and Outsourcing.

The fourth and final session included the following topics:

Outplacement Tracking Best Practices and Outplacement Successes;

How to Get From Here to There...;

Violence in the Workplace; and,

Revisions to the Policy and Planning Guidance for Community Transition
Activities.

Following the Closing Plenary Session on Friday, April 11, the group as a whole identified eight
issues for further discussion. The approach was to look at each issue in terms of what were
concerns and what worked well. The eight issues that were identified were: human resources;
privatization/outsourcing; community reuse; information systems; training initiatives; planning
guidance; and labor concerns/issues.

If you would like more information on the workshop format, or if you would like to obtain copies
of handouts from the workshop, please call, fax or e-mail your request to:

Laurel Smith
Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy
Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585-0110
Phone: 202-586-4091
Fax: 202-586-1540
E-Mail: laurel.smith@hq.doe.gov
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TUESDAY, APRIL 8, 1997

WORKSHOP KICK-OFF SESSION
Speakers: Felix Ortiz, Albuquerque Operatlons Office, U.S. Department of Energy
Dr. Charlie Emery, Sandia National Laboratory
Don Blanton, Sandia National Laboratory

Felix Ortiz, Industrial Relations Chief, Albuquerque Operations Office, Department of Energy
(DOE), began the session by providing a brief overview of some of the initiatives currently
underway within the Department, such as contract reform, performance-based contracting,
strategic planning, and laboratory partnering. These initiatives require new approaches to doing
business and necessitate that people work together positively and cooperatively. The speakers,
Dr. Charlie Emery and Don Blanton, have a demonstrated track record at two sites in developing
plans that can be understood and communicated by all the parties involved.

Charlie Emery is the Vice-President for Human Resources at Sandia National Laboratories, with
over 33 years in developing comprehensive human resource programs in industry, government
facilities, and higher education. He holds a B.S. degree from West Virginia Wesleyan College,
an MLA. degree from Western Michigan University, and an Eh.D. in Personnel and Higher
Education Administration from West Virginia University. Don Blanton is the Director of Human
Resources, Energy and Environment, Sandia National Laboratories. He has 21 years of
management experience and is recognized for leading positive cultural change and building a
customer focused, team-based organization. He holds a B.S.B.A. in Marketing from Western
Carolina University and an M.B.A. in Management from Western Carolina University.

Dr. Emery began his presentation by emphasizing the importance of collaboration during
downsizing. The success of the Sandia/Albuquerque experience could not have occurred without
the involvement of all parties, particularly union leadership. Great emphasis was placed on up-
front planning and to ensure that thoroughness of the planning occurred, the Malcombe Baldrige
criteria were applied afterwards as a process evaluation.

Dr. Emery then set the stage for the current work force realignment environment. Each year, the
sites are faced with many issues such as declines in budget, reduction of flexibility due to more
programmatic direction, and lack of sponsorship of CRADAs. In addition, changing customers
under “Work for Others”, skill mix changes, make/buy decisions, and the effects of
reengineering, all result in people-skill imbalances and the need to reduce the contractor work
force.
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Next, Mr. Blanton discussed the process used at Sandia National Laboratories in Albuquerque.
Sandia began its work force realignment process one year prior to having to do its first
involuntary separation. Guiding principles were developed. These principles concerned
balancing business and individual needs, shared responsibility, recognition of employees as
corporate-wide resources, corporate ownership of realignment issues, and the role of relative
peer performance.

Agreement on the process was developed early, prior to the release of data. Principal
responsibility for realignment issues was assigned to the line managers, not human resources, and
communication strategies to all stakeholders were developed. Town meetings and videos in the
hallways were implemented at the site and organizations within the community, such as the
Credit Union, were kept informed. Particular emphasis was placed on keeping the Congressional
delegations informed so there would be no surprises.

A formalized internal Work Force Realignment Policy provided a framework and overall
consistency. A Realignment Board, made up of all VP Divisions, along with a 3-step process,
were established consisting of: (1) an annual staffing plan “call”; (2) analysis of the lab-wide
roll-up data; and (3) a plan tailored to address the size and nature of the problem was developed.
Dialogue with the Department and divisions was ongoing.

A key element of the realignment methodology was the use of comparisons within peer groups.
The purpose was to address specific peer groups impacted by business drivers. A matrix was
developed within peer groups to conduct paired comparisons among employees. Employees
were rated on job knowledge, transferability of skills, overall performance, work practices,
teamwork customer focus, integrity/ethics respect for individual, and other. After each employee
was rated, the results were reviewed by the Review Board. This process ensured that surplus
candidates were evaluated based on fairness, compliance and consistent policy application.

Key success factors in this process were: (1) timely communication; (2) executive management
ownership; (3) partnership with DOE and across internal organizations; (4) a formalized,
consistent process; and (5) data-driven decisions. In using the Baldrige criteria, an important
finding was the need to tie the realignment announcement with the corporate strategic plan.
QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Q: Is everyone in a Peer Group at the same pay level?

A: No, people being compared have “like or similar” work.
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Q: Was an adverse impact analysis conducted?

A: Yes, prior to review by the Review Board.

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9, 1997

PLENARY SESSION

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS
Speaker: Robert W. DeGrasse, Jr., Office of Worker and Community Transition,
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Bob DeGrasse, the Director of the Office of Worker and Community Transition (the Office), at
the Department of Energy, opened the meeting by welcoming participants and thanking them for
their continued involvement in issues that are challenging to the Department. Although some of
the topics and action items may have been raised at previous workshops over the past three years,
Mr. DeGrasse emphasized the significance of the workshop in shaping the Office’s agenda and
activities for the future, and encouraged participants to discuss their expectations and concerns.
He then introduced Dr. Klaus H. Berkner of Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.

OPENING REMARKS
Speaker: Dr. Klaus H. Berkner, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

Dr. Klaus H. Berkner, Deputy Director for Operations, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,
began his presentation with a organization chart of Berkeley Lab circa 1992 which showed the
relationship of the different technical areas to the administrative staff. When work force
restructuring began, there were 2,600 FTE’s involved with five Energy Research Program
Offices. Years of “checkers checking the checkers mentality” had resulted in a process driven
support culture - within LBNL, DOE and their interactions.

Because Berkeley Laboratory is an ER-multi-program lab, there is no single budget line. Each
project and program must successfully compete based on scientific/technical excellence and cost
effectiveness. As the Federal budget for research programs decreased, it became necessary to
restructure so that the same mission could be accomplished against the budget constraints.

Dr. Berkner stated that a new vision was needed. Between 1991 and 1992, the following goals
were defined: (1) rebuild an accountable, cost-effective, and responsible line management
organization; (2) partner with DOE - helping each other get the job done; and (3) streamline job
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processes - removing hands-off steps, focusing decision-making, and reducing the “checkers” in
favor of strong, respected delegations.

Berkeley Laboratory entered into a partnership with the Oakland Operations Office, DOE, and
the Boston Regional Support Office (DOE), to begin infrastructure team building. Tools that
were used included efficiency pep talks/training, motivational retreats, re-engineering of
processes and a re-organization of the laboratory support structure. A seven-point vision
statement was developed which emphasized performance evaluation, outcome-based
management assessment, definition of DOE’s role, contractor responsibility and accountability,
and consolidated management activities to achieve cost effectiveness.

Between 1992 and 1994, a work-out in Operations was conducted. Processes, such as with the
clerical and administrative support staff, were streamlined. Peak load staffing was halted, cross-
organizational work assignments were implemented, and a roadmap for distributed
administrative service centers was introduced. This resulted in administrative functions within
operations being consolidated between November 1992 and October 1994.

The Lab reorganized along business lines: authority was pushed down in line management;
system improvements in the areas of electronic time reporting, procurement, HR information
systems and business computing occurred; outsourcing of functions like employee assistance,
police, and the printing plan were introduced; the support staff were cross-trained; and
expectations for performance was raised.

The moment of truth for determining how successful they had been came in the Spring of 1995.
The FY96 budget looked grim. At a May 1995 Operations Management Retreat, it was resolved
to cut costs 25% without loss of service and that the pace of the cuts would be determined by
budgets. An 18% reduction in all discretionary overhead functions (including the directorate)
was targeted. One hundred sixty-five positions in overhead areas were eliminated.

In preparing for RIFs, standard existing Lab policies were followed. For each lay-off unit, there
was a freeze on hires and promotions, volunteers were encouraged, involuntary RIFs were

identified by seniority, and severance was determined at one weeks pay per year of service (up to
26 weeks).

As core overhead costs were reduced, it became necessary to invest in new infrastructure systems
to set the stage for further reductions. An investment was made in high-tech MIS systems to
:liminate multiple data bases and get accurate information to those who needed it. A uniform
database technology for Administrative Systems (Oracle) was adopted.
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Administrative and business support principles were also developed. A small core group for
central corporate policy and standardization was established. To eliminate peak-load staffing,
cross-functional infrastructure teams were established to meet programmatic project initiatives
and a secondary workforce of “just in time experts” were created to augment career staff.
Performance was addressed through uniform and consistent standards, skill levels, and
performance expectations for all staff and managers.

An Environmental, Safety and Health (ES&H) organization evolved which, through line
accountability, wove ES&H responsibilities throughout the work. A small, central ES&H staff
of multi-skilled professionals was distributed through the workplace in the field. The goal was to
internalize safe behavior through awareness and defining expected and respected behavior.

Dr. Berkner closed his presentation by summarizing three common themes of the realignment at
Berkeley Laboratory: (1) provide services closer to the customer; (2) stop providing services
that can be provided cheaper and better by outside suppliers; and (3) keep the pressure on “make
or buy” process.

COMMITMENTS FULFILLED AND FUTURE INITIATIVES
Speaker: Robert DeGrasse, Office of Worker and Community Transition

Bob DeGrasse began his presentation by briefly discussing the Department’s direction under
Secretary of Energy Federico Pefia who was recently confirmed by the Senate. Secretary Pefia’s
emphasis is on building close communications and trust between DOE, field offices and
contractors. He expects line managers to be responsible for their programs, and he does not want
to be surprised by reading about events in the local paper prior to being briefed. Next, Mr.
DeGrasse described the resource tools, such as TRANSITIONS and JOBBS, that are available
for contractor employees. '

Mr. DeGrasse reiterated the objectives and expectations he had for the workshop. Feedback
plays a big role in determining the priorities of the Office. As with previous workshops, DOE
hopes to use the input to set an agenda for future actions and to prioritize activities.

Next, the accomplishments in the area of work force restructuring were described. The
Department is saving $2.5 billion annually in outlays, which translates into a one-time
investment of $680 million. Mr. DeGrasse noted that the overall objective of section 3161 is to
ensure that involuntary separations are minimized to the extent possible. About 78 percent of all
separations since 1993 were through attrition or voluntary separation programs. The average
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cost with benefits was under $25,000 per position eliminated and, counting attrition, under
$17,000.

In the area of DOE prime contractor employment, Mr. DeGrasse displayed a chart depicting the
Department of Energy prime contractor employment trends from FY 1988 to FY 2000. In 1992,
the Department employed the largest number of contractor employees, nearly 149,000. Now, the
Department is projecting the number of contractor employees will be decreased to 91,000 by FY
2000. The trends in employment figures, Mr. DeGrasse explained, illustrate the nature of the
changes in the Department’s missions. Programs that “stand still,” he cautioned, will not likely
meet challenges ahead.

In his discussion of work force restructuring activities, Mr. DeGrasse elaborated on the changes
in the Department’s restructuring environment and the challenges they pose. The Department is
placing an increased emphasis on developing long-term strategic plans. The Stockpile
Stewardship Environmental Impact Statement and the Office of Environmental Management’s
Ten Year Plan were examples cited. The Department is continuing to move away from using
such contracting mechanisms as the managing and operating concept, and instead, incorporate
the managing and integrating concept. Contracting changes are underway at Mound site in Ohio
and Oak Ridge in Tennessee.

Mr. DeGrasse explained the Department’s desire to increase budget stability. This, he said, will
require a reduction of 7,000 contractor employees over the next several years. Mr. DeGrasse also
acknowledged that there are now reduced opportunities for early retirement programs and
voluntary separation programs. Restructuring activities must be tailored to the work force
changes needed for the long-term. There is the view that too many “good people” are leaving the
Department without consideration of, or planning for, future requirements.

Mr. DeGrasse then discussed the Department’s new approach to restructuring. The approach
evolved from, in large part, the Work Force Restructuring Guidance issued in February 1996,
and results of a meeting on contractor downsizing held in October 1996 in Washington, D.C.
with key contract management and Department officials. The Department is placing more of an
emphasis on transactional decision-making at the secretarial level which is reducing the time it
takes to approve restructuring plans. Further, the Department is emphasizing the policy of
planning before a work force restructuring plan is developed. It is imperative to invest up front
by taking a serious, hard look at how work force restructuring is going to be accomplished, what
the needs are, obtain stakeholder input, and then restructure accordingly.
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With regard to community transition accomplishments, Mr. DeGrasse provided a brief overview
on economic development activities. The Office has assisted in creating over 5,000 jobs,
creating or expanding 1,000 businesses, and reusing property at nine sites.

Mr. DeGrasse described the Office’s new responsibility: the Asset Sales Program. This program
evolved from the Strategic Alignment Initiative and is designed to divest the Department of
unneeded property. The program’s three main objectives are to: 1) provide revenue to the
Treasury from the sale of such unneeded items; 2) reduce landlord costs; and 3) foster
educational and community benefits. The Department does not want to hold onto unnecessary
buildings and equipment, which are taking dollars from other needed programmatic functions.
Currently, the Department is identifying where the assets are in the system, and developing
speedier options for disposal.

The Office’s budget for FY 1998 is $70.5 million. Mr. DeGrasse described the budget
discussions with the Office of Management and Budget. The Department’s original request was
for $62 million, and OMB reduced it by $24 million because of uncosted obligations. But
because of OMB’s budget reductions in the Environmental Management program and Defense
Programs, the Department would incur more transactional costs than expected, such as for
severance packages and other costs involved in reductions. Subsequently, OMB increased the
funding level for the Office to cover these additional costs.

In conclusion, Mr. DeGrasse summarized three specific new Departmental challenges that also
affect the Office of Worker and Community Transition: the Environmental Management
Program’s Ten Year Plan; the consolidation of the nuclear weapons complex, and the
implementation of the Privatization Report, which was recently issued for public comment. He
viewed the Ten Year Plan and the Department’s privatization efforts as the most challenging.

Mr. DeGrasse then asked participants to express their expectations for the workshop and any -
concerns they might have.

A question was asked concerning how the Department plans to handle the disposal of property.

Mr. DeGrasse explained that the Department’s disposal policy is currently fragmented and
resides primarily in three Offices: the Office of Field Management (real property); the Office of
Human Resources (personal property); and the Office of Worker and Community Transition
(economic development). The Department plans to streamline these activities in consultation
and close communication with the DOE field offices and community representatives. He noted
the Department had already returned $15 million in assets to the U.S. Treasury.
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A union representative from Hanford suggested the Department needs to hold a national meeting
with DOE officials, labor representatives, and DOE contractors. Privatization and outsourcing
should be on the agenda. The participant emphasized that unions recognize the budget
constraints the Department faces. He also conveyed a spirit of partnership, explaining unions
want to become advocates of the program, not adversaries. Mr. DeGrasse said that last year he
tried to organize such a meeting among the three groups but was unable to do so. He said he still
hoped to accomplish this task.

Another union representative acknowledged the difficulties and challenges the Office has had to
face in managing the Department’s downsizing. Although the unions and the Department have
had “competing differences,” the representative commended the Office for its “extraordinary”
efforts over the past four years and called for a round of applause.

A final question was asked concerning the status of outsourcing Environmental Management's
transportation activities. Mr. DeGrasse responded that he did not know about the initiative and
would have to provide an answer later.

SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS - CONCURRENT SESSION 1

1A. IMPACT OF WORK FORCE RESTRUCTURING ON REMAINING
EMPLOYEES
Moderator: Dr. Marilyn Balcombe, Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education
Speakers: Dr. Les Boden, Boston University
Dr. Eileen McNeely, Boston University

Dr. Marilyn Balcombe, an Industrial Psychologist with the Oak Ridge Institute for Science and
Education, and currently on detail to the Office of Worker and Community Transition, opened
the session by briefly discussing her own experience as a “survivor” of downsizing in the DOE
complex. Ten years ago, job security was never an issue. Today, that is not the case. Over the
past three years, more than 30,000 positions have been reduced throughout the DOE complex.
Although as a psychologist she is called upon to provide unbiased, professional assistance, it has
not been easy to see friends and colleagues leave. Feelings of sadness, frustration, depression,
anger or vulnerability are likely experienced by the individual no matter who they are. The
session focused on how downsizing has impacted remaining employees both at the individual
level and organizational level. Dr. Balcombe gave an overview of the two Boston University
studies on the impact of downsizing on the remaining work force - one longitudinal study will be
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carried out at multiple sites; and the other will be a case study at one site. She then introduced
the researchers responsible for the studies.

Dr. Les Boden, School of Public Health, Boston University, explained the aims of the studies are
to: 1) describe the consequences of downsizing; 2) determine the characteristics of the program
that intensify adverse affects and those that mitigate adverse affects; and 3) provide guidance
about program design.

Dr. Boden first discussed findings from previous research. Though there is not a lot of research
on the impacts of those who remain, there is a significant amount on the issues, such as economic
insecurity and job strain, they face. How does the survivors’ work change? The research cited
shows the workload often increases, the more experienced workers leave, and the impacts, in
general, are uneven. Also quite prevalent is a greater amount of insecurity due to possible
unemployment and the need to leave the community to find work, and worse health among
employees. Also cited was the DOE Displaced Worker Survey, which tracked FY 1995
separations. Of the involuntary layoffs, 82 percent wanted to work full-time, yet of these, only
33 percent were working full-time at the time of the survey.

Effects of downsizing vary with local economic conditions. For example, 40 percent of the
displaced workers at Rocky Flats found full-time employment elsewhere. The proximity to
Denver, which has a large industrial base, was helpful. In contrast, only 14 percent at Los
Alamos found full-time employment. Previous research shows that the worst outcomes of
downsizing are experienced in three categories of workers: those who are involuntary separated,
blue collar and hourly workers, and those employees with a fairly long tenure.

Reactions to insecurity and reduced control also vary among employees. Anger, decreased job
satisfaction, decreased organizational and job commitment, decreased trust, and increased job
strain are possible reactions. Further, these reactions can produce: changes in productivity, work
absence, grievances, accidents, workers’ compensation claims, substance abuse, as well as heart
attacks and other circulatory problems.

Dr. Boden stressed that he was providing an overall picture of previous research, and the
findings do not mean that they will happen at all facilities. He then introduced the goals and
methods of the Boston University study under his purview. The focus is on the individual, and
involves research at five DOE sites experiencing downsizing in one form or another.

The first phase of the research involves identifying issues and problems using such qualitative
methods as focus group sessions and individual employee interviews. About 20 to 25 people are
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to be interviewed at each site. Dr. Boden noted that confidentiality is maintained. The
individuals are with DOE, contractors, unions, and contractor management. The researchers
want to hear what the employees have to say about downsizing, and learn from their experience
in order to get a better understanding of what is going on at the site.

The second phase of the study is tailored toward obtaining more quantitative information for
analysis. This includes observing administrative data such as sick leave, accident rates, health
insurance, grievances, and use of employee assistance programs. The administrative data will
measure some effects of downsizing. Then the researchers intend to develop and evaluate an
intervention program targeted at the appropriate issues.

The sites selected for this Boston University study are: Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory; Los Alamos National Laboratory; Nevada Test Site; Pantex; and the
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. A mixture of characteristics contributed to site
selection, including different kinds of work missions, rates of downsizing, and the proximity to
metropolitan areas which affect opportunities for re-employment.

Dr. Boden provided some initial impressions from the research to date. Impacts of downsizing
vary by site and individual. Many employees take great pride in their work, and many find
uncertainty and insecurity difficult. The workload usually increases for the remaining
employees. The experienced workers leave. Further, trust and loyalty may suffer. Dr. Boden
concluded by emphasizing that the results of the study can add to knowledge from previous
research, provide information more directly relevant to the Department, and help in the design of
interventions that are more effective and better targeted.

Dr. Eileen McNeely, Research Assistant Professor, Boston University, School of Public Health,
explained that her research is focused on how the organization is affected after downsizing and
the ways in which adverse consequences can be mitigated. She opened by asking participants
how many felt they were understood by their organization? Observing that no one responded
positively, she pointed out that many programs are often geared toward people going out the
door, and not toward what “survivors” are facing.

Sorting the impacts of downsizing encompasses three parts: the downsizing, the organizational
climate and the impacts on the organizational climate - all of which yield a variety of outcomes.
Organizational level effects involve organizational change and loss of resources. With regard to
organizational change, Dr. McNeely described aspects in five areas: change in employment
contracts; change in mission; job retrenchment; change among the workers’ communication
network; and formalization of polices, centralization of control, and rationalization. Employees
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often have the view that their contract has been breached when downsizing occurs. In other
words, the mutual understanding that good work will be rewarded, that “you will be promoted,”
and that the company will take “care of you” dissolves. The company’s core mission usually
becomes the main focus, and policies become more centralized and formalized leaving
employees feeling “disempowered.”

With regard to loss of resources, often the “best and brightest” are the ones who leave resulting
in an institutional loss as well as loss of pride among the remaining employees. A hiring freeze
usually is imposed, which also hampers the possibility of bringing in new skills. There are less
resources going toward equipment and infrastructure needs, and less support is provided to (what
are often called) “non-essential” programs or departments, such as business departments, human
resources, etc.- Remaining employees have the burden of increased workloads often not
accompanied with the necessary experience or training to do the work.

Dr. McNeely then described individual level effects, which are: job insecurity; emotional
reactions to loss; job overload, decreased control; and decreased job satisfaction. Because the
breach of the employment contract is severe, employees not only feel angry, but are less willing
to take risks. With the increased demand plus decreased control, employees experience
additional job stress. Yet since there usually are so many ambiguities surrounding downsizing,
employees do not know who to turn to for assistance.

The overall impacts of downsizing to the organization, Dr. McNeely summarized, include:

. increased turnover and less loyalty;

. decreased productivity, less risk taking;

. increased health and safety problems;

. increased grievances, employee complaints; and,
. increased absenteeism.

Two aspects make downsizing particularly fateful: 1) severity (whether layoffs are voluntary or
involuntary, etc).; and 2) intensity (how fast layoffs occur, is there any advance notice, and the
duration). “Is there a good way to downsize?” Dr. McNeely posed. She then introduced the
four-level intervention model for mitigating the effects of downsizing:

. Level 1 - process interventions;
. Level 2 - grieving interventions, (involves a lot of team building exercises);
. Level 3 - empowerment interventions, (employees need to be empowered); and,
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. Level 4 - systems interventions, (even if only one department is “downsized,” this action
will be felt across the organization).

Dr. McNeely concluded by discussing her research approach and purpose. A case study of one of
the larger DOE sites will be conducted over a 12-month period in order to determine how
survivors are coping in the face of downsizing. The researchers will collect empirical
information about the impacts of downsizing on employees and the organization. The
information sources include: organizational performance data, individual survey data, focus
groups and interviews. The information will then be used to formulate a strategic plan to assist
“survivors.”

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Q. With regard to domestic issues and workplace violence, what are you finding? We
have had two suicides at our site, and maybe downsizing has had an effect. This
may sound harsh, but we see so much hostility that we often say, “Let’s hope no one
goes postal.”

A. Employee Assistance Program information at the research sites will be looked at by the
researchers. This will include the kinds of programs addressing substance abuse, health
of the employees, suicides, etc.

Q. Where are you going to do the case study, Hanford, Oak Ridge or Savannah River?
How do you determine which site, the lottery method? Do you check to see if you
will get employee cooperation first?

A. Yes, we intend to select one of those three sites, but no decision has been made yet.

Q. What are you finding so far in your survey work? Are you finding any peaks of
rage? Are we facing any meltdowns?

A. We need to do the qualitative foot work still. At this stage, we don’t have enough
information. We have talked to people and we need to analyze what they have said. We
need to do a focused, more scientific survey, which will occur at the end of the next stage.

Q. But all I am asking for is your impressions to date. What have you learned so far?
What are your initial impressions?
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People have expressed concern about their safety. They are concerned people are taking
shortcuts, going underground. There also appears to be a lot of fall out at home. We
intend to look at community issues. But to date, we really have not done enough to
honestly answer your question. We don’t want to get into “impressions” because we have
not done the analysis, which will take about another year and a half. We just don’t know
the answers. People often want us to give some rating on morale. We can say employees
are under stress but that is not enough to take action or know what to do.

How were the five sites selected for the other study?

We looked at all the sites, and wanted a variety of characteristics for comparison, such as
isolated vs. urban and small vs. large.

What are you finding with privatization and outsourcing? Does it have an impact
on stress or moral?

We believe it is an issue, but, again, it is really too early to tell.

What are you doing with the information you have already collected?

We are currently in different stages of the study, looking at what people have told us. In
the next stage, we will put together the surveys, which will better answer which groups

of people are affected.

Are there any concerns or issues that need to be reported immediately? If you find
any, what will you do?

If there are any critical issues, we will let people know about it. We are not shy.

But I am concerned about the timing of when the information from your research
will be available. What value added does it have if it will be released three years
from now? The reason to get information is to use it when it needs to be used.

We are in the middle of our study now. To do it right, it is going to take us about another
year and a half. What interventions we get from this information, it is unclear how long it
will take. It may be too late for those going through the process now.
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Q. You discussed intensity and severity. I suggest you add equity. Are people being
treated equally and fairly? Should the burden be on human resources or first level
supervisors, who needs training to carry out terminations? Also, I think you need to
keep an eye on the skill mix, which may become uneven.

A. Good points. Idaho has had two restructuring actions and now has to hire in order to get
some of the same skills back.

Q. I got laid off with another agency. That agency gave you a pink slip and said
goodbye. No “thank you” for your years of service. So if you compare DOE to this
agency, DOE is doing so much more.

1B. COMMUNITY TRANSITION: PROGRAM ASSESSMENT STRATEGY
Speaker: Deborah Swichkow, Office of Worker and Community Transition, U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE)

The Office of Worker and Community Transition will conduct a program assessment of field
organization’s community transition activities. Deborah Swichkow, Deputy Director, Office of
Worker and Community Transition (the Office), DOE, explained that the purpose of the
assessment is to improve communication and understanding between the field and headquarters,
validate program execution, identify areas for improvement, and document successes that can
then be shared with other locations.

The Office intends to establish a performance measures process as a means to quantitatively
measure the effectiveness of the community transition projects and activities sponsored by the
Office. The rationale and approach to the minimum required performance measures for the
program were explained. Proposed performance measures (i.e., job creation for displaced
workers, job creation totals, job retention for displaced workers, job retention totals, and revenue
generation) were presented for consideration and feedback. Several scenarios-and examples were
also presented. Ms. Swichkow facilitated extensive discussions to debate the pros and cons of
the proposed performance measures. Many of the issues voiced reflected concern over the
appropriateness of the performance measure for a specific site or region since the management,
structure, and approach of community transition project(s) can vary greatly location to location.
The overall conclusion was for each site to define each measure in consultation with the Office
staff and make extensive use of the comments section of the quarterly report to explain reported
measures. Additionally, the use of revenue generation as a performance measure was
discouraged.
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Following the performance measures discussions, an overview of the upcoming Program
Assessment initiative the Office is undertaking was presented by Ms. Swichkow. Ms. Swichkow
gave a status and the nature of the comments received by the Office thus far. She encouraged all
participants to again review the program assessment package that was sent to them earlier this
year. The purpose, benefits, and guiding principles of the initiative were also presented. The
presentation closed with a description of the short-term schedule and questions and answers.

The comments, questions and answers, and suggestions are summarized in the following
paragraphs by topic:

Definition of Each Performance Measure

Numerous questions were asked regarding the definition of each performance measure.
Depending on the site and CRO, each performance measure can be interpreted differently. There
was significant debate as to the appropriateness of including seasonal labor in job creation,
accounting for jobs created when office funding only partially funded the projects, accounting for
jobs created when funding was used for recruiting, dealing with proprietary data, etc. Several of
the attendees suggested an effort to clearly define the performance measure might be useful.

Job Creation

Job creation is useful in supporting budget requests, and this performance measure is currently
being used by the Economic Development Agency (EDA). One of the difficulties in using this
performance measure is that the data may be proprietary; therefore, the data may need to be
drawn from county or regional records.

Revenue Generation

Several concerns regarding this performance measure were presented. The primary concern was
that revenue generation does not correlate to the performance of the CRO activities nor the return
on investment of funds from the Office. An attendee emphasized the importance of metrics and
went on to describe the need for performance measures to have meaning drawn from applicable
data. Another concern was that revenue generation, gross sales, do not necessarily tie into the
community and may not quantify wage differentials to different jobs replacing jobs lost.
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Data Calls

A comment was made that all data calls need to be evaluated and consolidated so not to duplicate
other data calls. Additionally, some of the tenants do not keep records that would be needed to
answer data calls for these performance measures; therefore, the organizations will need to
develop that capacity. There was a final comment that the performance measures need to be
useful and meaningful and must be performance measures that can actually be gathered.

Including CROs in Program Assessments

The Office’s program assessment is to assess the Field Office performance in the execution of
community transition activities. The main focus of the assessment is Field Offices, and concern
was voiced over whether CROs were included in the program assessment. The program
assessment plan does contain specific questions for the CRO; therefore, there is an opportunity
for the CRO to give feedback to the Office.

The Office will review the performance measures to evaluate the appropriateness of revenue
generation as a performance measure. Through the quarterly reporting process, the Office will
work closely with all DOE sites to assist with the definition of the performance measure for each
site.

1C. JOB OPPORTUNITY BULLETIN BOARD ENHANCEMENTS (JOBBS)
Speaker: Lew Henderson, BDM Federal, Inc.

This session addressed recent enhancements to the Job Opportunity Bulletin Board System
(JOBBS) database and the marketing strategy that will be employed to reach a broader spectrum
of career placement specialists in both private and public sectors.

Mr. Lew Henderson, BDM Federal, Inc., presented a brief overview of the JOBBS database,
including its purpose, features, and enhancements. Immediate enhancements include uploading
JOBBS to the world wide web, and software improvements. Within the next three months,
JOBBS will be further enhanced to include resume and want ad faxing capability.

Mr. Henderson noted that a brochure explaining the system, and a disk which allows the system
to be adapted to a windows environment, will be distributed shortly. He continued his
presentation by summarizing the results of a recently conducted survey of JOBBS users. This
survey indicated that:
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. only 20 of the Department’s Management and Operating Contractors are regular JOBBS
users;

. these 20 Management and Operating Contractors control over 35% of the employee base;

. 17 of these 20 users have Internet access; and,

. the majority of user problems are related to modem connections and upload issues.

For the remainder of the session, Mr. Henderson conducted a JOBBS demonstration and
responded to questions from the participants.

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

How many resumes are currently on JOBBS?

847

What are the breakout statistics?

Mr. Henderson demonstrated how to obtain these from the system.

Who places resumes on JOBBS?

The Management and Operating Human Resource Office or the Outplacement Center.
What is JOBBS biggest problem?

Want ads - they’re not done as well as they could be.

Who should be pressured to ensure that the site is helping?

>R T R » e » R/ = R

The cooperation of the Human Resource Departments is needed. In addition, these
Departments need to understand that JOBBS is designed to assist displaced workers, not
to fill vacancies. In addition, there are ways to track whether resumes in the system
match ads.

Q. Do resumes come off after one year?
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Resumes are removed from the JOBBS database after one year. Requests to have
resumes remain in the database can be made by calling (408) 642-6938.

Is a user ID needed to reach JOBBS?

Not if one has Internet World Wide Web access to Telenet. The employee’s union can
provide a user ID employer class.

What is the capability for downloading multiple versus single want ads?

Multiple downloads are possible using the bulletin board. Multiple downloads become
more difficult off the World Wide Web, but upcoming software changes will make it
gasier.

Does JOBBS contain the same information for M&O and M&I contractors?

Yes; and JOBBS also includes subcontractors with a business valued at $500,000 or
more.

What about information on Department of Defense (DOD) and Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) jobs?

Resumes are limited to the Department of Energy. The Department of Defense is not
currently on the World Wide Web. However, there are links in place and ready for use
once DOD and NRC are on the World Wide Web.

Are there any government jobs on the World Wide Web?

There are links. Federal positions could be searched on the system by adding a separate
search button.

Can the URL be added for Federal jobs?

Yes.

Can a page be printed?
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No, but information from JOBBS can be saved, downloaded to a computer, and printed
from there.

What is the reason for not printing directly?

Software operations package do not have universal compatibility for printers. If all that is
needed is a reference, just use the print screen button.

How do I get help?

Call the help desk at (408) 642-6938.

Can I get help with my resume while on the Internet?

Users may create a resume on-line or upload an already created resume. Resumes are
available as a single-page summary for quick review and on-line searches; and a full
resume for downloading.

Is there a spell checker to be used while creating on-line?

There is one built into the system, but it can be difficult to use.

Whe will receive the disks?

Currently registered users and those on the JOBBS brochure distribution list.

How long has JOBBS been available?

14 months.

What’s the biggest problem for JOBBS?

Getting want ads.

Can jobs outside of DOE be reached?

Only thrbugh job services for your geographic area.

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997

19




Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report

What is the number one help question?

“When are you going to change the user ID?”
When will the relational database be completed?
Within the next three months.

WORK FORCE INFORMATION SYSTEM - OVERVIEW AND
DEMONSTRATION

Speaker: Gloria Paige, Office of Worker and Community Transition, U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE)

Gloria Paige, Systems Administrator for the Work Force Information System (WFIS), began the
session by presenting the background of the system. WFIS is being developed by the Office of
Worker and Community Transition to replace other Headquarters’ data bases on contractor
employment. It will be the central location for the collection, processing, and dissemination of
information on DOE prime contractors, subcontractors (teaming partners and 1st tier) and other

designated contractor work force and human resource information. Requirements were identified
by a Work Force Planning Committee consisting of representatives from Headquarters, Field
Office, and Contractors and a “board of directors” (Headquarters and field managers). Four
critical issue areas were addressed: data needs; data requirements; projections; and performance
measures. WFIS will provide one consolidated source of contractor human resources
information and reduce redundancy. WFIS is a summary level system.

Funding is being provided as follows:
. Office of Worker and Community Transition
- WFIS software and database server
Headquarters Organizations
- Work stations and 3rd party query software
Field/Operations Offices
- Work stations, 3rd party software, training (travel funding), telecommunication
software to communicate with Headquarters, and modems (if needed)
Contractors
-Telecommunication software to communicate with Headquarters, work stations,
modems (if needed), 3rd party query software, and training (travel funding).
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The server for the WFIS is located at DOE Headquarters on the HR-5 LAN. Access is through
the Headquarters LAN, DOE Business Network (DOE/BN), or remote dial-in. For better
performance from the field, the DOE/BN is the preferred means of access. Data collection will
be accomplished through upload interface or data entry screens.

Continuity testing to verify that the NIC card in the WFIS server can see the NIC card in each
work station using the TCP/IP address is being conducted. Currently, sixty-six stations have
been identified. Testing of the chatter boxes will begin this week as well. Testing of the WFIS
client/server connectivity will be performed at a later date.

Training will be conducted for all WFIS users - contractors, field office approvers, Headquarters
and field office personnel. The objective is to enable full utilization of the WFIS application.
Training will be hands-on classroom training with each session lasting 1 day. It will be
conducted at two locations: Oak Ridge in November 1997 and Nevada in February 1998. There
will be several sessions at each location. Proficiency in Microsoft Windows, version 3.1 or
higher, or WordPerfect for Windows or Microsoft Word (version 6.0 or higher) are the only
prerequisites.

Information collected from the contractors will consist of benefits, collective bargaining,
compensation, employment, and hours. Ms. Paige explained how some current reports are being
combined to reduce data collections and how other reports will continue as currently reported.

Ms. Paige responded to a number of questions throughout the presentation/demonstration. One

question concerned whether contractors would have access to the DOE/BN. The answer is “yes”
but access will vary from site to site. It is the responsibility of the users to determine if they have
access and to supply this information by completing a WFIS Work Station Configuration Survey.

Another question concerned whether there will be standard reports and, if so, when will the sites
know what the interface will be. A Handbook is being prepared. This will be a supplement to
the new Department order which will provide answers to such questions as the definition of a
“field” and provide necessary “code” and other instructions to be used when reporting. A draft
will be provided to the Field and contractors for review and comment and is scheduled to be
distributed early July. Additional reference documents that are available are the Requirements
and Design Documents. Several people requested that they be sent the current Design
Document.

The point was made that it will take lead time, perhaps two or three months to do data entry and
that the sites will need information as soon as possible to begin this process. Ms. Paige stated
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that the system was still in a development mode. When the system is close to being final, the
- necessary information will be sent. Initial pilot testing of the system is scheduled for November
1997.

Questions were also raised concerning security authorization. Detailed procedures will be
developed, tested, and distributed. User IDs and passwords will be issued. A user ID request
form will be sent soon. Each user will receive an ID and password, and must rekey a new
password within a period of time. When entering WFIS the user will be required to relay his/her
password. Ms. Paige also stated that the contractor’s request form must have a Director’s
signature from their respective field/operation office.

A question was asked concerning record checking by facility/site. This will be done. Another
question was raised on who should attend training. In addition to the users and approvers, it was
recommended that an ADP person also attend.

The issue of including temporary employees in the COCS module as a new requirement was
discussed since temporary employees have not been included previously. Temporary employees
must be included. The definition of a temporary employee will be provided in the Handbook.

The interface to other applications, such as PeopleSoft, was discussed. WFIS has two methods
for getting data into the system. The first method uses the data screens that are provided in the
system. The second method utilizes an “upload Process” in which a file is either “CSV”
(Comma Separated Value) format or “Fixed Length” format. An actual “interface” to an existing
system, i.e., PeopleSoft, Cyborg, Integral will be necessary. These existing systems, or any other
mainframe system will extract the necessary information in the file format described above. A
programmer will need to write a program to extract this information from these systems using the
database structures that will be provided. Once the original program is written for the extract, it
can be used to generate a CSV or Fixed Length file which can then be uploaded in the Work
Force Information System.

The contractor levels that will be in WFIS were discussed. The levels that will be included are
prime, 1st tier subcontractors, and partners. The testing that will be done this summer will use
the current contractors. A concern was raised with requiring contractors to provide information
to WFIS if this is not part of their contracts, especially if the contract is firm/fixed price. It was
suggested that this be reviewed and that future procurement packages include this requirement.
Ms. Paige stated that this concern has been made known to Debby Swichkow and Bob DeGrasse.
Future discussions with the Field/Operation offices on this matter will be held.
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One site stated that they do not use B&R codes. Ms. Paige stated that if a site’s primary funding
office is not Defense Programs or Environmental Management, this information will be new.

Common Occupational Classification System (COCS) codes were discussed with regard to their
use in the September 30 annual report of total base pay (DOE reimbursable). In this connection,
COCS codes will be used at the “family” level, thereby breaking out base pay into nine general
skill categories. This will be important information for providing an audit trail to demonstrate
that reduced headcount is reflected in reduced outlay of pay.

A question was asked on whether the Department was going to require the subcontractors to
agree to provide data to WFIS. For instance, some subcontractors are not currently reporting all
of the data required for the six modules. It was suggested that a list of contractors by module be
provided. A follow-up question concerned whether the Field Offices have the flexibility to
“make the call” on who has to provide data. Ms. Paige will check on this.

WEFIS data will be reported by the contractors directly to the WFIS server at Headquarters. There
will be an approval button, by name. Only contractors can change the content data.

A concern that information is not getting to all parties at the Field/Operations Offices and
contractors was expressed. Ms. Paige stated that a call will be going out to the field requesting a
POC at each Field/Operations Office and contractor. In the future, this person will be
responsible for assuring information is provided to all parties as well as being the POC for
questions on other issues regarding the data received. These individuals names will be stored in
WEFIS.

In addition to her slides, Ms.Paige also distributed a fact sheet which provided additional
information on WFIS.

SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS - CONCURRENT SESSION 2

2A. ROLE OF SUPERVISORS AND EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN
WORK FORCE RESTRUCTURING
Moderator: Dr. Marilyn Balcombe, Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education
Speakers: Dr. Howard Friedman, Oak Ridge Reservation
James Barber, Los Alamos National Laboratory
Sally Davis, Nevada Test Site
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Dr. Marilyn Balcombe, Industrial Psychologist, Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education,
currently on detail to the Office of Worker and Community Transition, began by introducing the
session’s topics. The discussion is focused on 1) the unique pressures that supervisors face in
implementing work force restructuring and ways to help them accomplish their dreaded task,
which usually involves giving out bad news, and 2) the role of employee assistance programs.
She then introduced the speakers.

Dr. Howard Friedman, a clinical psychologist supporting Oak Ridge’s Y-12 and K-25 plants for
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, acknowledged that not many employees are comfortable
discussing their concerns with the plant psychologist. He described, for example, how
employees, when they spoke with him, would turn their badges over so their names cannot be
read. At this time, however, with mission changes and downsizing resulting in increasingly more
frightened and “de-incentivized” employees, the climate is changing to where there is more
acceptance of an on-site psychologist. Folks are hurting enough that they get over their fear of
calling “negative” attention to themselves.

Dr. Friedman then described the employer-employee “psychological contract.” When someone
is hired, he said, there is also a psychological contract made. In other words, there are
expectations by both employee and employer. At Y-12 for example, there are still workers who
believe their kids are going to work there. But in a downsizing situation, very few people realize
the severity of their reactions to terminations. They experience a whole gamut of emotions and
frequently see termination as an ultimate criticism of them. ‘

Supervisors, Dr. Friedman emphasized, must understand these issues, but often do not.
Terminations are difficult for them too. They have become friends with their workers and have
developed mutual respect. The supervisor gets set up as the criticizer, and this may trigger over
reactions on the part of the employee. There is little information on how supervisors should
carry out this termination process and supervisors may not feel they have anywhere to turn.
During terminations, supervisors often experience sleepless nights and increased anxiety. They
feel the employee is not at fault, so then they focus on other circumstances and take more of the
blame. They feel they are at fault and have failed their employees. Employers must prepare
supervisors to carry out terminations without self-blame. Supervisors must also be allowed to
vent off their frustrations as well.

Dr. Friedman elaborated on what a supervisor might face during termination time. He first
described employee reactions. He brought out that the stress of receiving a termination notice is
like the stress experienced when someone is diagnosed with a terminal disease. The employee
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goes into shock and then becomes angry, with this anger possibly becoming a potential problem.
After the shock and anger produced by the termination notice, an identity crisis may follow.

Supervisors also have emotional reactions. Often, they experience a period of self-pity, guilt, and
ask: “What did I do wrong?” They may not only become compassionate, but they may also
become hyper-compassionate. Dr. Friedman explained that the supervisor needs to avoid three
basic feelings: anger, sorrow and indifference. Many supervisors have a tendency to get angry at
the company for example. That, he emphasized, does not move the termination process along in
a healthy direction. Showing sorrow also sends the wrong signal to the employee who might
even believe that the termination notice was given in error. Indifference on the part of the
supervisor is frequently viewed as an insensitivity. What the supervisor should do is show regret,
compassion, and empathy. The supervisor cannot imply that something is wrong with the
termination notice and should not find fault with the employee or the organization. Dr. Friedman
concluded his presentation by showing a video developed by Boeing that illustrated the do’s and
don’ts for supervisor who have to give a “60-day notice.” The video is titled “60-day Notice”
and may be obtained from Boeing’s Human Resources Department.

James Barber, an Employee Assistance Professional from Los Alamos National Laboratory,
described the function of a human resources consulting firm that provides guidance to managers
and assistance to employees affected by a reduction-in-force. He began his presentation by
discussing the number of issues that come into play during a reduction-in-force. At Los Alamos,
there are third and fourth generation employees who assumed they had a job until planned
retirement. A reduction-in-force is difficult for these workers and families. Human resources is
likely viewed as the “bad guy” and not as a resource.

He stated that Los Alamos has put a great deal of effort in providing services to reduction-in-
force candidates. He briefly discussed the layoffs that affected about 75 people in 1985 and
1986. For that reduction-in-force, Los Alamos’ Human Resources Division identified candidates
and made a great effort at finding them work. This reduction-in-force was considered a success.
But the laboratory had never downsized and that success, he said, is now contributing to a false
sense of hope that “things will work out.”

Next, Mr. Barber provided an overview of the kinds of re-employment counseling services his
office obtains through the human resources consulting firm called Right Associates. The two
main services the firm provides are the Reduction-in-Force Notification Information Session for
managers and the Personal Career Transition Program for affected employees. Los Alamos also
established a resource center, equipped with computers, job postings and regional newspapers, to
assist employees.
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The Reduction-in-Force Notification Information Session involves “notifier” training. Key
session components include identifying and reviewing management responsibilities, discussing
the steps managers should take in notifying employees and rehearsing a separation meeting using
scripts and role playing. Mr. Barber then listed the basic steps recommended by the program:

. plan and rehearse;

e setthe stage in general terms;

. announce the separation;

. present benefits;

. listen and be understanding;

. offer support;

. discuss logistics and facilitate the transition; and,

. introduce the reemployment program or counselor.

Mr. Barber next described the components of the “reduction-in-force employee package,” which
are: career transition workshops; job search assistance; human resources generalist assistance;
counseling service; and benefits and medical assistance. In addition, World Wide Web sites, job
fairs, consumer credit counseling, and financial institution advising are other available services.

In January 1995, the Employee Relations Office at Los Alamos established a Rapid Action
Response Team to provide managers with viable options in the prevention of or in response to
violence in the workplace. The team serves on an on-call basis and is available to managers on a
moments notice. Mr. Barber elaborated on the Employee Assistance Program’s support in the
areas of stress management and violence prevention. Communities experiencing downsizing
often see an increase in domestic violence.

Sally Davis, Director of the Employee Assistance Program at the Nevada Test Site, provided a
chronological list of events and characteristics regarding the Employee Assistance Program and
work force restructuring at the Nevada Test Site:

Spring 1994 Ms. Davis characterized as the “Year of Fear.” The site population was
approximately 4,000. Contractors were EG&G Energy Measurements, Reynold Electrical
& Engineering, and Raytheon Services. The Employee Assistance Program mostly
counseled and participated in the rapid response team. There was an increase of stress
management and use of the parent education program. Chief complaint: emotional
problem.
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Spring 1995 This time was, in her view, “The Year of Denial.” There was a reduction of
about 150 employees, including retirees. The population decreased to 3,800 employees.
The Employee Assistance Program counseled and tested (psychological). The program
also completed several courses on the “Source of Your Stress,” which were not well
attended. Chief complaint: marital and family.

Fall 1995 Ms. Davis called this time frame as “Transition Time.” The Department of
Energy awarded the Nevada Test Site contract to Bechtel Nevada Corporation. After the
transition, the population downsized to 2,700 employees. The Employee Assistance
Program was picked up as part of the contract.

January 1996 She dubbed this time as “Guarded Hope.” Bechtel Nevada began the five-
year contract with 2,700 employees. The Employee Assistance Program provided
counseling and testing. The Employee Assistance Program Advisory committee was
established, the Bechtel Eldercare Program was created. The Employee Assistance
Program was slated to be outsourced. Chief complaint: emotional problems.

Summer 1996 Ms. Davis called this time frame “Disgruntled.” There was a reduction-
in-force of approximately 100 voluntary separations, bringing the site population to
2,600. The Employee Assistance Program counseled and tested (employment). The
program provided increased services in the area of parenting education and changed stress
classes. The program was again informed it would be outsourced. Chief complaint:
marriage and family concerns.

January 1997 This time was, in her view, appropriately named “Anger and Relief.”
Another reduction in force occurred, but this time the layoffs were involuntary. The site
population was reduced by 480 employees, decreasing the total population to about 2,100
to 2,200 employees. The Employee Assistance Program continued counseling and
testing. The program participated with Star Access in assisting displaced workers.
Depression articles were distributed and hotlines were established. The Wellness Program
was laid off and the Employee Assistance Program was due to be outsourced by April 1.
Chief complaint: marriage and family concerns.

Spring 1997 Ms. Davis characterized as “Disgust, Resentment, Distrust and Fear.” The
Nevada Test Site population is remaining the same, for the moment. The Employee
Assistance Program is counseling and has increased the frequency of stress courses. The
program will now be maintained. At an all hands meeting, management announced there
‘'would be no more outsourcing and no more personnel reductions this year. But such
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concerns as low employee moral and additional personnel cuts (about 200) that are to
occur in FY 1998 were not addressed. Chief complaint: emotional problems.

After going over these chronological events and characterizing the climate of work force
reductions at the Nevada Test Site, Ms. Davis described what she viewed as losses during the
transition: information networks established over the years, common levels of humanity, and a
sense of permanent security, which she acknowledged doesn’t exist anywhere in America today.
There is now less interference with the customer, and more multi-tasking and cross training, and
people are not used to this. The Employee Assistance Program’s status is still uncertain, but will
continue providing employees with what they need. She concluded, “We are saved--for now.”

2B. DISCUSSION ON EMPLOYEE CONCERNS
Facilitator: Barry Lawson, Lawson and Associates
Speakers: Richard Fein, Office of Employee Concerns, U.S. Department of Energy
Phyllis Hanfling, DOE Office of Dispute Resolution, U.S. Department of
Energy

This session provided a discussion of the establishment of the Office of Employee Concerns
(OEC) as a part of the Secretary of Energy’s whistleblower initiatives. The speakers also
discussed OEC’s relationship to DOE and contractor employee concerns programs, its roles and
responsibilities with respect to complaints of whistleblower reprisal and conflict resolution, and
resources available for the resolution of disputes through the Department’s Office of Dispute
Resolution.

Mr. Barry Lawson, Lawson and Associates, opened the session by outlining the format, and
noting that a video would be shown at the session’s end. Mr. Lawson then introduced
Department of Energy speakers Richard Fein, OEC, and Phyllis Hanfling, Director, Office of
Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR).

Richard Fein began his presentation with a brief background and history of the Office. He stated
that OEC was established in September, 1996 in recognition of the need to establish a formal
system where employee issues could be brought forward and addressed. As such, the Office
provides help to employees who do not know “where” to bring their concern, are concerned or
fearful of reprisal, have been through the system and are unhappy with the response they have
received, or have concerns not covered by existing systems. Mr. Fein emphasized that the Office
strives to complement rather than replace existing systems, to ensure full and timely responses,
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and to foster an environment that promotes open discussion between employees and management.

Mr. Fein concluded his presentation by stressing that OEC is also responsible for developing
overall policy and program requirements, identifying and coordinating training needs, and acting
as a conduit for sharing information and experiences by blending existing requirements with best
practices.

Two questions were asked of Mr. Fein:

Q: Were cases considered “closed” because issues transferred to other organizations or
because the cases were resolved?

A: It’s a mix. Some cases, for example, were transferred to an existing program, such as the
Office of Equal Employment Opportunity for processing, thereby rendering them closed
by the Office of Employee Concerns. Others were referred for investigation, but the
Office of Employee Concerns retained control over resolution efforts.

Q: How can cases be settled when DOE will not allow enforcement of settlement
agreements that require employees to cease commenting on DOE or contractor
practice?

A: DOE does have a policy that employees should be allowed to speak out about problems
they know about. This does not interfere with the settlement of all other issues between
the parties.

Ms. Phyllis Hanfling began her presentation by defining ADR as “Alternative” or “Appropriate”
Dispute Resolution. She explained that ADR is a new way to manage conflict by using a set of
tools and a neutral third party for resolving disputes, thereby providing an alternative to litigation
or violence. She stressed that interest-based negotiation forms the basis of ADR by separating
people from the problem, focusing on interests rather than positions, inventing options for mutual
gain, and using objective criteria. She also stressed the importance of knowing the alternatives --
Best Alternative To a Negotiated Agreement (BATNA) and Worst Alternative To Negotiated
Agreement (WATNA). Ms. Hanfling demonstrated these points by engaging the participants in
an exercise that illustrated a best alternative (BATNA) solution. After the exercise was
completed, Ms. Hanfling contrasted the BATNA solution with a worst alternative (WATNA)
solution -- a strike. ’
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Ms. Hanfling continued her presentation by noting that negotiations may fail because of
miscommunication, lack of information, emotion, poor negotiating skills, timing, lack of trust,
imbalance of power, crisis management, personality conflict, vindication, multiple parties, or
differing perceptions of strength of position. She listed various types of ADR, and such
advantages to mediation as time, money, and resource savings that create “win-win” solutions.
In addition, she summarized the factors considered in selecting the type of Alternate Dispute
Resolution and noted the advantages of using ADR in prevention and early intervention of
dispute. Ms. Hanfling concluded her presentation by showing how mediation works in the EEO
Complaint Process System and by explaining the Headquarters Pilot DOE Mediation Service.

At the end of Ms. Hanfling’s presentation, Mr. Lawson stressed three points with regard to
mediation: making sure that there is agreement on the definition of the problem; developing a
way of helping others solve their problems; and being committed to following through.

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION:

Q: The Office of General Counsel advised that there is no privacy or confidentiality in
disputes. Why?

A: Because privacy or confidentiality could prevent a problem from moving forward and
being addressed, and that could have serious implications, especially with regard to health
and safety.

Q: In cases where employees represented by union members bypass their union
representatives, why doesn’t DOE send the employee to the Union and arbitrate?

A: DOE cannot get involved in labor/management disputes. Many times union employees
come with an issue not covered by the union or under their contract. That may require
DOE to coordinate and work with the employee and labor representatives, thereby
facilitating communication. Other times unions have no right to or interest in pursuing a
dispute. Under those circumstances, DOE may become involved.

Q: Statistically, which employees come to your organizations more for problem
resolution -- DOE, contractor, others?

A: Most of the help sought has been from Contractor employees.

Q: Were all of these cases first reported to the Office of Employee Concerns?
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Have the number of concerns escalated with DOE closures?

No. There does not seem to be a significant increase. Tracking has just begun on whistle
blower issues, and those have been consistent as well.

Q: When an issue taken to management is “stalled” and results in a tripartite
committee, how do you resolve the employee suspicion that the answer is skewed to
prevent the employee from raising the issue to Washington? How do you work with
management when it is their goal to avoid involvement from Washington?

A: The major reason for the Employee Concern Program is to neutralize the lack of trust and
confidence among involved parties. By being a neutral party, this Office becomes an
advocate for resolution, and mediation is not a challenge.

2C. SUPPORTING LOCAL COMMUNITIES

Moderator: Jeanne Crouch, Environmental Training and Consulting International

(ETCI)

Speakers: Jeff Finkle, National Council for Urban Economic Development (CUED)
Dan Cudaback, Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council (EIEDC)
Lawrence Young, Community Reuse Organization of East Tennessee
(CROET)
David Dillman, Sparhawke, Inc.

Jeanne Crouch, ETCI, moderator for the session, described the purpose of the session as an
opportunity for Community Reuse Organizations (CROs) to listen to and share lessons learned
on community transition activities. After reviewing the agenda and establishing the approach for
the session, it began with a presentation of case study information.

Jeff Finkle, National Council for Urban Economic Development, presented a summary of the
lessons learned from several case studies CUED is developing. Mr. Finkle explained CUED
provides communities with best practices studies, problem solving, and analysis of findings. For
the Department of Energy, CUED provides site examination and a Departmental complex-wide
perspective on community transition activities. Mr. Finkle stated that CUED has provided
organizational assistance and strategy improvement assistance to various DOE sites. He also
stated that the purpose of economic development is to enhance the quality of life by advancing
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private enterprise, making productive use of local resources, creating high-quality jobs, and
enlarging the community or regional tax base. When analyzing a community in terms of
economic development potential, community and regional factors include: capital, labor,
education, technology base, infrastructure, economic base public services, local regulations, and
economic development programs and tools. Mr. Finkle presented numerous statistical
comparisons between CROs. Financing of economic development initiatives and use of DOE
funds to augment other financing mechanisms were discussed. Mr. Finkle emphasized the need
for sufficient capitalization and use of due diligence in investing in viable businesses. He
concluded that: 1) CROs have varied approaches to economic adjustment; 2) all approaches
should capitalize on the region’s skilled labor; 3) rural communities need employment to be
stable; and 4) a broad-based strategy is needed to address the varied situations at DOE sites.

Dan Cudaback, Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council (EIEDC), discussed the lessons-

~ learned experienced by the Idaho community reuse organization. Mr. Cudaback explained that
the DOE Idaho site is very different from others in the complex. The Idaho site accounts for
nearly half of the regional gross product and DOE physical assets are 50 miles into the desert.
There is very little market for those assets and the region is in relative stability since agriculture
and the remaining DOE mission is stable. He continued to explain that the primary problem is
the lack of diversity, the lack of physical assets with which to build diversity, and the community
inertia created by the continuing DOE mission. For EIEDC, the solution to the regional
economic development challenges is to fundamentally restructure the regional economy; a very
daunting task. His advice is to:

. anticipate discontinuity by remaining flexible;

. beware of unrealistic expectations;

. do not underestimate the importance of and difficulty in establishing and maintaining
coalitions; :

. emphasize communication to inform, to stay involved, and to educate; and,

. achieve balance between appropriate risk and organizing for the long haul.

Mr. Cudaback presented four lessons learned: 1) avoid politicalization of the economic
development process at all costs; 2) keep work force activities and community transition
integrated; 3) develop a vision; and 4) keep perspective by using rational time periods for
activities.

Lawrence Young, Community Reuse Organization of East Tennessee (CROET), continued the
session with a presentation detailing the reindustrialization of Oak Ridge in Tennessee. The
vision of the Oak Ridge Reservation is to develop “an integrated science, technology, and
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education complex operated in partnership with the private sector - supporting a dynamic
regional and national economy.” Mr. Young explained that CROET wants to transform into a
defederalized, industrial operation by 2010, and CROET plans to involve multiple private-sector
participants in a brownfield industrial park consistent with sustainable development concepts.
The primary elements of reindustrialization include: integration of private and government
sector stakeholders; a broad-based community reuse organization; the encouragement to support
the local and regional economy; and activities that remain consistent with the 2010 vision. He
emphasized the need for flexibility; this includes assuming some risk to be competitive. After
presenting some details as to the location and statistics of the Oak Ridge Reservation, he stated
that available resources (equipment, facilities, etc.) drive what CROET can and cannot do.
Finally, Mr. Young outlined other initiatives underway, such as small business programs, a
telecommunications facility, and a 1000 acre greenfield industrial site.

The final speaker, David Dillman, Sparhawke, Inc., presented the enterprise formation company
concept. Mr. Dillman explained that an enterprise company initiative tries to organize specific
workers expertise and form a company, thus taking a capability and forming it into a service to
market to perspective employers or as an established employee-owned business. An enterprise
formation company performs business functions including market research and analysis,
planning, incorporation and capitalization, initial proposals and contract negotiations, and
business services such as accounting, human resources, and compliance. Mr. Dillman further
explained that an enterprise formation company focuses on performance-based contracts, uses
non-financial assets (short-term DOE contracts, government furnished property, strategic
alliances) to the maximum, retains an equity share of the company, and functions as a Chief
Financial Officer for enterprise groups formed. The enterprise formation company Process
consists of five items: 1) an evaluation of the appropriateness of skills for the enterprise effort;
2) assign most placeable candidates to headhunters for placement; 3) market of enterprise groups
for outplacement as teams, 4) use community colleges to add value where talent is lacking; and
5) form an enterprise company. To illustrate this concept and process, Mr. Dillman explained the
Partnership Environmental Technology Education (PETE) experiment at Hanford (a pilot project
is being funded by the Office of Worker and Community Transition) identified potential
commercial markets for current and future displaced workers. Lessons learned included the
following: :

. individual outplacement should be done by professionals;

. timing is crucial so be aware of on-site developments;

. good ideas do not stay secrets long, so pursue them,;

. you may bring a good idea to the table but there may be resistance to it;
. equity investors expect control;
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. enterprise formation company equity sharing provides employees comfort and
confidence, and;
. a CEO may need to be recruited (the enterprise formation company is never the CEO).

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION
Q: What is meant by stakeholder consensus?

A To have a successful CRO initiative, a reuse plan needs to be developed and adopted by
the community (stakeholders) in general. In other words, the CRO needs to speak with
one voice in the community. This is not always achievable, but those CROs that are
quickest to get consensus between stakeholders are most successful.

What is the relationship between EIEDC and the new M&I contractor?

The site specific reuse efforts are the concerns of the DOE Idaho field manager and the
M&I, the remainder of the community is the CRO’s concern. It is unclear where the
community and site line is, but DOE/M&I and the community work closely together.

2D. WORK FORCE INFORMATION SYSTEM - OVERVIEW AND
DEMONSTRATION (Repeat)
Session Speaker: Gloria Paige, Office of Worker and Community Transition, U.S.
Department of Energy

Gloria Paige, Systems Administrator for the Work Force Information System (WFIS), began the
session by presenting the background of the system. WFIS is being developed by the Office of
Worker and Community Transition (the Office) to replace other Headquarters’ data bases on
contractor employment. It will be the central location for the collection, processing, and
dissemination of information on DOE prime contractors, subcontractors (teaming partners and
Ist tier) and other designated contractor work force and human resource information.
Requirements were identified by a Work Force Planning Committee consisting of representatives
from Headquarters, Field Office, Contractors, and Labor and a “board of directors”
(Headquarters and field managers). Four critical issue areas were addressed: data needs; data
requirements; projections; and performance measures. WFIS will provide one consolidated
source of contractor human resources information and reduce redundancy. WFIS is a summary
level system.

Funding is being provided as follows:
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. Office of Worker and Community Transition
- WFIS software and database server
. Headquarters Organizations

- Work stations and 3rd party query software
. Field/Operations Offices
- Work stations, 3rd party software, training (travel funding), telecommunication
software to communicate with Headquarters, and modems (if needed)
. Contractors
-Telecommunication software to communicate with Headquarters, work stations,
modems (if needed), 3rd party query software, and training (travel funding).

The server for the WFIS is located at Headquarters (Forrestal Building) on the HR-5 LAN.
Access is through the Headquarters LAN, DOE Business Network (DOE/BN), or remote dial-in.
For better performance from the field, the DOE/BN is the preferred means of access. Data
collection will be accomplished through upload interface or data entry screens.

Continuity testing to verify that the NIC card in the WFIS server can see the NIC card in each
work station using the TCP/IP address is being conducted. Currently, sixty-six stations have
been identified. Testing of the chatter boxes will begin this week as well. Testing of the WFIS
client/server connectivity will be performed at a later date.

Training will be conducted for all WFIS users - contractors, Headquarters and field office
personnel. The objective is to enable full utilization of the WFIS application. Training will be
hands-on classroom training with each session lasting 172 days. Initially, training will be
conducted at two locations - Oak Ridge in November 1997 and Nevada in February 1998. There
will be several sessions at each location. Proficiency in Microsoft Windows, version 3.1 or
higher, or WordPerfect for Windows or Microsoft Word (version 6.0 or higher) are the only
prerequisites.

Information collected from the contractors will consist of benefits, collective bargaining,
compensation, employment, and hours. Ms. Paige explained how some current reports are being
combined to reduce data collections and how other reports will continue as currently reported.

Ms. Paige responded to a number of questions throughout the presentation/demonstration. One

question concerned whether contractors would have access to the DOE/BN. The answer is “yes”
but access will vary from site to site. It is the responsibility of the users to determine if they have
access and to supply this information by completing a WFIS Work Station Configuration Survey.
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Another question concerned whether there will be standard reports and, if so, when will the sites
know what the interface will be. A Handbook is being prepared. This will be a supplement to
the new Department order which will provide answers to such questions as the definition of a
“field” and provide necessary “code” and other instructions to be used when reporting. A draft
will be provided to the Field and contractors for review and comment and is scheduled to be
distributed early July. Additional reference documents that are available are the Requirements
and Design Documents. Several people requested that they be sent the current Design
Document.

The point was made that it will take lead time, perhaps two or three months to do data entry and
that the sites will need information as soon as possible to begin this process. Ms. Paige stated
that the system was still in a development mode. When the system is close to being final, the
necessary information will be sent. Initial pilot testing of the system will occur in November
1997.

Questions were also raised concerning security authorization. Detailed procedures will be
developed, tested, and distributed. User IDs and passwords will be issued. A user ID request
form will be sent soon. Each user will receive an ID and password, and must re-key a new
password within a period of time. When entering WFIS, the user will be required to relay his/her
password. Ms. Paige also stated that the contractor’s request form must have a Director’s
signature from their respective field/operation office.

A question was asked concerning record checking by facility/site. This will be done. Another
question was raised on who should attend training. In addition to the users and approvers, it was
recommended that an ADP person also attend.

The issue of including temporary employees in the COCS module as a new requirement was
discussed since temporary employees have not been included previously. Temporary employees
must be included. The definition of a temporary employee will be provided in the Handbook.

The interface to other applications, such as PeopleSoft, was discussed. WFIS has two methods
for getting data into the system. The first method uses the data screens that are provided in the
system. The second method utilizes an “upload Process™ in which a file is either “CSV”
(Comma Separated Value) format or “Fixed Length” format. An actual “interface” to an existing
system, i.e., PeopleSoft, Cyborg, Integral will be necessary. These existing systems, or any other
mainframe system will extract the necessary information in the file format described above. A
programmer will need to write a program to extract this information from these systems using the
database structures that will be provided. Once the original program is written for the extract, it

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997

36




3 Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report

can be used to generate a CSV or Fixed Length file which can then be uploaded in the Work
Force Information System.

The contractor levels that will be in WFIS were discussed. The levels that will be included are
prime, 1st tier subcontractors, and partners. The testing that will be done this summer will use
the current contractors. A concern was raised with requiring contractors to provide information
to WFIS if this is not part of their contracts, especially if the contract is firm/fixed price. It was
suggested that this be reviewed and that future procurement packages include this requirement.
Ms. Paige stated that this concern has been made to Debby Swichkow and Bob DeGrasse. Future
discussions with the Field/Operation offices on this matter will be held.

One site stated that they do not use B&R codes. Ms. Paige stated that if a site’s primary funding
office is not Defense Programs or Environmental Management, this information will be new.
Further information will follow.

Common Occupational Classification System (COCS) codes were discussed with regard to their
use in the September 30 annual report of total base pay (DOE reimbursable). In this connection,
COCS codes will be used at the “family” level, thereby breaking out base pay into nine general
skill categories. This will be important information for providing an audit trail to demonstrate
that reduced headcount is reflected in reduced outlay of pay.

A question was asked on whether the Department was going to require the subcontractors to
agree to provide data to WFIS. For instance, some subcontractors are not currently reporting all
of the data required for the six modules. It was suggested that a list of contractors by module be
provided. A follow-up question concerned whether the Field Office has the flexibility to “make
the call” on who has to provide data. Ms. Paige will check on this.

WFIS data will be reported by the contractors directly to the WFIS server at Headquarters. There
will be an approval button, by name. Only contractors can change the content data.

A concern was expressed that information is not getting to all parties at the Field/Operations
offices and contractors. Ms. Paige stated that a call will be going out to the Field requesting a
point of contact at each Field/Operations Office and contractor. In the future, this person will be
responsible for assuring information is provided to all parties as well as being the POC for

questions on other issues regarding the data received. These persons names will be stored in
WEFIS.
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In addition to her slides, Ms. Paige also distributed a fact sheet which provided additional
information on WFIS.

PLENARY SESSION

COMMUNITY REUSE ORGANIZATIONS: RECENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS
Facilitator: Jeanne Crouch, Environmental Training and Consulting International
(ETCI)
Speakers: Mr. Dan Cudaback, Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council
(EIEDC)
Mr. Mike Grauwelman, Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement
Corporation (MMCIC)

Two presentations were made during this plenary session. Dan Cudaback of EIEDC and Mike
Grauwelman of MMCIC presented overviews of their respective organizations including
organization descriptions, lessons learned, and recommendations.

Mr. Cudaback categorized the EIEDC as a performance-based model for regional economic
development, a region of diverse communities and in need of diverse responses. The facilities at
the Department of Energy site were normally involved in DOE production, design, and
engineering; many of the facilities are currently contaminated. DOE and its predecessor agencies
have provided the significant employment in the region for over 50 years. EIEDC is a private
initiative created to respond to the economic impacts of the Idaho National Environmental
Engineering Laboratory (INEEL) downsizing. Mr. Cudaback explained the purpose of the
EIEDC is to replace the high quality jobs in the community and to assist with the fundamental
redirection of the economy in the Idaho_region surrounding the DOE Idaho site.

Mr. Cudaback emphasized that the EIEDC is a region-based CRO that has instituted a
performance-based approach--job-oriented performance measures evolving toward more rigorous
standards of wages, tax base, standard of living, and targeted measures of overall community
health. Again, EIEDC structures its program to diversify the economy in the region.

Mr. Grauwelman followed with an overview of the DOE Mound site including a geographic

description, facilities located there, and community statistics. He described Mound as a unique
site possessing an extensive Destructive Test Capability, one of three in the world and the only
one open to commercial work. The impact of DOE downsizing equated to a loss of 2,500 jobs,
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economic activity, advanced technologies, high-tech talent, and a national investment. This is a
significant human impact, both economic and social.

The City of Miamisburg acted as a transition leader. The Mound Reuse Committee was
established and Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation (MMCIC) staffs that
reuse organization. The reuse committee handles much of the public involvement aspect while
MMCIC focuses on economic development. Mr. Grauwelman described MMCIC as a resource
broker, a conduit for transition of real estate and equipment assets. Mr. Grauwelman then
explained a center piece of the MMCIC activities is the Mound Advanced Technology Center
(MATC). The MATC is a marketing platform billed as a center to deal with the total solutions
for manufacturing. '

To continue to succeed and to establish a path to the community vision, Mr. Grawelman stated
the comprehensive reuse plan needs to tie reuse and environmental clean-up standards together.
Results of the Mound approach are the following:

. community spoke with one voice, clear and consistent;
. community established firm basis for negotiating issues; and,
. community interests implemented with a business approach.

Mr. Grauwelman stated two challenges that require continued work: 1) DOE partnerships

require persistence, perseverance, and patience to remove the inherent barriers to change; and 2)
volunteer boards require time and care.

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Q: Is there a continuing DOE mission at INEEL?

A: The DOE site mission is mainly spent nuclear fuel activities, an agreement to the year
2045. Most of the work will be completed within the first 12 years. This will perpetuate
the diversification inertia, but it does give the community a chance to diversify.

Is the Mound program where it was planned to be?
Much of the time is spent on quickly emerging issues associated with obtaining leasing

authority, DOE’s expediting the reconfiguration process, and navigating the path through
the new areas of this complicated process. Generically, CRO activities require extensive
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time investment with little time to see where the program is overall. There are also no
past experiences upon which to measure this unique effort.

THURSDAY, APRIL 10, 1997

PLENARY SESSION

PRIVATIZATION: POLICY, PRACTICE AND POTENTIAL PITFALLS
Moderator: Barry Lawson, Lawson and Associates
Speakers: Jane Monhart, Office of Contract Reform, U.S. Department of Energy
Jan Chavez, Idaho Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy
John Meese, AFL-CIO, Metal Trades

Bob DeGrasse, Director of the Office of Worker and Community Transition, opened the session
by informing participants that Elizabeth “Betsy” Moler, currently head of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, had been nominated by the Clinton Administration to be Deputy
Secretary of Energy. Barry Lawson, the session moederator, introduced the session topic and
speakers.

Jane Monhart, Acting Director of the Department of Energy’s Office of Contract Reform, started
her presentation by giving a brief overview of the report recently issued by the Department’s
Privatization Working Group and emphasizing that privatization means a lot of different things
to a lot of people. She then read the Department’s definition: “Privatization is the substitution,
in whole or in part, of private market mechanisms and entities for one or more of the traditional
government roles of developer, financier, builder, owner, operator.” Although the Department
has historically relied on the private sector, more functions are now being transferred out of the
Department to the private sector, and the traditional management and operating contract is being
replaced by the management and integrating contract.

The Department’s privatization efforts, Ms. Monhart explained, are focused in three areas: asset
sales, transfer of functions, and contracting out. The reasons for privatizing are to: sharpen
mission focus, save money, and improve performance. Vice President Gore’s mandate to
“deliver common sense government” also influenced the Department’s privatization efforts as
well as the Blair House papers that, in part, state that “Privatization gets the private sector
competing for a range of assets or activities that the government no longer needs to own or
perform. Outsourcing creates price and performance competition, and can be reversed if
government organizations later show they can do it cheaper or better.”
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Ms. Monbhart stated that a number of legitimate concerns with privatization exist. Decisions are
rarely straightforward. Labor views privatization as a way to restructure and downsize the work
force. Who regulates safety and health is often questioned and, in some cases, ambiguous.
Actual savings are not easily calculated. Moreover, there are also finance concerns for
organizations which may have to pour significant amounts of money as an “up front” investment
before any financial gains are incurred. It takes money to make money.

The Department is embracing privatization as a strategic management tool, and is using it where
cost-effective and appropriate, Ms. Monhart explained. To do this, the Department developed
seven principles that are to be considered when making a decision to privatize:

. use privatization strategically;

. benefit taxpayers and balance risks and rewards between government and contractors;

. competitive, innovative ideas have to help ensure success;

. stakeholder involvement is key; affected persons should be involved;

. worker and community transition assistance is essential;

. environment, safety and health responsibilities are critical and must be fully addressed;
and;

. there is a need for a new way of doing business.

Ms. Monbhart next provided examples of recent Department privatization initiatives. The
Hanford Waste Tank Storage privatization effort is a prime example where the contractor is
taking on more risk from the government. British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc., is paying to
construct the vitrification facility, and the Department of Energy is paying for the services
rendered. The sale of precious metals is another privatization example. The Department’s first
sale in 1995 garnered $3 million. During phase II of this initiative, no sales occurred and the
Department is studying why not. Phase III is currently underway. It involves the sale of
precious metals recovered from material identified as surplus by 17 sites. Privatizing the
National Institute for Petroleum and Energy Research was also cited. This action, Ms. Monhart
reported, is providing the Department with a savings of $25 million over the next five years. She
then displayed a graph depicting the Department’s potential privatization projects by type and
functional area. The majority of projects slated for privatization (129 out of 231) are landlord
functions.

In conclusion, Ms. Monhart reviewed several recommendations made by the Department’s
Privatization Working Group:

. integrate privatization into strategic and annual planning;
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. establish internal mechanisms, e.g. business executive committee, to ensure high-level
focus;

. consult with stakeholders as early as possible;

. seek innovative ways to enhance business expertise;

. structure deals that will attract the business community;

. support new opportunities for affected workers and communities;

. address environment, safety and health issues early; and,

. develop approaches for recovering costs of asset sales.

Jan Chavez, Deputy for Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project at the Idaho Operations
Office, provided a detailed overview of the second largest privatization effort in the complex:
the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project at the Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory. First, she described the context from which the project was
established and provided background on the amount of waste contamination that needs to be
addressed. Among the factors influencing the Idaho Operations Office’s decision to consider
privatization approaches were:

. increasing budget problems related to the deficit;

. the mandate under Al Gore calling for a government that works better and costs less;

. the Department’s Contract Reform Initiative, which began in 1993, and recommended
among other items, the increased use of fixed price contracts where it makes sense; and,

. Federal responsibility to the taxpayer.

The Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory has 65,000 cubic meters of
stored transuranic (40,000 cubic meters) and alpha (25,000 cubic meters) contaminated mixed
waste. Over 95 percent of this waste came from Rocky Flats in 1970's and early 80's. The alpha
mixed waste, by regulation, cannot be disposed at WIPP. This waste requires treatment to
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Land Disposal Restrictions. Moreover, Idaho cannot
dispose of mixed waste. The transuranic mixed waste is destined for disposal at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. None of the boxes in which the waste is stored meets the WIPP waste
acceptance criteria. Some of the containers have PCB’s, liquids, and ignitable wastes that also
must be dealt with before shipment to WIPP.

The Idaho Operations Office also must meet several requirements. The waste has to be removed
from the state safely and cost effectively. The 1995 DOE and Navy Settlement Agreement with
the state of Idaho requires all of the transuranic mixed waste to be out of the state by 2018.
Further, the Operations Office must adhere to the Federal Facility Compliance Act Site
Treatment Plan.
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Ms. Chavez then compared and contrasted the traditional contracting approach to this work to the
privatized approach. Under the traditional approach, the management and operating contractor
was going to:

. retrieve the waste, identify and segregate the alpha from the transuranic and treat them
separately;

. build and operate a two-phase treatment facility;

. build a new characterization facility to characterize 10 percent of the transuranic waste
destined for WIPP; and,

. build 11 more RCRA storage modules for retrieved and/or treated waste.

The life-cycle cost estimate for the traditional approach was $1.647 billion, and the waste would
be disposed by the year 2021.

Under the privatized approach, the Idaho Operations Office purchased feasibility studies in 1994
soliciting private sector approaches to treat only the alpha mixed wastes. Based on the studies
and private sector recommendations, DOE concluded that the transuranic and alpha waste should
both be treated to Land Disposal Restrictions. This approach was beneficial because it
eliminated the: time consuming and expensive segregation step; line item treatment facility;
separate characterization facility; and need for 11 storage modules because the waste volume is
reduced. Moreover, the alpha waste becomes transuranic, therefore allowing for disposal at
WIPP. Using a privatization approach, DOE-ID believed disposal could occur by 2013, eight
years earlier than the traditional approach. The life-cycle cost estimate was $820 million,
resulting in a cost savings of $827 million. '

Ms. Chavez next described the procurement put in place for the Advanced Mixed Waste
Treatment Project. The key elements that DOE sought were:

1) Performance-based contract incorporating the following objectives: treat the 65,000
cubic meters of alpha and transuranic waste to meet WIPP waste acceptance criteria,
RCRA Land Disposal Restriction, and required TSCA standards; begin treatment no later
than 2003; target completion for 2015; all waste treated by 2018.

2) Reduce waste volume (by at least 65 percent) and life-cycle costs. The Idaho Operations
Office issued a request for proposals in September 1995 and the final in January 1996;
held a pre-proposal conference in March 1996; and awarded a prime, fixed-price contract
to a team of contractors lead by British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. in December 1996.
On costs and savings, Ms. Chavez said the price for treatment and supporting services for
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the waste, plus the DOE and management and operating supporting costs is $1.009
billion. The cost savings/avoidance is $670 million in 1996 dollars. Escalated, that is
$1.351 billion over the life of the project.

Ms. Chavez also discussed lessons learned from this procurement. Dialogue with stakeholders is
imperative. There is a need to talk to labor and regulators early on in the process. The life-cycle
cost analysis process is important to understand. Rushing the procurement is inefficient. Ms.
Chavez recommended that a draft request for proposal be issued, a pre-proposal conference be
held, and stressed that use of negotiations is critical. Ms. Chavez stated that a sealed bid
procurement for a complex project such as this is a mistake.

She concluded her presentation by describing some of the challenges. Fixed-price contracting
requires a change in the way DOE, the management and operating contractors, and the oversight
and regulatory bodies perform their work. There are many challenges on projects that require
private sector financing, and construction of capital assets. There are also a lot of liability and
budgeting problems.

John Meese, President of the Metal Trades Department, AFL-CIO, opened by making it clear he
had no formal presentation and lightheartedly remarked that not everyone in the room would
necessarily agree with what he had to say. Adding another touch of humor, he noted: if two
people agree then one is not necessary. He then presented his views of privatization.

Everybody, he began, has their own definition of what privatization is. Privatization is often
based on saving money and not necessarily fairness. As an example, he questioned whether
NASA astronauts were really reassured that their contracts were going to the lowest bidder. He
also cited the British experience, the government of St. John. Over time, he cautioned, the
environment should be re-evaluated to be sure privatization is still smart. He said he was not
there to knock privatization, but wanted to emphasize that privatization should be carefully
governed. People, he said, are just as important as profit. Mr. Meese then made several key
points:

. any new work should adhere to Davis-Bacon and Service Contract Act requirements;
. proposals should use the going rates;
. collective bargaining agreements should be recognized. If there is no collective

bargaining agreement, the contractors and government still have to comply with the law
for government work;
. the privatization process, at a minimum, should be union neutral;
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. prevailing rates should be used, sometimes the most likely privatization work is the
highest margin work;

. consider all three partners;

. If contractors take on more risk, then the government should pay them for doing so.

Profit is not a consideration, the best deal is. If the contractor comes in with an
innovative idea that turns out to be the best deal for the government, so what if the
contractor makes 18 percent in profit. If that was the best deal the government could get,
then the amount of profit should not be a consideration; and,

. Do not lose sight of employees. There should be nothing lost. Profit should not be made
on backs of employees.

In conclusion, Mr. Meese called for partnering in privatization efforts. Together, the
Department, unions and contractors can collectively find the best solutions. An equal share by
all three players can be envisioned, but everybody must play a part.

Chuck Bernhard, from Allegheny Teledyne at Oak Ridge, presented a community perspective on
reindustrialization using the Cummings Research Park in Huntsville, Alabama, as a model. First,
he described the situation a community dependent on the federal government faces when budgets
are cut, and missions change from production to cleanup. Then he described how key
community assets (i.e., workforce and skill base, education system, land, facilities, infrastructure,
economic development organizations, and community leadership) need to be harnessed to
develop reindustrialization goals. Mr. Bernhard suggested that the goals be geared to:

. create sustainable development;

. replace jobs as cleanup projects downsize;

. apply existing skills to new products and activities;

. use existing facilities where prudent; and,

. involve stakeholders to the maximum extent possible.

Elaborating more on stakeholder input to reindustrialization, he suggested that a wide variety of
groups should be brought into the process: private industry, Department of Energy, universities
and community colleges, economic development organizations, chambers of commerce, labor,
and community reuse organizations. All eight of these groups, he emphasized, are needed to
reshape the community. '

Next, Mr. Bernhard discussed how the Cummings Research Park was established. Teledyne
began the park with 150 acres in 1962 and today it is now the second largest research park in the
world, with 3,800 acres. (Research Triangle in North Carolina is the largest.) Development of
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the park was in direct response to the recognition by local business leaders that the Huntsville
economy was too vulnerable to fluctuations in government contracting. He displayed a graph
illustrating the fluctuations in the U.S. space and defense industries.

Cummings Research Park currently employs 26,000 people. Among the companies established
there are ADTRAN, AVEX Electronics Inc., COLSA, Grumman, Lockheed Martin, Motorola,
Rockwell International and SAIC. Mr. Bernhard also reported that Huntsville has the highest
annual income in the southeast. He reiterated the importance of getting the university,
government, business and labor community working together. A key criteria for a successful
research park, in his view, is assembling and packaging what you have and then marketing it.
The greatest growth of new businesses in a community, he said, often occurs when government
funding decreases. Lessons learned are that new businesses grow employees who don’t want to
leave, and they get their start with government contracts then supply services to the private
sector. The entire community must focus on this.

Mr. Bernhard concluded his presentation by leaving the audience with several points:

. the Cummings Research Park model should be followed at Department of Energy sites
and in host communities;

. focus should be on existing assets (human and physical) that the Department has that can
be successfully transitioned to support new private, commercial activities;

. any new managing contractors should be required to make firm commitments to new
non-DOE jobs;

. up-front comprehensive site and facility planning is needed; and,

. support and involvement of the community leadership, stakeholders and labor is

absolutely critical to success.

Then he emphasized the bottom line: Focus on JOBS, JOBS, JOBS!

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Q. To Ms. Chavez: how did you integrate NEPA into your privatization process?

A. We carried out a feasibility study, and had a categorical exclusion to NEPA. A record of
decision was issued in 1995 for the entire site. After a contractor was selected for this

project, then additional EIS work was required - a supplemental EIS for treatment will be
conducted.
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To Ms. Monhart: How do you determine costs are reduced with your privatization
efforts? Are there good studies?

Headquarters does not do an overall analysis. We don’t have good analyses. Cost studies
are done on a project-by-project basis. When we go forth with a privatization decision,
we do a cost/benefit analysis throughout the project.

To Ms. Monhart: When you do your cost estimates, what assumptions, rule, policy,
or guidance is applied? The unions had to litigate at Idaho to get a cost model. This
will be a tortuous process for DOE if it has to do this on a site-by-site basis.

We have not spelled out any guidance. We have developed principles.

There are competing debates as to just what the savings will be. What are the rules
of the game? Do you decide to privatize if it costs seven bucks less? Are wages and
benefits included in the equation? Are savings realized by cutting wages and
benefits, is that the driver?

I don’t know how a policy can address all assumptions. Stakeholders must be involved in
these issues.

Comment: An important measure and objective DOE should include in its decision
making is the extent privatization action will convert job skills to other markets. A
privatization effort at Kirkland Air Force Base where work force skills were transferred to
the pharmaceutical and chemical industries was cited as a successful example.

To the panel: 1 am still confused as to the definition of privatization, outsourcing
and reindustrialization.

Privatization for the Department means the substitution, in whole or in part, of private
market mechanisms and entities for one or more of the traditional government role.
Outsourcing is contracting out services. Reindustrialization is reuse of facilities or
functions for private purposes.
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PLENARY SESSION

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’S INTEGRATED TRAINING INITIATIVES
Moderator: Leslie Wildesen, Environmental Training and Consulting
International (ETCI)

Speakers: Deborah Swichkow, Office of Worker and Community Transition, U.S.
Department of Energy
John Merwin, Fernald Environmental Restoration Management
Company (FERMCO)
John Haberthy, United Plant Guard Workers of America, Local 66, Ohio
Donna Campbell, Columbia Basin College
Susan Haas, NTS Development Corporation

Debby Swichkow, Deputy Director, Office of Worker and Community Transition (the Office),
convened the session by describing the genesis of the integration training initiative. During an
Office retreat last summer, as presentations were made by different Program Managers, it
became evident that there was little understanding of how programs related. As a result, an effort
was initiated to increase integration of the Office’s programs. A Work Force Integration Team
was established with the objective to identify, develop, and propose improvements to current
site-level communication, coordination, and information sharing processes that support work
force planning, restructuring, community transition, and the involvement of labor and other
stakeholders. A workshop was held in Washington, D.C., on October 23-24, 1996 which
brought together identified stakeholder participants. One of the results of the Conference was the
identification of site-level training as an area for additional study.

The objective of the integrated training initiative was to improve the development of site-specific
training to address the requirements of both retained and displaced workers in the areas of
training, retraining, education, and continuing education. Key elements include: (1) access
timely and accurate information concerning future missions and current future work force skills;
(2) the ability to link these efforts with existing resources such as C2NET, local universities,
CRO’s, labor and other contractor/consultants; and (3) implementation of a planning process that
serves as a foundation for work force restructuring, work force planning and training.

As a result of better integrated training, it is anticipated that the knowledge about work force
skills necessary to carry out current and future site missions will increase. In addition,
community efforts to create/retain jobs focusing on projected displaced worker skills will
improve, the number of off-site job vacancies being filled with displaced workers will increase,
and that there will be a reduction in the number of involuntary separations.
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Two integrated training site visits have been conducted: Cincinnati, Ohio on January 30, 1997,
and Augusta, Georgia on March 18, 1997. Attendees at both locations included representatives
of the DOE Field Office, contractors, the Community Reuse Organization, unions, the academic
community, and Headquarters (Office of Worker and Community Transition, and Defense
Programs).

The results of the site visits have been encouraging. An integrated work force training model is
being piloted at Fernald, and there is a better appreciation of each entities’ requirements and
capabilities. In addition, ways to consolidate restructuring information, academic capabilities,
and job opportunities have been identified and approaches for financing college courses have
been shared.

John Merwin, Manager, Human Resources, Fernald Environmental Restoration Management
Company (FERMCO), was then introduced. Mr. Merwin began by describing the initial
approach to work force restructuring (1992-1993) as “throwing money” at the problem without
conducting much analysis. Rather than solving the problem, this approach encouraged people to
stay at the facilities for as long as possible. Because the facilities failed internally to address key
issues such as work scope priorities, work force planning, communications, funding levels, and
training impacts, an “implosion” resulted. A process was needed which would address and
integrate all of these issues. The result was the development of the Integrated Training Initiative.

The Integrated Training Initiative is based on four key elements: estimating funding levels,
identifying work scope priorities, establishing a time frame for implementation, and conducting
ongoing communications between the contractors and DOE. When these have been completed,
work force planning becomes the priority and can be conducted rigorously and systematically..

The first step in work force planning is to conduct an analysis of the contractor staff by
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSA’s). After these are determined, future skills are then
identified and an analysis of the “gap” between them is defined. A work force restructuring plan,
incorporating all of these elements and considerations, can then be prepared. Training
integration, the final step, provides a “checklist” that incorporates and interrelates the steps. The
knowledge and experience gained at each step becomes the foundation for building the next step
in the process and ensures that all stakeholders have been included..

Mr. Merwin closed by summarizing the steps of the Work Force Training Integration Model
which is currently being piloted at Fernald. The model is intended to be generic enough to be
used at any site but also provide enough guidance to demonstrate that an auditable evaluation has
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been conducted. Mr. Merwin also addressed some of the practical problems, such as how to pay
for tuition assistance, that are encountered in implementing integrated training, At Fernald,
“backside billing” has been instituted. This has significantly increased the number of people who
are taking educational courses.

John Haberthy, Security Inspector, Lockheed Martin Utility Services, was then introduced. Mr.
Haberthy is currently serving as the Grievance Committeeman, Benefits Representative and
Workers Compensation Benefits Representative with the United Plant Guard Workers of
America (UPGWA), Local 66, in Piketon, Ohio. He began by describing his personal experience
with restructuring. He had worked at Fernald but as a result of the downsizing had to move to
Portsmouth. His goal is to work closely with all the entities at the sites to give people
opportunities, not just a job. As downsizing occurs, the goal is to help people in a number of
ways: first, try to keep jobs on the site; second, transition the employee to another job; and third,
make the employee marketable for the outside world.

Mr. Haberthy then described an example of what the local union can do. In his role as a union
representative, he has worked closely with Lockheed Martin to implement ACE/PONSI, an
educational program to help employees obtain academic credit. Companies should consider
participating for a number of reasons: it is a way to save thousands of dollars; the training staff
can incorporate the faculty team’s valuable insights; it causes participants to work harder; and
recommendations go into a national register. Organizations at Portsmouth that are currently
involved are the company, the union, and Lockheed Martin utility services.

The next presenter was Donna Campbell, Dean of Math Science, Dean of Health Science,
Columbia Basin College, who described the College’s experiences with the Hanford Site in
Richland, Washington. Ms. Campbell has over 24 years of experience with community colleges,
working with the community and with specific training at the sites. In the past, community
colleges have been reactive in providing training, program support, and student support. As the
Hanford mission changed, the mission of Columbia Basin also changed. The program that they
offered became more flexible and able to respond rapidly. An example of this flexibility is the
ability to meet the needs of weekend and shift workers by offering courses at 4:00 a.m. and to do
more training on-site.

However, issues and barriers exist. Communication is a challenge - who at the site and at the
college should be interacting. There is a need for access to information, for example, what are
the needs for specific kinds of personnel, are there new skills/programs required to meet the
needs of the site, and who in Human Resources has the most current accurate information
regarding hiring needs? An important consideration is to include the community college in the
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work force planning process. It is also important to know what support is available to students
and programs such as scholarships, internships, tuition reimbursement and equipment.

The Columbia Basin program has been affected by the downsizing at Hanford. There have been
program closures, decreased scholarship support, decreased tuition reimbursement for students,
and a decrease in training for site contractor/employees.

In closing, Ms. Campbell stated that community colleges are available to help DOE and its
contractors meet the educational and training needs of the site. Working together, they can
overcome any existing or new barriers.

The final presenter was Susan Haas, Vice-President for Corporate Relations, Nevada Test Site
(NTS) Development Corporation. Ms. Haas described a cooperative agreement currently under
discussion between the International Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT) and the NTS Development
Corporation to design and provide on-site training programs for the Bechtel Nevada work force.

Under the agreement, the NTS Development Corporation would provide surplus equipment and
facilities and administer funds. The IBT would develop curriculum and course materials, and
provide instructors, students program audits, and records maintenance. The goal is to utilize test
site resources and provide training in skills needed in the community. Examples that were cited
were convention set-up and warehousing. The local CRO would also assist in making surplus
facilities and equipment available.

Types of training for today and tomorrow were described. Training proposed for today was
radcon, hazardous waste, truck maintenance, transportation specialist, and safety and health.
Future training would include commercial drivers license, truck mounted boom crane, and power
industrial truck operator. ‘

SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS - CONCURRENT SESSION 3

3A. EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS: FOCUS GROUP
Facilitator: Eileen McNeely, Boston University

This focus group was targeted towards personnel working directly in an Employee Assistance
Program (EAP). The facilitated discussion allowed participants to identify current critical issues
with EAPs. The areas discussed included the impact of downsizing on EAPs, the types of
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assistance provided by EAPs during downsizing, EAP program needs, and areas for further
discussion. -

Downsizing has had a major impact on EAPs from a clinical perspective, as well as an
organizational perspective. EAPs often deal with the emotional issues of the displaced worker
and the remaining employees. Some of the concerns faced by remaining employees include the
uncertainty people feel about the future--they often feel like the system is in “free fall.” The
reorganization that often accompanies a downsizing has created a lot of stress for employees;
people have increased, often excessive, workloads and they are often asked to do jobs that they
are not familiar with. Restructuring has also created “division in the ranks” as people compete
for dwindling resources. Remaining employees have a lot of fear about losing their jobs; this
creates a lot of stress and has a negative impact on employees’ health. This fear also creates
suspicions among employees about whether the use of the EAP will be held against an employee
in the next round of cuts. Trust between employer and employee is very low and this affects
EAP utilization. There is also a denial by upper management of the internal problems that
remain after the workforce restructuring. EAP personnel also see a need for managers to become
more sensitive to their employees during the RIF process.

EAP personnel expressed frustration because they know EAPs are a valuable resource in
mitigating the impact of downsizing, but some are not getting support from their management to
do so. EAPs have restricted budgets and minimal management support at some sites. Some
EAPs have experienced downsizing within their own program. There are no dollars for training
and attending conferences. The attendance by EAP personnel at the Oakland meeting was
negatively affected by the lack of travel funds for EAP directors. There is also some movement
to outsource the EAP function at several sites. Some felt that outsourcing would be detrimental
because an external vendor would not be familiar with the DOE culture and contractor
environment, especially during such a critical time. Another major concern was that at some
sites there is a perception that EAP is not an integral tool in mitigating the effects of downsizing.
There is no recognition of the role that an EAP could play in implementing the downsizing.

The group also discussed the types of assistance that the EAP provides during downsizing. The
EAPs provide emotional support to employees. They provide emotional reassurance, validation
of the feelings associated with downsizing, and the acknowledgment of the crisis in one’s life.
The EAP also provides individuals with knowledge and training for dealing with change and
stress. They help employees understand their capabilities, and provide a “lighted path” for the
change process. EAPs also provide support to the organization by assessing the level of
organizational distress and counseling management in communicating sensitively with
employees who are displaced and those employees who remain.
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The EAPs also discussed the needs of their programs. All agreed that they needed top-level buy-
in. DOE Headquarters must champion the involvement of EAPs in mitigating the adverse
impacts of downsizing for the employees and the organization. This is most critical when there
are few resources available to deal with issues of the remaining workforce and some sites are
considering cutting EAP services. Contractor management and employees also need information
about EAPs to understand how these programs can help them.

Areas for further discussion include the question of which role is most appropriate for the EAP
during downsizing, an individual focus, a clinical focus, or an organizational, consulting focus.
Another question concerned the impact of a “surveillance culture” (at DOE) on the ability to
diagnose and treat psychological and social problems in the workplace.

The groub agreed that having DOE contractor EAP professionals meet periodically will only
enhance the effectiveness of the EAPs and enrich the level of support provided to the contractor
organizations.

3B. REVISIONS TO THE INTERIM PLANNING GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR
WORK FORCE RESTRUCTURING
Moderator: Leslie Wildesen, Environmental Training and Consultmg International
(ETCI)
Speakers: Terry Freese, Office of Worker and Community Transition, U.S.
Department of Energy
Dom Sansotta, Richland Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy

The session was convened by Terry Freese, Deputy Director, Office of Work and Community
Transition, Department of Energy. Mr. Freese began by stating that three iterations of the work
force restructuring guidance have been issued and from each iteration there had been lessons
learned. The guidance is intended to be non-prescriptive and feedback from stakeholders is
requested.

Mr. Freese then described the way restructuring has been done. Initially, there were large,
episodic reductions which were often budget driven. The announcements of several thousand
reductions occurred at one time with long periods of no adjustments, despite project ebb and
flow. Voluntary incentive programs predominated. 78% of all separations occurred between
1993 and 1996 and frequently were not well targeted. Each site often had multiple plans. New
plans were developed for each episodic reduction which resulted in confusion about which plans
applied.
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Final plans were frequently approved after restructuring. This undercut stakeholder input and
resulted in the plans becoming more implementation reports than plans. The uncertainty about
long-term size and structure of the work force made it seem that there was “no light at the end of
the tunnel” and undercut the ability to conduct long-term work force planning.

Changes have been made in the restructuring environment. Long-term strategic plans have been
developed, e.g., the Stockpile Stewardship Programmatic EIS, the Environmental Management
Ten Year Plan, and several sites are moving to closure in five to ten years. There have been
changes in contracting mechanisms, such as performance-based incentive contracts and increased
utilization of outsourcing and privatization when cost and performance are justified.

There has been increased budget stability which has resulted in work force changes being more
driven by project completion and mission shift. The projected budgets through 2002 are
relatively flat with changes in skill mix increasing and gross reductions being less significant.
Opportunities for voluntary separation programs have been reduced. Skill mix requirements
increasingly demand precise targeting in separations and repeated offerings have reduced
participation levels. In fiscal year 1997, 43% of the separations are forecast to be voluntary with
only 18% being incentivized.

A new approach to work force restructuring is to have a single work force restructuring plan for
each site which is in place to cover restructuring requirements as they occur. The plan can be
amended as the situation demands, and it allows stakeholder consultation prior to
implementation.

The new approach provides increased flexibility and responsibility with the Field Office and
contractor. Implementation is based on Headquarters notification rather than additional approval,
work force management can be a performance measure for contract incentive, and there is better
integrated restructuring with mission performance. This reduces the delay that impacts mission
performance.

Efforts have also been initiated to address treatment of workers who are affected by outsourcing
and privatization. Means to utilize skills and experience of the incumbent work force and
appropriate benefits for changes in terms and conditions of employment are being defined.

Incentives are being targeted to program requirements and are being integrated with skill mix
requirements. Benefits are being balanced with program costs, and there is pre-separation use of
education benefits to achieve voluntary separation or promote retention.
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Restructuring is being coordinated with community transition. Community planners are being
provided with data on availability of worker skills. Activities that can transition communities
from reliance on DOE to other customers are being defined.

The next speaker was Dom Sansotta, Industrial Relations Manager at the Hanford Site. Mr.
Sansotta’s objective was to provide his Field perspective on what to do for managing equitable
treatment for the workers.

In 1993, the Hanford site employed a high of 19,000 employees. This number has now been
reduced to 12,000 through two rounds of restructuring involving separation programs, both
voluntary and involuntary. The bottom line is that Headquarters must be more responsive and
also let the sites have more autonomy with the restructuring process. A broad policy should be
established which would let the sites “run with it” and not have to ask permission at every aspect
of the program.

The nature of restructuring has changed. Section 3161, enacted to address defense complex
reconfiguration, is no longer the major driver. There has been implementation of contract reform
and there is site closure/project completion. The drivers now are: contract reform, outsourcing,
reengineering, contract changeout, project completion, and site closure.

Based on experience over the past few years, the Department needs to be concerned with safety,
employee morale, cost management, and security. Restructuring has a taxing influence on the
work force which causes stress and greater instances of domestic and workplace violence. More
attention needs to be paid to job site security.

What should DOE’s role be? In the past, DOE has been very process oriented. This has caused
substantial delays in the issuance of work force plans or approval of separation programs since
the site had to rejustify their activities. Delays of implementation are costly. DOE should
establish expectations and should hold the contractor accountable. Judgements should be based
on results, not process.

The basic principles of 3161 do not pose an undue burden on DOE. In fact, they are or should be
a matter of good business practice. However, the manner in which DOE has implemented 3161
is the problem. There is a need to get back to the basics and to have early and meaningful
communication with stakeholders. The field pretty much agrees with the DOE objectives as
outlined by Terry Freese. But, DOE Headquarters needs to make sure the objectives become
real. Plans at each site that face substantial restructuring should be streamlined. Contractors
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should have flexibility and not have to provide mandated benefits above what the competitive
environment permits. DOE-Headquarters would be notified only for significant separations.

Mr. Sansotta closed with a quote by Al Alm, DOE Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management, which stated “one of the central tenants of achieving success in government is that
effective public managers must adjust programs rapidly to reflect changed priorities.” Mr.
Sansotta feels that this quote is not only applicable to the Ten Year Plan but also to restructuring.

A question was then asked if there was any real activity on sunsetting. Mr. Freese replied that
there was no activity in this legislative session. There is a basic, fundamental approach which
states a commitment to deal fairly with people. This will not change.

Mr. Sansotta stated that from a 3161 point-of- view, these requirements are cumbersome on the
field. We have “created a monster.” Again, he stated, 3161 is not the problem, it’s what’s been
done with it that’s the problem.

A labor representative stated that 3161 was created without DOE support and was passed with
bipartisan support. The legislative history has involved a number of bills. 3152 was a precursor
at Rocky Flats and focused on the contracting mechanism. Contract reform and 3161 were

- woven together 5 years ago.

Mr. Freese stated that there has been a change of scope. Restructuring is considerably larger and
more complex. There is a requirement for policy guidance with more flexibility. There has been
a big change since the start of the year with an increased willingness on the part of DOE not to
play “hide the ball” until a final announcement was made on employment reductions.
Consequently, when there was an announcement, then the site had to immediately implement.
Now there is more dialogue on where the Department is going over the next two years. This
dialogue is now part of the public record.

A lively discussion then followed. Participants stated that there needs to be common sense on
the scope of a change. For example, if a change is 41-45 workers for a voluntary separation, this
should be left to the site. However, if a change causes a significant impact in funding, that would
need approval.

A union representative from Fernald stated that early communication and early involvement by
labor when terminations occur would be good. He emphasized that there should be an effort not
to manage labor but, instead, partner.
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Mr. Freese stated that the Department is working to make a streamlined process work. There is
on-going dialogue between Headquarters and the sites. Information that is received can then
informally be “floated around the building”. A goal is to encourage employees to call the
Department before calling a Congressperson.

Mr. Freese was asked if there is a risk averse policy. He replied that there was not.

A question was asked concerning how the contractors were to do innovative things, such as with
education assistance, when the budget is reduced. Mr. Freese replied that approaches could
provide pre-separation assistance in a way that reduces separation costs.

A contractor from Hanford asked how the sites will be able to move from the “monster” that is
created by 3161 to a pure commercial environment. Mr. Sansotta replied that a pure commercial
environment is not likely. However, given a more streamlined 3161 approach, ccntractor efforts
should reflect a more commercially oriented environment.

A DOE person from Oak Ridge expressed frustration with the “mother-may-I” relationship
between the sites and Headquarters, especially with the Office of General Council. Submissions
from the Field are “tweaked to death.”

A question was asked if there is a movement to look at the waiver situation. There are
competing objectives with the new way of contracting. Mr. Freese replied that part of the review
of the guidance involved providing more flexibility. They are trying to provide protection
against people being let go and then re-hired.

There are two versions of the waiver. There is a distinction between voluntary and involuntary.
There is no guidance on site or complex-wide restructuring. A person would have to relocate to
game the situation. Mr. Freese made a commitment to carry forward the concerns expressed in

this session.

Mr. Freese was asked if a restructuring plan can go to stakeholders before it goes to
Headquarters. He replied that would be addressed in the guidance. The concern is the definition
of a “draft.” It is difficult for Headquarters to say “no” when stakeholders have seen it.

One participant stated that it would be valuable if the role of the Office of General Council could
be eliminated. In the past, a broad waiver had been developed but its scope had, over time, been
reduced. It was felt that waivers need to be the prerogative of Headquarters and the Office of
Worker and Community Transition.
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3C. PROPERTY DISPOSITION: LEVERAGING THE EXCESS
Moderator: Jeanne Crouch, Environmental Training and Consulting International
(ETCI)

Speakers: Ed Gilliland, National Council for Urban Economic Development
Rich Aiken, Office of Worker and Community Transition, U.S.
Department of Energy
Ed Patenaude, Pinellas Area Office, U.S. Department of Energy
Bill Rutherford, Richland Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy

Jeanne Crouch, ETCI, facilitated the session and began the presentations by discussing the
agenda and session procedures.

The first speaker was Rich Aiken of the Office of Worker and Community Transition, a member
of the Asset Disposition team. Mr. Aiken explained that the results from a baseline inventory
indicated that there is a large asset inventory held by DOE, substantial costs associated with these
holdings, few disposition paths for reducing these holdings, and obstacles and lack of incentives
to reducing these holdings. There are multiple goals for asset disposition: 1) support budget
deficit reduction goals by contributing $15 million each year for five years; 2) reduce cost of
operating DOE facilities by leveraging unneeded assets; and 3) assist economic development
efforts by working cooperatively with local officials.

Mr. Aiken described the asset disposition program’s two strategies. The first strategy is to
improve the inventory and disposition process by meeting the Congressional request for a report
on available inventory and potential revenues. The report is expected to be completed in May
1997. The second strategy is to present a legislative package for asset management pilots. The
pilots are designed to pay for themselves, but the budget process is not designed to off-set the
cost of the pilots with sale of assets. The goal is to reduce DOE asset maintenance costs and not
revenue generation for other DOE projects; this is a very controversial issue. DOE is asking for
the legislative authority to retain and reinvest sales revenues on asset disposition related
expenses. Mr. Aiken concluded by stating that excess asset holders represent a large liability to
DOE and take away from the core DOE missions and that asset disposition requires innovative
approaches to break the barriers to reducing assets not being used by DOE.

Ed Gilliland of the National Council for Urban Economic Development (CUED) presented a
briefing on the issues and barriers to asset disposition. The purpose of CUED’s asset disposition
activities are to facilitate discussion and communicate practices that work. Mr. Gilliland stated
the key issues are balancing the federal budget and economic development, reducing lengthy
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negotiations, handling the uniqueness of each site, and applying the lessons learned to other sites
where appropriate.

The property being discussed is a wide spectrum of cost, value, and technical complexity. CUED
examined property transfer that was done by lease, loan, title change, on-site or off-site. There
are significant issues and barriers associated with these methods. Mr. Gilliland indicated that
identification of excess inventory is difficult and consumes scarce resources to track the
inventory, but this is critical to effectively pursue transfer of property. Other difficulties included
pricing location to location, marketing assets, security issues, economic development screening
for local and regional CRO support, and others. Mr. Gilliland gave examples such as the pricing
issues associated with Hanford extrusion press disposition that was the catalyst for Hanford
establishing a disposition process; conflicting requests experienced at Mound and Mound’s
establishment of guidelines to reconcile requests between CRO requests and other DOE sites
requests; and contamination issues such as those experienced by Pinellas. Regulatory and
legislative authority remain issues though asset disposition language is contained in the National
Defense Authorization Act of 1994 (The Hall Amendment), Atomic Energy Act, and the DOE
personal property acquisition letter. Mr. Gilliland concluded with restatement of the main
barriers: lack of regulatory authority, local pricing of assets, on-going clean-up of facilities and
equipment, risk issues, and marketing investments.

Bill Rutherford of the DOE Richland Operations Office gave an overview of asset disposition
from the Hanford site perspective. Mr. Rutherford stated that the rules and regulations that apply
to asset disposition need to be interpreted site to site since each sites’ issues and situation can be
quite different. Hanford, for instance, is adjacent to Port of Benton; therefore, the port facility
items of the Hall Amendment can apply to Hanford disposition activities such as the transfer of
the 3000 area.

DOE Richland Operations also found advance coordination with stakeholders is advantageous,
such as their coordination with labor unions on the transfer of gas stations on the Hanford site.
Mr. Rutherford described close coordination with the CRO. In the case of Hanford, DOE and the
CRO established a process for asset disposition in which the CRO is in line to see what is in the
system and gets a chance to request the assets. Twenty-six businesses have benefitted the
transfer of assets to the CRO. The CRO at Hanford sold $15 million of assets in FY 1996 and
1900 items were gifted to schools.

Mr. Rutherford also presented a draft process for leasing excess land; the process begins with the
Office of Economic Transition, information is exchanged with interested parties, lessees provide
a formal notice of interest, lease negotiations occur, lease is reviewed and approved, and final
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lease approval is given. Additionally, the Richland Transition Flowchart described the process
that is used to look at excess buildings. Mr. Rutherford stated the objective is to decide if a
building is suitable to lease or not; if not, the building will be demolished. Mr. Rutherford stated
the Hanford Facilities reuse activities aim at getting the costs for facilities off the Richland
Operations budget and if authority to retain proceeds is authorized, use proceeds to clean-up
other facilities to make them marketable. Expected results could be a $10.3 million reduction in
operating costs over five years.

The final presentation on personal property disposition was given by Ed Patenaude of the
Pinellas Area Office. Mr. Patenaude explained that the Pinellas Plant is a former DOE
production plant currently managed by Martin Marietta Specialty Components, Inc. Until 1994,
there were approximately 1,200 to 2,000 people employed at the 740,000 square manufacturing
facility. In March 1995, the plant was sold to Pinellas County Industry Council, and the DOE
mission is scheduled to end in September 1997. Mr. Patenaude stated that close to 100,000
property items, an acquisition cost of $70 million, are to be disposed.

The release of the Pinellas property required tenacity and perseverance to get it through with
existing legislative authority. Two new property groups were formed to handle property valued
less than $5000. Mr. Patenaude explained that the greater than $5000 Pinellas process consists
of reporting assets on the Reportable Automated Excess Property Systems (REAPS). A list of
excess property is given to the CRO during screening and all property goes through a high risk
screening process. Property to be transferred to a DOE site is done in accordance with standard
procedure, and property transferred to a CRO is done via the “Economic Development Project
Personal Property Transfer Document.” Mr. Patenaude provided a copy of the Economic
Development Project Personal Property Transfer Document to all attendees.

Mr. Patenaude completed his presentation with a presentation of a Property Adjudication Process
flowchart in which the specific steps to excessing property, the items to be considered in
justifying requests, the decision points, and the built in appeals process were explained. Mr.
Patenaude provided copies of the Pinellas Plant Guidelines for transfer of property and other
applicable documents.

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Q: At what point is the community brought into the REAPS process?
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A: This is controversial. The DOE priorities are: 1) DOE mission, 2) CRO, and 3) other
federal facility. The DOE Site Manager can make a determination between 1 and 2, and
the CROs can get a chance to tag property prior to entering into REAPS.

Q: Who should new CROs contact to get assistance in setting up formal disposition
processes?

A: This is unique to a site. Contact the Community Transition representative at your DOE
Site or Operations Office.

Comment: Call sites that have already gone through this such as Pinellas.
Are there plans to put together a lessons learned package?

The DOE privatization report (Harnessing the Market: The Opportunities & Challenges
of Privatization, DOE/S-0120, January 1997) contains information and case studies.

Q: What is being done to get authorization to use proceeds from leases to repair and
clean-up other buildings in preparation for leasing?

A: Legislation has been submitted to Congress for consideration in the 1998 authorization
and appropriation. Congress wants an annual opportunity to scrutinize the activities and
the program’s progress so only an annual authorization is expected.

Comment: In some cases the equipment and buildings are being held up in anticipation
of future DOE sites not closing. The internal DOE organization is slowing the process of
disposing of the excess; possibly the financial incentives will mitigate these problems.

3D. LEGAL ISSUES IN PRIVATIZATION AND OUTSOURCING
Moderator: Barry Lawson, Lawson and Associates
Speakers: Jean Stucky, Office of General Counsel, U.S. Department of Energy
Reuben Guttman, ProvostxUmphrey Law Firm
Bob Martinez, Williams & Jensen
Pat McNutt, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Oak Ridge

Barry Lawson, the session facilitator, opened the session by introducing the speakers.
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Jean Stucky, Office of General Counsel, Department of Energy, focused her presentation on the
spectrum of legal issues the Department faces when privatizing. Three areas where issues will
impact DOE privatization are: 1) section 3161 planning for changes in the work force; 2)
collective bargaining; and 3) the procurement process. Ms. Stucky then provided an overview of
the Department’s and employer’s responsibilities in these areas.

The Department, as stipulated by section 3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1993, must prepare a work force restructuring plan whenever there is a change in the
work force. Although terminations are carried out by the employer, the Department is
responsible for allocating section 3161 benefits, such as severance payments or retraining
programs. With regard to collective bargaining, the contractor is the employer who has the
obligation to negotiate collective bargaining agreements. The Department may provide
facilitation and consultation, especially with regard to health and safety factors, but avoids
control of substantive negotiations. Regarding the procurement process, even if there is no
collective bargaining agreement, the Department plays a role in: adherence to applicable section
3161 work force plans and rehiring preference; consideration for right of first refusal for existing
employees in privatized work to the extent they are quahﬁed and continuity of existing wages,
pensions and other benefits.

Next, Ms. Stucky cited the Idaho privatization cost model as an example of a successful process
for decision-making. Advanced notice of privatization for the union was anticipated. The union
was provided the opportunity to be heard regarding relative costs. Privatization, the union urged,
should not be based on reductions in hourly wages and benefits. The cost model also considered
such non-economic factors as safety in making make-buy determinations. In conclusion, Ms.
Stucky emphasized the importance of advanced planning, especially with regard to pensions and
benefits, which can become quite complicated and require a significant amount of cash.

Pat McNutt, Deputy General Counsel for Lockheed Martin Energy Systems at Oak Ridge, began
by explaining that work force reductions often trigger an increase in lawsuits. She focused her
presentation on measures a contractor can take to avoid lawsuits in the context of four main
claims: 1) claims of discrimination; 2) claims for violation of ERISA section 510; 3) claims for
severance pay; and 4) common law employee claims.

Claims of discrimination are the most common. Among the steps that can be taken to avoid
these type of claims when downsizing are:

. offer alternatives, such as voluntary reduction in force, retirement incentives;
. develop and follow a well-defined lay-off procedure;
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. document and communicate justification for layoffs;
. identify surplus positions; and,
. identify impacted job groups.

Ms. McNutt also discussed what not to do when outsourcing. Do not base outsourcing on
impermissible factors. She cited EEOC v. Pacific Southwest Airlines. Pacific Southwest
Airlines decided to outsource its skycap unit to reduce costs. The skycap employees were all
black. Previous company layoffs had an adverse impact on blacks. The court enjoined the
airline from outsourcing the skycap unit. Ms. McNutt also warned contractors against
participating in subcontractor’s hiring decisions. She cited Caponigro v. Navistar International
Transportation Corporation. Navistar closed two accounting facilities to reduce costs, laid off
most of the employees, and outsourced the work to a subcontractor which, in turn, hired
predominantly younger workers. Navistar’s former employees filed an age discrimination class
action lawsuit against the company. The court dismissed the case concluding that 1) Navistar
was not involved in the subcontractor’s hiring decisions and 2) there was no statistical evidence
of discrimination.

Next, Ms. McNutt described claims for violation of ERISA, section 510 and how to avoid them.
section 510 prohibits discharge of employees for purpose of interfering with ERISA benefits.
section 510 violations occur when the purpose of a layoff is to reduce benefit costs. She cited
Gavalik v.Continental Can Company - a case in which the company laid-off employees close to
vesting, thus violating Section 510. Ms. McNutt did point out, however, that no section 510
violation occurs when the purpose of a lay-off is to reduce operating costs. She cited Andres v.
Ford Motor Company. In a reorganization, Ford sold a division and realized significant pension
savings. Former employees claimed the purpose of the reorganization was to reduce benefit
costs. The court, however, dismissed the case ruling that section 510 generally does not apply to
lay-offs arising from a reorganization unless the plaintiffs show that the decision to close the
business unit was motivated by the desire to avoid benefit costs. To avoid section 510 claims,
she reiterated base lay-off decisions on well-defined, legitimate selection criteria.

With regard to claims for severance pay, which may be triggered when there is a transfer of
employment, Ms. McNutt emphasized that the employer’s policy should clearly define when
severance pay is payable and the replacement contractor should offer comparable terms and
conditions of employment. She concluded her presentation by listing several steps for avoiding
common law employee claims:

. do not supervise and direct subcontract workers;
. do not give work assignments to subcontract workers;
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. do not select, hire, or fire subcontract workers;
. require subcontractors to provide tools, equipment and on-site supervision; and,
. benefit plans should exclude de facto employees.

Robert Martinez, Partner of Williams & Jensen, described the events and issues regarding the
development of a privately-operated solid waste disposal facility and sanitary landfill on the
Savannah River Site. In 1988 and 1989, eight South Carolina counties established a consortium,
called the Three Rivers Group, to find a location to handle the counties’ solid waste disposal
problems. In 1990, the Group gave into the “not-in-my-backyard” process and approached the
Savannah River Site. Under South Carolina law, the Department of Energy and the Three Rivers
Group were able to establish a separate venture to implement this deal. In July 1995, the state
issued a permit for a sanitary landfill and a solid waste technology center. In spring 1996, the
unions raised concerns over Davis-Bacon requirements because Savannah River land was
managed by the Federal government. The Three Rivers Group, however, believed Davis-Bacon
did not apply because it was going to be a privately-run landfill. On June 10, 1996, unions filed a
lawsuit claiming Davis-Bacon wage rates should apply. The unions argued that the Department
of Energy and the Three Rivers Group were trying to formulate a relationship to avoid Davis-
Bacon requirements. The nature of the relationship, a joint venture, meant that federal dollars
were indeed involved.

In November 1996, Foster Wheeler was notified as the low bidder. The Three Rivers Group
considered itself independent, the venture was not being funded by the federal government, and
held to the position that wage rates should be based on local industry and current market prices.
Moreover, if they used Davis-Bacon wages, the bond issuers would not support the project. The
Department of Labor ruled that Davis-Bacon did not apply and a permit for construction was
issued. In December 1996, the union filed an appeal. This was going to prevent the project from
moving forward. Foster Wheeler decided to meet with local representatives of the union and
negotiate an agreement. The end result was the incorporation of wages lower than Davis-Bacon
prevailing rates on SRS, but higher than market prices outside SRS. The union subsequently
dropped the appeal.

The major lesson learned, Mr. Martinez emphasized, after all these expensive litigation costs, is
that the parties needed to sit down and talk these issues out early on, which most likely would
have resulted in an agreement at that time before going to the courts. As a practical matter, he
believed no sanitary landfill would have been established if Davis-Bacon wages were used.
Although the work was on Federal land, the funding was entirely private, and therefore, the
courts would most likely continue to rule against use of Davis-Bacon wages.
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As an aside, Mr. Martinez also pointed out that OSHA coverage is another potential problem.
Again, he used the Three Rivers Group project as an example because it was unclear what entity
regulated health and safety issues at the site: the Department of Energy, the State or the
Department of Labor. The State has no authority on a Federal site, yet there were non-federal
employees working on a Federal site. There was an apparent hole in the regulations. The
Department of Labor eventually took authority but this, he concluded, is still an issue.

Reuben Guttman, Managing Partner of Provost Umphrey Law Firm (D.C.), began by noting that
it is hard to talk about laws when engaged in work force restructuring actions. The laws don’t
tell you how to do it. They tell you what not to do. Section 3161 of the National Defense Act for
Fiscal Year 1993, he remarked, gives the Secretary of Energy a broad range of authority.

Mr. Guttman then described the situation of an electrician at the Mound Plant in Ohio and how
this person has been impacted by the facility closing, as well as the outsourcing and privatizing
of activities. The electrician, who has been exposed over the years to toxins and radionuclides,
had a pension and life-time health insurance with the management and operating contractor.
Now that may not necessarily be the case. He used the illustration to begin his point on
privatization, the need for considering employees and analyzing cost savings.

Consider, Mr. Guttman asked, why you privatize and does it make sense. He noted that as far
back as 1993 when DOE came up with the Environmental Restoration Management Contract at
Hanford and Fernald, he had asked for the cost analysis. Mr. Guttman also discussed Lockheed
Martin’s privatization efforts at the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory,
and the lack of cost savings analysis.

After discussing these examples, Mr. Guttman concluded that there needs to be a cost model and
a policy decision made by the Department. Privatization should not be used as an opportunity to
cut wages and benefits. He also suggested contractors should consider employee leasing as an
option for meeting section 3161 objectives. Employee leasing involves establishing a pool of
employees who are on the payroll of one contractor, but then are used by other site contractors
for specified tasks. This allows employees to accrue health benefits, pensions and severance
packages.

Terry Yellig, Partner of Sherman, Dunn, Cohen, Leifer & Yellig, represents the Building and
Construction Trades Department for the AFL-CIO. The Building and Construction Trades, he
began, is a group that is marked with short-term employment opportunities. The building and
construction trade often does not require workers to develop steady, secure employment
relationships. Once a project is built or constructed, their job is done and they move to the next

Oakland, California - Aprii 8-11, 1997




Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report

one. Mr. Yellig’s job is to secure as many opportunities for these employees as possible, and he
does this through enforcement of Davis-Bacon, the Service Contract Act, and Project Labor
Agreements.

The Three Rivers Group project was again cited as an example of what not to do. Instead of
going the litigation route, the Building and Construction Trades probably would have benefitted
more by conveying to the Department of Energy its willingness to assist in the mission of
building the landfill. On the other end, the Department could have adopted a policy for
privatization opportunities on Federal land. DOE could have built into the lease or a
memorandum of understanding a requirement that construction should be carried out in
accordance with the Project Labor Agreement. In conclusion, Mr. Yellig encouraged the use of
Project Labor Agreements over Davis-Bacon and the Service Contract Act in these instances.
For the Three Rivers project, had there been a requirement in the lease document or a Project
Labor Agreement at the beginning, the union would have never raised the issue of Davis-Bacon.
He reiterated that DOE needs to develop such a policy.

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Q: Because Foster Wheeler is a union contractor, did that help in reaching the
negotiated agreement with regard to the Three Rivers project at Savannah River?

A: Mr. Martinez responded that it did help.
(To Mr. Guttman) Could you expand on the employee leasing option.
Mr. Guttman described aspects of employee leasing being used at Fernald by Fernald
Environmental Restoration Management Corporation (FERMCO) and at Rocky Flats by
Kaiser-Hill.

Q: (To Ms. Stucky) How is the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act affecting the
Department’s privatization and outsourcing activities?

A: Ms. Stucky responded that those issues are currently being debated.
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SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS - CONCURRENT SESSION 4

4A. OUTPLACEMENT TRACKING: BEST PRACTICES AND OUTPLACEMENT
SERVICES
Speakers: Cecelia Evans, StarAccess
Lew Henderson, BDM Federal, Inc.
Emily Nunn, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems

Cecelia Evans of StarAccess began by indicating that StarAccess had been analyzing DOE
employee tracking systems since August of 1996. After 14 sites were surveyed, it was clear that
information was inconsistent across the sites. Some sites had complex tracking systems while
others had only hard copy. Most sites tracked the process but had difficulty documenting the
displaced worker’s activity after they left the site. Lack of funding was cited as the most
common reason for not establishing a long-term outreach program. Some employees feel it is an
invasion of privacy to report about future employment. Others were simply bitter at the site for
their recent separation. Ms. Evans felt the key was to bring the employees into the process earlier
in hopes of increasing the probability of results in the future. The Fernald site offers $25 to every
employee who returns the exit survey. Savannah River provides an electronic card that tracks
employee visits to the career center even after they have left the site.

She went through a series of issues that have been associated with outplacement services. She
indicated timing is key. Employee orientation with the career center should happen sooner than
later during times of downsizing. After a separation notice has been delivered, possibly one day
after, she suggested beginning orientation of the services and resources available to the
employee. Some sites chose to provide all the information in one package. She encouraged
personal interaction because receipt of the information by mail has not proven to be beneficial.
Finally, to further encourage participation, charge numbers need to be provided to employees for
their time spent in the career center. The career center at Oak Ridge was noted as a good
example of a fully-staffed, spacious, central clearinghouse for all outplacement services and
information. Ms. Evans recommended a toll-free hotline and help desk for small sites who do
not have the resources for a fully-staffed center.

Ms. Evans concluded by stating that StarAccess has developed an outplacement handbook for
site managers. She noted that it was in draft form but that she could send a copy to anyone upon
request.

Ms. Emily Nunn, Manager of the Oak Ridge Career Center, pointed to a “Teaming Concept” that
involves participation by local and state officials, StarAccess the local site outplacement services
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provide, business and community leaders, labor union and hiring companies. All these groups
visit the center, have representatives at the center, lead workshops, or donate materials or
furniture. She went through a list of the various services and workshops that are provided by the
center. Ms. Nunn said experience has revealed that most displaced workers want to remain in the
area, so the focus of job announcements is on the Knoxville area. Also, the center tries to list the
non-advertised job opportunities that are obtained through its network of contacts. The center’s
web site (www.ornl.gov/career) has been a popular resource for displaced workers. Ms. Nunn
concluded her presentation with a series of “lessons learned.” She suggested more
communication, both internal and external, about the center. She recommended “notifier”
training to supervisors before they deliver release notices to workers. Also, the Career Center
staff needs to be listeners to a certain degree but must realize that you can’t please everyone and
you can’t promise jobs. Finally, listen to employees for ways to improve the center’s
effectiveness.

When asked about the breakdown of the available jobs, Ms. Nunn indicated that one third are
union jobs. A question regarding union participation at the career center followed. She said of
the four active unions at the Oak Ridge site, only one participates in the center’s program. The
union representative spends one month at the center after a lay-off notice is distributed.

Lew Henderson of BDM Federal Inc., spoke next on the Job Opportunity Bulletin Board System
(JOBBS), which is a forum for the Department of Energy to meet the requirements of section
3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993. JOBBS is a tool for
Department of Energy contractors to obtain information on job openings, and place resumes of
displaced workers on-line. After a brief introduction of the system, Mr. Henderson noted that
results of a January survey indicated that only 20 of the Department’s Management and
Operating Contractors are using the system. These users represent just over 35% of the
Department’s contractor work force. Efforts such as improved client software and uploading to
the World Wide Web are underway in hopes of increasing system usage. He responded to a
question regarding usage by stating that many contractors are downsizing anyway and feel they
do not need it or they are comfortable using existing mechanisms such as local newspapers or
internal networks. Also, some sites do not utilize the World Wide Web because of firewalls and
security reasons.

A field representative inquired about how to get their site plugged into the system. He said the
actual mechanics involve placing a job advertisement electronically or downloading a resume
that matches the Common Occupational Classification System code of the position. Faxing the
information directly to the system is also an option for those who cannot connect electronically.
He also remarked that an effort to keep an updated list of human resource points of contact for
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JOBBS is ongoing. A follow-on question regarded the responsible party for first finding the jobs
then matching to the employees. Mr. Henderson indicated that some career centers download the
jobs routinely each week but it varies among sites. He said the responsibility relies
predominantly on the employees to be proactive in their job search.

Mr. Anderson concluded his presentation by stating that the current success rate for matching
resumes to jobs is not great because most displaced employees are reluctant to relocate to another
area. Mr. Henderson stated that resumes are removed at the end of one year.

4B. HOW TO GET FROM HERE TO THERE...

Moderator: Barry Lawson, Lawson and Associates

Speakers: Ken Hedman, Bechtel Construction Company
Warren Anderson, MK-Ferguson, Oak Ridge Company
George Jones, Business Manager, Knoxville Building Trades
Robert Easdon, Kaiser-Hill Company
Lavonne Ritter, Federal Mediation and Consultation Service’s
Southwestern Region

Barry Lawson, the session facilitator, opened the session by explaining that the various speakers
were going to describe how they have put practical, labor-management strategies in place at their
respective sites or companies. He then introduced the speakers.

Ken Hedman, Vice President and Manager of Labor Relations for Bechtel Construction
Company, began by discussing how the United States is in a period of redefining labor-
management relations. Unions are merging and contractors are consolidating. There are
economic pressures related to globalization. In the past decade, 2.5 billion new consumers have
entered the world economy, and they have little tolerance for old traditions or inefficiencies.
There is a departure from the old traditions of business operations and new labor-management
priorities are being established. Maintaining fringe benefits and reducing costs are becoming an
increasing challenge. Labor-management issues, he said, are getting tougher to resolve. For
instance, he suggested the Department of Energy needs to consider establishing a Blue Ribbon
Panel on outsourcing and privatization.

Next, Mr. Hedman described the labor-management approach, called the National Labor
Alliance, which Bechtel Construction established in 1992. The National Alliance is a
collaborative model that incorporates five basis principles:

QOakland, California - April 8-11, 1987

69




< Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop

Summary Report

. craft ownership of safety;

. lower worker compensation costs;

. improved work practices;

. sharing successes (such as savings with the individual crafts); and,
. additional work.

A key program under the Alliance is the safe worker observation process which is designed to
modify craft behavior, as opposed to emphasizing safety rules and regulations. The National
Alliance approach was adapted locally at the Nevada Test Site. Mr. Hedman concluded his
presentation by introducing Greg Glynn, Director of Labor Relations for Bechtel Nevada who
discussed the local approach, called the Southern Nevada Labor Alliance.

The Southern Nevada Labor Alliance, known as the Alliance, is an umbrella, collective
bargaining agreement between Bechtel Nevada Corporation, the Southern Nevada Building and
Construction Trades Council, and the AFL-CIO and its affiliated unions, including culinary
workers, paramedics and firefighters. Mr. Glynn explained the Alliance was established to
promote labor and management cooperation. It is built on teamwork, he said, and works in
conjunction with 31 existing project labor agreements between Bechtel and the unions. He then
described the Alliance’s four key principles:

L Business development: Market the Nevada Test Site and develop business opportunities.
The goal is to create a sustainable future at the Nevada Test Site. Among the examples of
newly established opportunities he cited were the hard-rock mining training school, the
hazardous materials training center, a technology center, and the Kissler aerospace rocket
project.

1L Safety and health: Provide a safe, healthful work environment through Bechtel’s zero-
accident philosophy, as well as education and training programs. A performance-based
safety program and a worker observation program have been established at the site.

III.  Continuous improvement: Improve productivity, quality, and work methods. A
continuous improvement committee has been established to evaluate major issues and

develop processes and procedures for improving productivity, quality and work methods.

IV.  Craft incentives: A fee sharing incentive program has been developed that rewards all
craft employees for their contributions to the success of projects.

In addition, the Alliance has established several committees to address issues and support these
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four principles. This includes a dispute resolution process committee that will develop a
standard procedure for jointly resolving craft work assignment issues and will define the
responsibilities of management and labor in the decision-making process. He concluded his
presentation by reiterating the importance of partnering and cooperation in creating a sustainable
future for the Nevada Test Site.

Warren Anderson, Industrial Relations Director for MK-Ferguson of Oak Ridge Company, and
George Jones, Business Manager of the Knoxville Building Trades, made a joint presentation on
the site’s labor-management partnership program, called “Can-Do.” First, they introduced their
theme, “Separately we can’t, together we can do!” which, they said, was the message they would
convey throughout their presentation. They then described the establishment of the program and
its purpose. :

First, the company and the union had to build a foundation of trust, respect and honesty before
any strong partnership could ensue. This, the two sides decided, required a common goal. They
agreed they wanted to provide better work for the client, the Department of Energy. Establishing
the partnership program was a three-year evolutionary process that turned adversaries to partners
in the work place. The craft worker and union representative took ownership and empowerment
over safety and health, construction costs, improved schedule performance and product quality.
The company and union developed a program charter, including a mission statement and guiding
principles. The program, Mr. Anderson and Mr. Jones explained, is separate and distinct from
normal labor/management business conducted by the Project Labor Agreement between MK-
Ferguson and the Knoxville Building Trades Council.

Next, Mr. Jones and Mr. Anderson took turns describing various aspects of the pre-construction
planning, interaction between program committees, and some of the “can-do” results. They cited
cost savings to work orders, decreased injury and illness rates, and less workers’ compensation
expenditures. People, Mr. Jones emphasized, “were not going home hurt.” The two also

reported a major site milestone: over 2,800,000 safe work hours between May 1995 and March
1997.

In conclusion, Mr. Jones and Mr. Anderson reiterated the importance of working together and
made clear that is why their presentation was a duo. It has been a rather long journey, and it has
taken trust and honesty to get the program going. If you want to establish a partnership program,
they recommended, keep it simple, using a couple of key goals, and allow it to evolve and
change, as needed.
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Robert Easdon, Manager of Labor Relations for Kaiser-Hill Company, focused his presentation
on Kaiser-Hill’s experience with the transition from a management and operating contract to the
new integrated management contract at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. Kaiser-
Hill was awarded the new integrated management contract for Rocky Flats on April 4, 1995. As
the company assumed its role as integrator, it also moved forward with the vision of improving
relations with union leadership, and of reaching new agreements to allow for the maximum
utilization of the represented work force. This vision, he said, included incorporating concerns
from DOE, the Rocky Flats Office, the unions and the company as well as listening to
employees. To change business operations and allow for increased flexibility in support of the
site’s new mission of cleanup, Kaiser-Hill wanted to achieve five key tasks:

1) Assume administration of the Project Labor Agreement;

2) Establish work assignment guidelines between the United Steelworkers of America,
Local 8031, and the Colorado Building and Construction Trades Council;

3) Negotiate a decontamination and decommissioning agreement with the Steelworkers to
facilitate closure;

4) Renegotiate a new Collective Bargaining Agreement with Steelworkers; and

5) Renegotiate the current Project Labor Agreement with the Building and Construction
Trades.

Mr. Easdon then reviewed the progress that Kaiser-Hill made on these tasks. The company
assumed administration of the Project Labor Agreement in January 1996. This, Kaiser-Hill
believed, would improve cooperation among unions. The action allowed the company to update
the protocol of who does what work. He said it took a lot on the unions’ part to achieve.

Kaiser-Hill reached agreement on work assignment guidelines between the Steelworkers and
Building Trades which allowed for consideration of the changing site mission, commercial
practices, and prevailing practices; provided for clear definitions of maintenance and production
work versus construction work; and delineated assignments for decontamination and
decommissioning work between Steelworkers and Building Trades. To more effectively use the
existing work force, Kaiser-Hill signed a D&D agreement with the Steelworkers in March 1996.
Unless D&D is part of construction project, Steelworkers will do the work.

To be more cost effective, Kaiser-Hill still had to do more and recognized the outdated collective
bargaining agreement needed changing. After five months of extension discussions, Kaiser-Hill
and the United Steelworkers of America, Local 8031, came to an agreement in October 1996.
The agreement reduced the number of job classifications; allowed the flexibility to handle peak
work demands, and lay off when not in a peak; permitted union employees to participate in the
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company performance incentive program; and allowed for the ability to privatize 40 FTE’s per
year, in addition to privatizing plant utilities and the analytical labs.

Finally, Kaiser-Hill decided to re-negotiate the Project Labor Agreement. The process started in
February 1997. In concluding his presentation, Mr. Easdon reported the negotiations were
expected to be completed by the end of April.

Lavonne Ritter, Commissioner for the Federal Mediation and Consultation Service’s
Southwestern Region, described the services her agency provides. The Federal Mediation and
Consultation Service is an independent agency of the United States created by Congress in 1947
to resolve collective bargaining disputes which threaten the free flow of commerce; promote the
development of sound and stable labor-management relations; and provide mediation and
conflict resolution related services to its clients. '

The primary focus of the agency’s work is on labor-management relations, mediating contract
negotiation disputes between companies and the unions representing their employees, and
providing training in cooperative processes to help build better labor-management relations.
Additionally, the agency was authorized under the Dispute Resolution Act of 1990 to share its
expertise in all aspects of mediation, facilitation and conflict resolution with Federal, state, and
local governmental bodies and agencies.

When Bechtel “rolled into” Nevada in January 1996, Ms. Ritter said something happened in
southern Nevada, which is a right-to-work state. The company viewed the unions as adding
value in the work place and wanted “their minds.” As a result, the company brought the unions
in. The Southwestern Region of the agency, Ms. Ritter reported, will be adding another mediator
to the staff some time in the future.

To assist management and labor in improving their relationship so they can learn to work
together on issues of mutual interest as a team instead of adversaries, the Federal Mediation and
Consultation Service offers a range of preventive mediation services, which are broadly defined
as collaborative union-management processes. These services address improving the labor-
management relationship through better understanding and communication; organizational
effectiveness and employment security; and community relations. Mediators guide the parties
through an assessment of the quality and development of their relationship and identify areas
which need improvement. After analyzing the assessment, the mediator recommends appropriate
skill and processes that will assist in addressing the particular problem. That recommendation
may include customized skills training in such areas as alternative bargaining processes, conflict
management, or team building, to name a few.
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Ms. Ritter also reported that agency’s Alternative Dispute Resolution practice is receiving wider
attention and use. The Negotiated Rulemaking Act of 1990 authorized the agency to use its
mediation services to improve government operations.

In conclusion, Ms. Ritter said she was very happy to see Bechtel build mutual respect and
working with the unions to build an organizational vision together for the future.

At the end of the session, a union representative expressed his opinion about privatization
activities at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. He cited a recent initiative in
which, he said, the Department “gave away” work valued at $25 million. He suggested that DOE
needs a “reality check” regarding these efforts. He also called for action: “Let’s start moving
dirt, metal and bomb parts,” he said,” that is what we do. We don’t need psychologists and
facilitators. Let’s ‘talk turkey’ rather than ‘wear flowers in our hair’.”

4C. VIOLENCE IN THE WORKPLACE
Speaker: Todd Conklin, Los Alamos National Laboratory, U.S. Department
of Energy

The session was convened by Dr. Marilyn Balcombe, Industrial Psychologist for the Oak Ridge
Institute for Science and Education, currently on detail to the Office of Worker and Community
Transition. Dr. Balcombe stated that previous sessions had dealt with the impact of downsizing
on employees and supervisors. This session, “Violence in the Workplace,” would further the
discussion of the impact of downsizing. She then introduced Todd Conklin, Senior Training
Specialist, Training and Development, Los Alamos National Laboratory. Mr. Conklin has served
in the Human Resource and Reliability Management and Training areas for the last 10 years and
has a reputation for presenting a creative and humorous approach to sensitive and difficult topics.
He holds a Bachelor’s Degree in Communications from Southwestern College in Kansas and a
Master’s Degree in Interpersonal Communications from Fort Hays State University.

Mr. Conklin began his presentation with a series of questions concerning violence in the
workplace and whether the people who perpetuate violence really want it to occur. Causes for
violence were discussed. Among those suggested were downsizing and RIFs, revenge for a
policy change, divorce, harassment, frustration, loss of power and control, medical, and being
passed over for a promotion. The loss of a promotion is more likely to trigger violence than a
RIF because it causes the loss of money and prestige.
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There are 100,000 work place crimes per year involving offenses with handguns. Homicide is
the third leading cause of death at work. Among women, it is the number one cause.

Mr. Conklin based his presentation on the student guide, Individual Security Overview: Violence
in the Workplace, which has been developed for training at Los Alamos National Laboratory.
The guide has six sections: Security Education, Violence in the Workplace, Awareness, Profile
Indicators, and What to Do, Where to Go, and Critical Incident Stress Debriefing.

There are three types of potential work place violence: employer-directed, domestic-related, and
property-directed. Violence is increasing for a number of reasons such as workers with
temporary psychological problems; the increase in the availability of weapons; adverse
employment actions; societal isolation; difference in attitudes and ethics of what is right and
wrong; and more acceptance of violent behavior (TV, media, real life).

What then are the goals of violence prevention? First, is to reduce the frequency of workplace
violence. Since we cannot predict human behavior, it is not possible to “eliminate” it. Second, is
to reduce the seriousness of workplace violence and third is to reduce the impact of workplace
violence.

The discussion then turned to the reasons violence occurs and the “zero tolerance” policy at Los
Alamos for violence and threats of violence. It is important that supervisors and/or co-workers
learn the profile indicators by becoming careful observers of human behavior, learning what to
look for before an incident occurs, and taking action to report suspicions to management.
Psychologists who study workplace violence agree that there are usually indicators that violence
is likely , but in most cases we ignore them. The best indication of future behavior is past
behaviors.

Basic criteria and variables of the potentially violent employee and possible motivations for
aggressive or violent behavior were discussed. Although not a checklist, the following criteria
were listed to “educate your gut-level instincts™: male, age 30-50, loner, history of aggression,
acts of intimidation, multiple problems, extreme religious views, fascination with weapons, and
no previous criminal record.

In closing, Mr. Conklin discussed what signs to look for in the workplace (what to do) and what
to do if several of these signs are observed in someone (where to go). To help an employee get
through a difficult situation, a supervisor or co-worker should refer employees to Employee
Assistance Programs (EAPs). The staff of EAPs can offer intensive short-term counseling and
may refer employees to longer-term counseling and care.
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4D. REVISIONS TO THE POLICY AND PLANNING GUIDANCE FOR
COMMUNITY TRANSITION ACTIVITIES
Moderator: Jeanne Crouch, Environmental Training and Consulting International
(ETCI)
Speaker: Deborah Swichkow, Office of Worker and Community Transition, U.S.
Department of Energy

The session covered the Department of Energy's Policy and Planning Guidance for Community
Transition Activities, dated February 1997. The major topics presented and discussed included
proposed rulemaking schedule and specific provisions of the guidance. Copies of the guidance
were made available to all workshop attendees.

The Department of Energy published the Policy and Planning Guidance for Community
Transition Activities in the Federal Register on February 7, 1997. Major provisions of the
guidance were presented. Specific elements of the guidance and some definitions were discussed
in detail. Specific elements included conflict of interest, third party review, creation of a
community reuse organization (CRO), outreach to Native Americans, and performance measures.

Debby Swichkow, Deputy Director, Office of Worker and Community Transition (the Office),
presented major topical elements of the guidance as defined by the Office and held extensive
discussions with the attendees. The following were presented as major topics: Schedule for
Rulemaking, Eligibility and Funding Recipients, Types of Assistance, Roles and
Responsibilities, Program Planning, Evaluation Criteria for Funding Requests, and Community
Transition Plans. Each topic was specifically described and all comments and questions were
discussed.

Conflict of Interest

Participants asked for clarification as to whether 10 CFR 600.17, Conflict of Interest, includes
members of CRO Board of Directors. The CFR generally states that any person who participates
in the review of applications for DOE financial assistance or in assistance administration may be
in conflict to receive assistance for business actions. Participants recommended a definition of
Conflict of Interest be included in the guidance text or appendices.

Third Party Reviews

Requests for assistance that are submitted to DOE will be reviewed by a third party. Currently
the Department of Commerce's Economic Development Administration (EDA) provides this

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997

76




: Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report

assistance to DOE. Participants expressed concern that the third party doing the review may not
have an appropriate understanding of the DOE program to review the proposals since there are
significant differences between CROs and in the financial mechanisms utilized. Ms. Swichkow
stated that guidance evaluation criteria is the guidepost that the third party reviewer will use in its
evaluation. Additionally, Ms. Swichkow assured the participants that the evaluation is
interactive in that the Office will have continuous dialogue with the reviewer to provide
sufficient understanding of each request and the requestor for a credible evaluation. Another
factor in the credibility of the review is impartiality; therefore, the Office works to preserve
impartiality between DOE and EDA.

Involvement of American Indian Tribal Governments

Participants discussed the level to which American Indian Tribal Governments are to be involved
in the Departmental Field Organizations’ responsibilities or would representation on the CRO or
Site Specific Advisory Board suffice. The consensus of the discussion seemed to indicate that
the processes need to proactively include the Tribal Governments to accommodate their unique
interests and to comply with Departmental initiatives to include Tribal Governments. A
participant recommended the words “where appropriate” be included in Item I11.C.10 to
accommodate sites that do not have Tribal Governments in the region. The Office will review
this recommendation.  Ms. Swichkow mentioned that a Diversity Study, sponsored by the Office,
is being conducted that will address some of these issues and examine minorities’ issues
associated with DOE restructuring.

Creation of CROs

Ms. Swichkow asked for comments and ideas regarding a standard that could be used as a trigger
for the creation of a CRO, possibly the number of people affected by restructuring. There was
extensive discussion regarding the specific measurement or factor to be used. Total payroll, total
percentage of workforce, definition of region boundaries, depreciation of property values, decline
in tax base, etc. were presented as factors to consider. It was clear that each site has unique
elements to their restructuring. The criteria to trigger the creation of a CRO needs to be
structured so that it can be customized to restructuring by site.

Competition
The need for competition between organizations for CRO status was then presented.

DOE/Government competition requirements were briefly discussed, and DOE/General Counsel
requires competition to be included in the program. Participants expressed concerns that more
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than one CRO may be formed if competition is to be used. A participant knowledgeable of the
DoD process stated that DoD mandated a single CRO only; thereby, avoiding this problem. The
National Defense Authorization Act contains applicable language. Ms. Swichkow stated that the
Office will revisit this issue with DOE/GC.

Administrative Procedure for Conflict Resolution

Ms. Swichkow presented a concept to establish an administrative procedure to resolve conflicts
between DOE and CROs. The Department wants to have a process to arbitrate prior to court
actions. A participant stated that 10 CFR contains language empowering the Department to
terminate grants; therefore, the Department has an option to have grant money returned. Another
participant stated that no CRO will want to assume liability of grant funding that the organization
may have to return. An appeals process was presented as a possible solution. Ms. Swichkow
stated that the Office will look at an appeals process to be included in the guidance.

Time Table for DOE Support to CROs

Ms. Swichkow asked for input for establishing a time table for CROs to become self-supported,
requiring no additional grants or assistance from the Department. A participant stated that DOD
adopted a formula to determine this. A participant suggested the possible use of goals rather than
dates or time periods. It was clear that the process or formula used to determine this time table
needs to incorporate the individual CRO variables and ongoing DOE restructuring efforts.

Revolving Loans

The guidance contains an example that includes revolving loans that implies that the grant which
funded a revolving loan would be returned to the government. Several participants continued
discussions on the nature of grants and how grants might be used. DOE/GC raised questions
regarding the revolving loan concept, and may be confusing grant versus loans. Participants
stated 10 CFR, 20 CFR, and numerous other federal agencies have applicable information. There
is a disconnect in the guidance, and a participant suggested merely removing revolving loans
from the example would fix the disconnect.

Definition of a CRO

Ms. Swichkow asked for comments on a possible definition for CRO. Apparently, the DoD may
have covered this ground; therefore, Ms. Swichkow agreed that an additional review of existing
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legislation and OMB circulars related to DoD closure may provide some direction and
considerations.

Peer Reviews

Ms. Swichkow concluded by making a few comments on peer reviews for CRO proposals.
Initially, the Office indicated peer reviews would be used for the comprehensive reviews during
the annual cycle of proposal submissions. Since the proposal cycle is actually spread over the
entire fiscal year, peer reviews are not feasible and will not be used.

PLENARY SESSION

CONGRESSIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON WORK FORCE RESTRUCTURING
Speaker: Butler Derrick, former South Carolina Congressman

Bob DeGrasse, Director, Office of Worker and Community Transition, introduced the former
South Carolina Congressman as a person with the unique experience of dealing with work force
restructuring issues from both the Washington, D.C. and regional perspective. Mr. DeGrasse
noted that Mr. Derrick experienced the direct impacts of the downsizing of the Savannah River
Plant on the citizens and the communities he represented while serving as a U.S. Congressman.

Former Congressman Derrick began by noting he had represented the citizens that reside in the
communities around the Savannah River Site for 20 years. During his initial years in Congress,
when he heard the word “restructuring,” two words came to mind--“money and jobs.”

~ “Restructuring” always meant “more,” he added. That is, an expansion of an existing or creation
of a new mission with a national purpose. During the 1950's, 1960's, 1970's and even early
1980's, a sense of patriotism and loyalty developed among Savannah River Site employees and in
the community because citizens felt they were defending the world against communism. Mr.
Derrick noted this feeling was in fact true during this “gold mine” era but as the cold war was
coming to a close the lifestyle that many citizens were accustomed to was now threatened.

Workers moving to new jobs was also more difficult because the wages and the benefits offered
at the Savannah River Site were typically above other comparable industries in the area. Mr.
Derrick noted that one fact was unmistakably constant during this downsizing period: there was
no longer a customer for the materials that were produced at the Savannah River Site.
Consequently, the work force at the site has dropped from 28,000 in the 1980's to 14,000 today.
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Mr. Derrick noted that several initiatives, such as Technology Transfer, were set up to help
mitigate the downsizing and stimulating economic development in the region. He noted that
some successes were realized but not enough. He is frustrated with wasting resources that are
available at the site and mentioned several other possible options that are not being addressed.
He suggested more research into the feasibility of a multi-purpose reactor that could possibly
power large sections of the East coast. The site could also become the lead for disposition and
dismantlement of the world’s nuclear warhead stockpile. Additionally, the site’s expertise could
focus on increasing the safety and minimizing the overall risks of operating a reactor. Finally,
the Savannah River Site could resume manufacturing tritium to keep the country’s defense
arsenal strong.

FRIDAY, APRIL 11, 1997

CLOSING PLENARY SESSION

PRIVATIZATION AND THE TEN YEAR PLAN
Moderators: Barry Lawson, Lawson and Associates
Leslie Wilderson, Environmental Training and Consulting
International (ETCI)
Jeanne Crouch, ETCI
Speaker: Jim Owendoff, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management, U.S. Department of Energy

Bob DeGrasse, Director, Office of Worker and Community Transition, convened the session by
introducing Jim Owendoff, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management, Department of Energy. Mr. Owendoff began by describing where the Department
is in its environmental clean-up effort as its mission has shifted from weapons production to a
landlord function. Energy Research ard Defense Programs have become tenants on the property
which changes the need for what has to be done at a particular site.

The Department's key element in the clean-up efforts is agreement on what the levels of clean-up
should be rather than how it should be done. The concern was that, if it costs too much, the
American people would lose hope over what it costs and what they got back in return.

This concern was a key driver in developing Environmental Management's TenYear Plan.
The Department did not feel it was appropriate to walk away from sites but, instead, a bold
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step was needed. The goal then was to define in measurable terms what could be done
each year. If the Department could not do this, it would not have continued success
with its budget requests.

A first step was to stabilize funding at each of the sites. If Congress were to cut the
Department of Energy's overall budget, a pro-rata share would be sent to the sites.
This makes it difficult to plan for the future. If success in stabilizing funding could be
achieved, then work that needs to be done could be stabilized. The Department
needed to be able to say to the Congress that in 10 years we can have significant clean-
up. The efforts at Fernald and Rocky Flats have demonstrated what the Department
can accomplish.

Goals of the TenYear Plan were to protect the health and safety of each worker,
provide a healthy environment, and remain compliant with regulatory commitments.
Schedule was a concern but the priority was to work closely with the regulators and
the stakeholders. If there was a clean-up need for 30 years, what would be the impact
- of waiting one more year?

In trying to achieve innovative scheduling, it was necessary to have competitive bids.
The RFP at Oak Ridge is a model. Rather than an M&O contractor, the model is to
have an integrating contractor that competitively bids out the work. The Department
believes that this is the best way to get work done innovatively and competitively.

An example is clean-up work being done by BNFL at the Oak Ridge diffusion plant.
BNFL believes that there is value in the material that is being moved out. As aresult,
the firm is acting as a “dealmaker” in the development of nickel batteries.

Another approach to privatization is the use of a Firm Fixed Price contract. Progress
payments would be based on product delivered rather than process. For example,
BNFL would build a plant at Idaho for waste to be processed, but the payments would
only be made when the finished product passed through the plant. This is a
commercial model that would incentivize the contractor to put the plant in place faster
and the subcontactor to produce products faster.
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A question was asked about the Site Specific Advisory Board at Hanford and how flat
funding is affected by inflation. There is uncertainty about the budget--whether it is
$3B or the current $5.5B. The concern is that the funding needs to be long-term since
more and more leaking tanks continue to be discovered. Mr. Owendoff replied that he
was not aware of the $3B number.

Mr. Owendoff stated that the Department can request only so much money from the
Hill and an increased budget cannot be expected unless there is a large “hue and cry”.
He does not believe the Department can go back to Congress this year but would have
better success in making requests for next year.

A union representative from Oak Ridge stated that many of the terms proposed in the
draft RFP were contrary to what had previously been discussed, specifically in the
areas of employee protection and continuation of benefits. He felt that many of the
terms in the draft RFP had been dictated by Headquarters and ignored the benefits that
had been obtained through 50 years of collective bargaining.

Mr. Owendoff replied that was why a draft RFP had been issued. An M&I contract is
completely new ground and they had tried to incorporate comments they received at
previous workshops. The goals are: (1) to maintain the employees on the old
contract; (2) to provide same level of work and same wages; (3) to provide
continuation of benefits; and (4) right of first refusal on jobs.

A question was asked by another union representative concerning a contracting
strategy that there seems to be a continuum, on one end is an M&O, the other end is an
M&I. By having an integrator with a large number of subcontractors, the Department
is doing more than clean-up. It is also transitioning communities. What, then, are the
necessary prerequisites to minimize the disruptions that come with the hiring and
firing of subcontractors within a stable community?

Mr. Owendoff cited the Department of Defense Base Closure Commission as a
counter example to what the Department is doing. The DoD approach was to close
facilities. The DOE approach is not to close facilities, not leave brownfields, but to
step up to the problem and try to clean-up the sites. The Department is trying to
stabilize funding and, at the end, have some type of reuse. With the M&I approach,
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community transition is a high visibility issue. Congress does not want clean-up
dollars be used to bolster community transition. A number of things are being tried to
insure a reasonable transition but to think that employment will stay the same is
unrealistic.

A CRO representative stated that privatization should not be considered a “dirty”
word because it would help the unions. They become the M&I and thus, would get a
fair wage. He has used this approach in the “Rust Belt” where the work force of the
closed companies formed their own businesses. He also stated that he felt the CROs
were undermined by DOE’s process orientation rather than product orientation. He
would like to see more action rather than verbalization on privatization.

A labor representative responded that they are not opposed to privatization but would
like to see that the unions have a voice in what happens. There needs to be a
recognition at a national level that all stakeholders sit down together to deal with
mutual problems.

Mr. Owendoff responded that he believes that the M&I contracts address these
concerns. The Department is attempting to have a small M&I contractor (30-400
people) oversee work for competitive bidding.

A CRO representative asked why the M&I was needed. Why not just use the field
office? Mr. Owendoff responded that he was not convinced that DOE has the level of
infrastructure in place to do what was being proposed.

A union representative then stated that there needs to be more workshops and
integration so that all stakeholders can be more involved. Bob DeGrasse agreed.

A discussion followed about how to proceed with the session dialogue that had been
initiated. It was suggested that rather than break into small working groups that the

plenary group reconvene and address specific issues that had arisen in the course of
the workshop.
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FINAL DISCUSSION SESSION

When the session reconvened the facilitators had identified eight issues for further
discussion. The approach was to look at each issue in terms of what were concerns
and what worked well.

The eight issues that were identified were as follows: human resources;
privatization/outsourcing; community reuse; information systems; training initiatives;
planning guidance; and labor concerns/issues. The results of the discussion were
summarized and are listed below:

Privatization/Outsourcing
Consult with Stakeholders at inception, not just early.
Stakeholders involved in strategy/decisions to privatize.
Develop criteria for performance if privatization occurs.
Disseminate lessons learned.
Be proactive in integrating existing workers when privatizing.
Need legitimate cost/benefit analysis showing true savings before privatizing.
Clarify sources of information without needing layers of interpretation.
Analyze legal implications of outsourcing for particular classes of workers
(e.g., elderly, disabled, single moms).
Involve everyone (e.g., building trades and others).
If answer is ‘no’ give explanation of ‘why’.
Early determination of who is involved.

Working Well
. Up front discussion helps.

. Lessons learned need to apply to existing projects.
. Success story - TWRS - up front discussions helped opposition disappear--both
unions included, labor agreements already done - Fernald example.

Community Reuse

. DOE needs to ensure that all CRO’s are at meetings like this.
. CRO problems should be communicated to DOE.

. Directory for CROs on who to contact.
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Human Resources

. Concerns and needs of survivors are not understood or addressed adequately.
. Improve/develop better processes for separation (make it more humane).

. Contractors must ensure they have sufficient HR staff for humane processing.
. Method for documenting lessons learned in processing employees out.

. This (items above) also apply to employees going through privatization.

. Pass on lessons learned from EAPs.

Working Well

. Good to have this topic at these meetings - 100+ attended session - shows great
interest.

. DOE has taken steps to try to ease the pain (in contrast with DOD).

. EAPs are a valuable resource for contractors in many places.

M&O/M&I Contracting

. With M&I contracts - keep existing labor contracts in place until they expire.

. All isn’t bad with M&O (some prefer it). Use some things from M&O to fix
inefficiencies integrated contracts.

Working Well

. Focus of integrator is on driving costs down - leads to innovation, higher
productivity - more flexibility than before.

. Some like M&O better - more efficient, single focal point.

Training Initiatives

. Training must be inclusive - ensure all are aware of opportunities.

. Fewer work classification doesn’t necessarily lead to cost savings. Cross-
training is then needed.

Working Well

. Exciting to see coordination at sites between Community Colleges and site
stakeholders
. Training going very well at Fernald
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Planning Guidance

Need single point of contact at DOE.

W.R.T interpretation of guidance (especially on property).

Guidance is unclear about who/what is priority. Is it highest price or concern
for community - what is priority for the Office of Worker and Community
Transition?

Still too prescriptive (work force restructuring).

Community transition guidance is not prescriptive enough.

Working Well

Applaud simplification efforts (work force restructuring).

Labor Concern/Issues

Standard Form - Re: Davis Bacon so all know what rules apply and they are
consistently applied.

At these meetings ensure that labor is represented (as well as management) and
give labor some input on who speaks.

Tri-partite forum on National basis is needed.
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APPENDIX A
FINAL PARTICIPANTS LIST

Mr. Bob Agonia

Program Manager, Contractor Human
Resources

Nevada Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 98518

Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518

Phone: 702-295-1005

Fax:  702-295-2367

E-mail: agonia@hrd.nv.doe.gov

Mr. Richard Aiken

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U. S. Department of Energy

Room 8F-073

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-0415

Fax:  202-586-1737

E-Mail: richard.aiken@hq.doe.gov

Mr. Keith Alexander

Vice President

CH2M Hill, Inc.

1111 Broadway, Suite 1200
Oakland, CA 94604
Phone: 510-251-2426
Fax: 510-433-0340

Mr. Robert C. Allen

Division Manager, Human Resources
Kaiser-Hill Company, LLC

P.O. Box 464, Bld. 452

Golden, CO 80402-0464

Phone: 303-966-3395
Fax: 303-966-8121

Mr. Ken Allen

National Field Coordinator
Laborers' AGC

418 Fernwood Court
Severna Park, MD 21146
Phone: 410-315-8323
Fax: 410-315-9516
E-mail: claireed@clark.net

Mr. Warren R. Anderson

Industrial Relations Director
MK-Ferguson of Oak Ridge Company
P.O. Box 2011

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-2011

Phone: 423-574-2877

Fax: 423-241-3203

E-mail: waldroopjh@mkf.ornl.gov

Ms. Deirdre Anderson

EAP Counselor

Sandia National Laboratories
Value Behavior Health

P.O. Box 5800 MS-1015
Albuquerque, NM 87185-1015-
Phone: 505/845-8964

Fax: 505/844-4091

E-mail: dqander@sandia.gov

Mr. Dan E. Anderton
Labor Relations Specialist
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc.

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997

87




Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop

P.O. Box 2009

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8007
Phone: 423-574-7705

Fax:  423-574-3742

Mr. Lewis C. Attardo

Executive Director

Savannah River Regional Diversification
Initiative (SRRDI)

P.O. Box 696

Aiken, SC 29802

Phone: 803-593-9954x1409

Fax:  803-593-4296

E-mail: srrdi@aik.tec.sc.us

Ms. Eva M. Auman

Attorney

Mason & Hanger Corporation
P.O. Box 30020

Amarillo, TX 79120-0020
Phone: 806-477-5905

Fax: 806-477-5615

Mr. Raymond J. Baca
Industrial Relations Specialist
Albuquerque Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 5400

Albuquerque, NM 87185-5400
Phone: 505-845-6274

Fax:  505-845-4715

E-mail: rbaca@doeal.gov

Ms. Cheri Bahrke

C2NET Coordinator
MACTEC-ERS

2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503
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Phone: 970-248-6038
Fax:  970-248-6040
E-mail: cbahrke@doegjpo.com

Ms. Marilyn Balcombe

Industrial Psychologist

Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education
Office of Worker & Community Transition
1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Room 6G-069

Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-2023

Fax:  202-586-1540

E-mail: balcombm@orao.gov

Mr. Bob Baney

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 6G-063

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-3751

Fax:  202-586-1540

E-Mail: Robert.Baney@hgq.doe.gov

Mr. James Barber

EAP Counselor

Los Alamos National Laboratory
P.O. Box 1663, MS-H834

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Phone: 505-667-7339

Fax: 505-665-5648

Mr. Robert J. Bardsley
Industrial Relations Officer
Idaho Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
785 DOE Place
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Phone; 208-526-0688
Fax: 208-526-5969

Mr. Mark Barnes

Industrial Relations Specialist
Oakland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

1301 Clay Street

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: 510-637-1845

Fax:  510-637-2008

E-mail: mark.barnes@oak.doe.gov

Mr. Joseph Bartelt

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
P.O. Box 808

Livermore, CA 94550

Phone: 510-422-0636

Fax:  510-423-0894

E-mail: jbartelt@linl.gov

Mr. Jim Bateman
HAMTC

1305 Knight Street
Richland, WA 99352
Phone: 509-946-0326
Fax: 509-943-5245

Mr. Lanny D. Bates

Director, Management Integration
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc.
P.O. Box 2003

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7132

- Phone: 423-574-6275

Fax:  423-576-4014
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Mr. Richard F. Beam

Vice President

International Guards Union of America
Region I ,

210 Suntides Boulevard

Yakima, WA 98908

Phone: 509-965-2930

Fax: 509-965-2625

Ms. Eileen L. Beaulieu
Program Manager
Albuquerque Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 5400

Albuquerque, NM 87115
Phone: 505-845-4984

Fax:  505-845-5754

E-mail: ebeaulieu@doeal.gov

Ms. Jennifer Beck-Walker

Project Development Specialist
Purchase Area Development District
1002 Medical Drive

P.O. Box 588

Mayfield, KY 42066

Phone: 502-247-7171

Fax:  502-251-6110

E-mail: puradd@apex.net

Ms. Luella Bennett

Industrial Relations Specialist
Idaho Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy
785 DOE Place

Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1562
Phone: 208-526-1913

Fax:  208-526-5969
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Dr. Klaus Berkner Mr. Ravi Bhatia

Deputy Director for Operations Program Manager

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Ram Environmental

One Cyclotron Road 7800 Capwell Drive

MS 50A/Room 4112 Oakland, CA 94621-2031
Berkeley, CA 94720 Phone: 510-553-2141

Phone: 510-486-4178/6120 Fax:  510-553-2145

Fax:  510-486-6498 E-mail: ramenv(@jix.netcom.com

Mr. Chuck Bernhard Mr. Toby C. Bickmore
Manager, Oak Ridge Office Industrial Relations Specialist
Alleghany Teledyne Nevada Operations Office
800 Oak Ridge Turnpike, Suite 103A U.S. Department of Energy
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 P.O. Box 98518
Phone: 423-482-8040 Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518
Fax:  423-482-0940 Phone: 702-295-1012
Fax:  702-295-2367
Mr. Leo Berroteran E-mail: bickmore@nv.doe.gov
President
International Association of Machinists and Mr. Lindsey E. Bierer, 111
Aerospace Workers, Local 990 Program Manager
Allied Signal Inc., FM&T CDM Federal Programs Corporation
P.O. Box 419159 3760 Convoy Street, Suite 210
Kansas City, MO 64141-6159 San Diego, CA 92111
Phone: 816-997-3625 Phone: 619-268-3383
Fax:  816-997-7016 Fax:  619-268-9677
E-mail: biererle@cdm.com
Mr. Richard D. Betteridge
Strategic Initiatives Coordinator Mr. Robert C. Bills
Nevada Operations Office Human Resources Manager
U.S. Department of Energy Bechtel Nevada
2753 S. Highland P.O. Box 98521
Las Vegas, NV 89109 Las Vegas, NV 89193-8521
Phone: 702-295-0520 Phone: 702-295-2260
Fax:  702-295-0888 Fax:  702-295-2448
E-mail: betteridge@nv.doe.gov
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Mr. Thomas A. Biscup P.O. Box 928
Director, Industrial Relations Golden, CO 80402-0928
Fluor Daniel Fernald Phone: 303-966-2473
P.O. Box 538704, MS-15 Fax:  303-966-6633
Cincinnati, OH 45253-8704
Phone: 513/648-4884 Ms. April Bonet
Fax:  513/648-3777 Program Coordinator
E-mail: thomas_biscup@fernald.gov Star Access
3601 Eisenhower Avenue
Mr. Don H. Blanton Alexandria, VA 22304
Director, Human Resources Phone: 703-317-0336
Sandia National Laboratory Fax:  703-960-7009
P.O. Box 5800, MS 1029
Albuquerque, NM 87185-1029 Dr. Ed D. Boothe :
Phone: 505-844-8516 Coordinator - Nuclear/Environmental
Fax:  505-845-0098 Engineering
E-mail: dhblant@sandia.gov Aiken Technical College
P.O. Box 696
Mr. Rick Blea Aiken, SC 29802
Business Agent Phone: 803-593-9231 x1315
New Mexico Building Trades Council Fax:  803-593-6526
510 San Pedro Drive SE E-mail: boothe@aiken.aik.tec.sc.us
Albuquerque, NM 87108
Phone: 505-888-1724 Mr. Raymond J. Borkowski
Fax:  505-265-7127 Program Manager
Ridgehawke, Inc.
Mr. Les Boden 103 A Donner Drive
Boston University Oak Ridge, TN 37830
School of Public Health Phone: 423-425-3137
80 East Concord Street, B-3 Fax:  423-425-3271
Boston, MA 02118-2374 E-mail: rhk@jicx.net
Phone: 617-638-4635
Fax: 617-638-4857 Dr. John A. Bovey
Chief Psychologist
Mr. Mike Bolles Mason & Hanger Corporation
Economic Development Specialist P.O. Box 30020
Rocky Flats Field Office Amarillo, TX 79120-0020

U.S. Department of Energy
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Phone: 806-477-3037
Fax:  806-477-3678

Mr. Terry Bowers

Ironworker/Rigger, Chief Steward
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc.
P.O. Box 2009

Oak Ridge, TN 37831

Phone: 423-574-3001

Fax:  423-574-0606

Mr. Gene Branham
Vice President

Fernald Labor Council
137 Fairway Drive
Hamilton, OH 45013
Phone: 513-648-5079
Fax: 513-648-5083

Mr. Thomas M. Braun

Labor Relations Manager

EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, Inc.
P.O. Box 3000

Miamisburg, OH 45343-3000

Phone: 937-865-4698

Fax:  937-847-5261

Mr. Kenneth W. Briggs

Director, Human Resources Division
Ohio Field Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 3020

Miamisburg, OH 45343-3020
Phone: 937-865-3791

Fax:  937-865-4312

E-mail: ken.briggs@em.doe.gov
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Mr. Lloyd Brittain
Vice President
OCAW, Local 2-652
680 East 900 North
Shelley, ID 83274
Phone: 208-526-6299
Fax:  208-524-9901

Mr. Harvey S. Brosler

Attorney

Office of Chief Counsel

Oakland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

1301 Clay Street, Room 700N
Oakland, CA 94612-5208

Phone: 510-637-1668

Fax:  510-637-2014

E-mail: harvey.brosler@oak.doe.gov

Ms. Pamela Brown

Hanford Analyst

City of Richland, Washington
P.O. Box 190

Richland, WA 99352

Phone: 509-943-7348

Fax:  509-943-7379

E-mail: pamb@richland.wa.us

Mr. Lyle Brown

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 6G-057

1000 Independence Ave., SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-0431

Fax:  202-586-8403

E-Mail: Lyle.Brown@hq.doe.gov
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Ms. Rebecca Buentello Washington, D.C. 20024
Human Resouces Phone: 202/488-6625
TRW Environmental Safety Systems, Inc. Fax:  202/488-3158
2650 Park Tower Drive, Suite 800 E-mail: matt cain@ccmail.gmt.saic.com
Vienna, VA 22180
Phone: 703-204-8981 Ms. Donna Campbell
Fax: 703-204-8979 Dean, Math, Science & Health Science
E-mail: becki.buentello@rw.doe.gov Divisions

Columbia Basin College
Mr. Donald H. Bushey 2600 N. 20th Avenue
Business Manager Pasco, WA 99301
International Union of Operating Engineers Phone: 509-547-0511 (283)
Local 280 Fax:  509-546-0401
P.O. Box 807 E-mail: dcampbel@ctc.etc.edu
Richland, WA 99352
Phone: 509-946-5101 Mr. Tim Carlson
Fax:  509-946-0430 President

NTS Development Corporation
Ms. DeAnne Butterfield 2340 Paseo del Prado, Suite D-108
Executive Director Las Vegas, NV 89102
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative Phone: 702-257-7900
5460 Ward Road, Suite 205 Fax:  702-257-7999
Arvada, CO 80002 E-mail: tcarlson@ntsdev.comm
Phone: 303-940-6090
Fax:  303-940-6088 Mr. Duane Carr

President
Mr. Daniel Cahn Security Police Association
WorkLife.Com Sandia National Laboratories
12828 Northup Way Albuquerque, NM 87108
Bellview, WA 98005 Phone: 505-844-7827
Phone: 425-861-0211 Fax:  505-845-9280
Fax:  425-861-7146

Ms. Charlotte M. Carr
Mr. Matt M. Cain Manager, Human Resources
Science Applications International B&W Federal Services
Corporation P.O.Box 11165
901 D Street SW Lynchburg, VA 24506
Suite 201
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Phone: 804-522-5510
Fax: 804-522-6811

Ms. Lisa B. Carter

Contractor Industrial Relations Specialist
Oak Ridge Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 2001

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8791

Phone: 423-576-0141

Fax:  423-576-6964

E-mail: carterlb@oro.doe.gov

Mr. Tony Carter

Special Assistant

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 6G-041

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-3323

Fax: 202-586-1540

E-mail: tony.carter@hq.doe.gov

Ms. Chee Chang

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Union
25 Louisiana Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20001

Phone: 202-624-6963

Fax: 202-624-8125

Ms. Jan Chavez

Idaho Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
850 Energy Drive

Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563
Phone: 208-526-5968

Fax:  208-526-0598

Mr. Michael Church

President

Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
International Union

Local 3-288

Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc.
P.O. Box 2003

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7113

Phone: 423-483-3745

Fax: 423-483-1507

Mr. John H. Clabaugh
Manager, Human Resources
AlliedSignal Inc. FM&T

P.O. Box 419159

Kansas City, MO 64141-6159
Phone: 816-997-5575

Fax:  816-997-7016
E-mail: jclabaugh@kcp.com

Mr. Jim Clements

Director

Center for Environmental Studies
Amarillo College

P.O. Box 447

Amarillo, TX 79178

Phone: 806-354-6045

Fax: 806-354-6096

E-mail: jfclemen@actx.edu

Ms. Tiajuana Cochnauer
Academic Programs Manager
Idaho Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy
850 Energy Drive, MS 1214
Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Phone: 208-526-9586
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Fax:  208-526-8789
E-mail: cochnatm@jinel.gov

Mr. Steve Colburn

Chief Steward

Lockheed Martin Energy Research Corp.
P.O. Box 2008

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6350

Phone: 423-574-4218

Fax:  423-574-4142

E-mail: zib@ornl.gov

Mr. Herb Coleman

President

United Plant Guard Workers Association
Wackenhut Services, Inc., Local 330
P.O.Box W

Aiken, SC 29802-0090

Phone: 803-952-7029

Fax: 803-952-7731

Mr. Todd Conklin

Los Alamos National Laboratory
P.O. Box 1663, MS M589

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-665-8650

Fax: 505-667-8625

Mr. Patrick Conlin

Care Services EAP

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
2222 Bancroft/Tang Center

Berkeley, CA 9472-4300

Phone: 510-643-7754

Fax:  510-642-7411

Mr. Harold T. Conner, Jr.
Manager, East Tennessee Technology Park
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Lockheed Martin, Inc.

P.O. Box 2003

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7134
Phone: 423-576-0129

Fax:  423-576-5997

Mr. A. Tom Cordova

Project Leader, Human Resources Division
Los Alamos National Laboratory

P.O. Box 1663, MS P298

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-667-4536

Fax:  505-665-5419

E-mail: tomc@lanl.gov

Ms. Jeanne Crouch

Environmental Training and Consulting
International

2325 Eudora Street

Denver, CO 80207

Phone: 303-321-3575

Fax:  303-321-4569

E-mail: etcidenver@aol.com

Mr. Daniel D. Cudaback

President

Eastern Idaho Economic Development
Council

683 North Capital Avenue

Idaho Falls, ID 83402

Phone: 208-522-2014

Fax:  208-522-3824

E-mail: eiedc_dc@srv.net

Mr. Brian D'Andrea

Science Applications International
Corporation

901 D Street, SW, Suite 201
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Washington, D.C. 20024
Phone: 202-488-6613
Fax: 202-488-3158

Mr. Mike Dabbert

Financial & Administrative Specialist
Portsmouth Site Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 700

Piketon, OH 45661

Phone: 614-897-5525

Fax:  614-897-2982

E-mail: gxm@ornl.gov

Mr. Gregory A. Davis
International Representative
LIUNA

905 16th Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
Phone: 202-942-2257

Fax:  202-737-2754

Ms. Vicky L. Davis

Public Affairs & Information Office
Nevada Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 89193-8518

Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518

Phone: 702-295-2770

Fax:  702-295-0154

Ms. Sandra J. Davis
Personnel Relations Manager

Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc.

P.O. Box 2003
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7113
Phone: 423-574-8585
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Fax:  423-574-6368
E-mail: sxd@ornl.com

Ms. Sally E. Davis

Employee Assistance Program Director
Bechtel Nevada

2320 South Rancho, Suite 200

Las Vegas, NV 89102

Phone: 702-295-0917

Fax:  702-295-2328

Mr. Tony Davis

Training Liaison

Fernald Atomic Trades & Labor Council
1377 Morgan Road

West Harrison, IN 47060

Phone: 513-648-5078

Fax:  513-648-5083

Mr. Richard Dayvault

Senior Scientist

Community College Network Lead
2597 B 3/4 Road

Grand Junction, CO 81503

Phone: 970-248-6375

Fax:  970-248-6040

E-mail: rdayvault@doegjpo.com

Ms. Cynthia Decker

Senior Program Manager

Science Applications International
Corporation

901 D Street, S W, Suite 201

Washington, D.C. 20024

Phone: 202-488-6624

Fax:  202-488-3158

E-mail: cynthia.k.decker@cpmzx.saic.com
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Mr. Don DeConancour

President

Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
International Union

Local 2-652

P.O. Box 50659

Idaho Falls, ID 83403

Phone: 208-523-6229

Fax: 208-524-9901

Mr. Robert W. DeGrasse, Jr.

Director

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 6G-030

Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-7550

Fax:  202-586-8403

E-mail: robert.degrasse@hq.doe.gov

Mr. George Delaney

Manager, Human Resources/Diversity
MK -Ferguson of Oak Ridge

P.O. Box 2011

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-2011

Phone: 423-241-3641

Fax: 423-574-2843

Mr. Butler Derrick

Williams & Jensen, PA

1155 21st Street NW, Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20036
Phone: 202-659-8201

Fax: 202-659-5249

Ms. Anita L. Dever
Utility Services Staffing
Lockheed Martin Utility Services, Inc.

Summary Report

P.O. Box 628

Piketon, OH 45661
Phone: 614-897-2615
Fax:  614-897-2984

Mr. Paul Dickinson
Executive Director

- Partnership for Environmental Technology

Education

6601 Owens Drive, Suite 235
Pleasanton, CA 94588
Phone: 510-225-0669

Fax:  510-225-0679

Ms. Beth A. Diebold
Instructor

Wilbur Wright College
4300 North Narragansett
Chicago, IL 60634
Phone: 773-481-8793
Fax:  773-481-8185

Mr. David Dillman

Vice President - Business Development
Sparhawke Enterprises

2950 George Washington Way, Suite D
Richland, WA 99352

Phone: 509-375-6069

Fax:  509-375-3185

Mr. Donald Dirnberger
Coordinator

Center for Executive Development
Mesa State College

P.O. Box 2647

Grand Juncion, CO 81502

Phone: 970-248-1110

Fax:  970-248-1923
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Mr. Lou Doll

Representative

Building Trades Representative
Fluor Daniel Fernald

6595 Bridgetown Road
Cincinnati, OH 45248

Phone: 513-648-3723

Fax:  513-648-5247

Mr. Dana J. Dorr

Manager, Work Force Restructuring
Kaiser-Hill

Rocky Flats Environmental Technolgy Site
P.O. Box 464, Bldg, T130J

Golden, CO 80402-0464

Phone: 303-966-7978

Fax:  303-966-6154

Mr. Stephen Duarte

Office of General Counsel

U.S. Department of Energy
Room 6E-073

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-2951

Fax:  202-586-3377

E-mail: steve.duarte@hq.doe.gov

Mr. Bill Dubuque

Senior Operations Engineer
Albuquerque Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 5400

Albuquerque, NM 87185
Phone: 505-845-5674

Fax:  505-845-5942

E-mail: wdubugn@doeal.gov
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Ms. Linda Duffy

Manager, Occupational Health Programs
Sandia National Laboratory

P.O. Box 5800, MS - 1015
Albuquerque, NM 87185

Phone: 505-845-8015

Mr. Nick E. Dvorak

Contractor Industrial Relations Specialist
Chicago Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

9800 South Cass Avenue

Argonne, IL 60439

Phone: 630-252-2317

Fax:  630-252-2919

E-mail: nicki.dvorak@ch.doe.gov

Mr. Robert C. Easdon
Manager of Labor Relations
Kaiser-Hill Company, LLC
P.O. Box 464

Golden, CO 80402-0464
Phone: 303-966-5685

Fax: 303-966-2169

Mr. John J. Edmondson

Director, Office of Contractor Human
Resources Management

Office of Procurement and Assistance
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 4H-023

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-9008

Fax:  202-586-9016

E-mail: John.Edmondson@DOE.gov
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Dr. Jerry Eisele

Director, Center for Human Reliability
Studies

Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education
P.O.Box 117

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-0117

Phone: 423-576-2208

Fax:  423-576-7903

E-mail: eiseleg@orau.gov

Mr. Charlie Emery

Vice President, Human Resources
Sandia National Laboratory

P.O. Box 5800, MS 0186
Albuquerque, NM 87185

Phone: 505-845-7692

Fax:  505-844-5238

Ms. Page Erickson

Acting Team Leader

Oakland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

1301 Clay Street, Room 700N
Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: 510-637-1831

Fax:  510-637-2008

E-mail: page.erickson@oak.doe.gov

Mr. Eddie Espinosa

Front Range Community College
3645 West 112th Avenue
Westminster, CO 80030

Phone: 303-404-5461

Fax:  303-466-1623

Ms. Cecelia A. Evans
Director
Star Access

- Liuna's Tri-Funds

3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 450
Alexandria, VA 22304-6425
Phone: 703-317-0336

Fax:  703-960-7009

E-mail: cevans@starmountain.com

Mr. Frederick Faine

Senior Advisor-Diversity, Education and
Training

Office of Defense Programs

U.S. Department of Energy

Room GA-155

Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-7962

Fax:  202-586-2054

Mr. Mark Fallon

Director, Energy Programs

OHM Corproration

816 Connecticut Avenue, NW #900
Washington, D.C. 20006

Phone: 202-452-1540

Fax:  202-785-0529

E-mail: fallon m@ohm.com

Mr. Glenn Farner
Tri-Fund Field Coordinator

5845 B-1 Live Oak Parkway

Norcross, GA 30093

Phone: 770-849-0081

Fax:  770-263-7696

E-mail: tri_fund.southeast@worldnet.att.net

Mr. Richard Fein

Program Analyst

Office of Employee Concerns
U.S. Department of Energy
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. Room 1F-006
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585
Phone: 202-586-4043
Fax:  202-586-4924
E-mail: richard.fein@hq.doe.gov

Mr. Kevin D. Fenner

Community Development Director
Los Alamos County

P.O. Box 30

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Phone: 505-662-8120

Fax: 505-662-8363

Mr. Jeff Finkle

Executive Director

National Council for Urban Economic
Development

1730 K Street, NW Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20006

Phone: 202/223-4735

Fax:  202/223-4745

E-mail: jfinkle@urbandevelopment.com

Ms. Amy Fitzgerald

Assitant City Manager for Public Affairs
City of Oak Ridge

P.O.Box 1

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-0001

Phone: 423-482-8331

Fax:  423-482-8352

E-mail: afitzgerald@ci.oak ridge.tn.us

Ms. Brenda Flory-Girod
Manager, D.C. Area Operations

Jason Associates Corporation
1410 Spring Hill Road

Summary Report

McLean, VA 22102

Phone: 703-847-4072

Fax:  703-847-4070

E-mail: 102766.2353@compuserve.com

Mr. Terry Freese

Deputy Director

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 6G-030

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-5907

Fax:  202-586-8403

E-Mail: Terence.Freese@hq.doe.gov

Dr. Howard Friedman
Staff Clinical Psychologist

Lockheed Martin Energy Systems

Bldg. 9706-2, MS 8103
P.O. Box 2009

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8103
Phone: 423-576-8035

Fax:  423-576-5406
E-mail: hnf@ornl.gov

Mr. Jon Gahm

Vice President

United Plant Guard Workers of America
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc.
P.O. Box 628

Piketon, OH 45661

Phone: 614-897-2331, ext.

Fax: 614-897-216

Mr. David Gallay
Research Fellow
Logistics Management Institute

100

Osakiand, California - April 8-11, 1997




Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop

2000 Corporate Ridge
McLean, VA 22102-7805
Phone: 703-917-7460

Fax:  703-917-7476
E-mail:- dgallay@atlas.Imi.org

Mr. Harold Gangnath

Labor Relations Manager

Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation
204 - 8th Avenue, SE

Winchester, TN 37398

Phone: 615-967-8869

Fax: .615-962-9981

Mr. Arthur B. Garcia

Chief of Staff

Los Alamos National Laboratory
P.O. Box 1663, MS P124

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-667-1887

Fax:  505-665-5728

E-mail: garcia_arthur_b@lanl.gov

Mr. Jim M. Gaver

Director, Office of External Affairs
Savannah River Operations Office
U:S. Department of Energy
P.O.Box A

Aiken, SC 29802

Phone: 803-725-2889

Fax:  803-725-4657

E-mail: james.gaver@srs.gov

Mr. Sam Gibson

Human Resources Manager
University of California

Lab Administration Office
300 Lakside Drive, 10th Floor

Summary Report

Oakland, CA 94612-3550
Phone: 510-987-0486

Fax:  510-839-3831

E-mail: sam.gibson@ucop.edu

Mr. Gary R. Giesick
Industrial Relations Specialist
Naval Petroleum Reserves
U.S. Department of Energy
28590 Highway 119

Tupman, CA 93276

Phone: 805-763-6091

Fax:  805-763-6318

Ms. Sheri Giger

Senior HR Representative

Westinghouse Savannah River Company
Building 730-1B

P.O.Box 616

Aiken, SC 29808

Phone: 803-952-8515

Fax: = 803-952-9583

E-mail: sheri.giger@srs.gov

Mr. Eugene Gillespie
Site Manager

‘Portsmouth Site Office

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 700

Piketon, OH 45661
Phone: 614-897-2001
Fax:  614-897-2982

Mr. William Gilyard, III

Contractor Human Resources Team Leader
Savannah River Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O.Box A
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Aiken, SC 29802-0900
Phone: 803-725-1544
Fax:  803-725-0448
E-mail: william.gilyard@srs.gov

Ms. Lorraine Giordano

Human Resource Coordinator

East Bay Conversion & Reinvestment
Commission

1333 Boroadway, 10th Floor
Oakland, CA 94602

Phone: 510-834-6928

Fax: 510-834-8913

Mr. Greg J. Glynn.

Director, Labor Relations
Bechtel Nevada Corporation
P.O. Box 98521, MS- NLV021
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8521
Phone: 702-295-0173

Fax: 702-295-2908/3222

Ms. Patti Goin
HR Manager

Lockheed Martin Nevada Technologies

P.O. Box 98521, MS NLV-009
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8521
Phone: 702-295-2294

Fax: 702-295-2448
E-mail: goinpi@nv.doe.gov

Mr. Nick Graham

Business and Contract Analyst
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management

U.S. Department of Energy

Room GF-253

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Summary Report

Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-4366

Fax:  202-586-4959

E-mail: nick.graham@rw.doe.gov

Mr. Mike O. Grauwelman

President

Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement
Corporation

P.O. Box 232

Miamisburg, OH 45343-0232

Phone: 937-865-4462

Fax:  937-865-4431

E-mail: mmcic@aol.com

Mr. Dick Greenberg

President

Tri-City Industrial Development Council

901 North Colorado

Kennewick, WA 99336

Phone: 509-735-1000

Fax:  509-735-6609

E-mail: www.owt.com/tridec/richardg
@owt.com

Mr. Bruce R. Gregory

Manager, Union Relations

Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies
Company

P.O. Box 1625, MS 5224

Idaho Falls, ID 83415-5224

Phone: 208-526-3238

Fax:  208-526-5822

Mr. Toby F. Griggs

Associate and Human Resource Manager
CDM Federal Programs Corporation
13135 Lee Jackson Memorial Highway

102

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997




8 Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report

Suite 200 ‘ Washington, D.C. 20005
Fairfax, VA 22033 Phone: 202-637-0400
Phone: 703-968-0909x307 Fax: 202-637-2977

Fax: 703-968-0915
Ms. Susan Haase

Ms. Denise J. Guarnery Vice President Corporate Relations
Systems Operator - JOBBS NTS Development Corporation
BDM International, Inc. 2340 Paseo Del Prado, Suite D-108
99 Pacific Street Las Vegas, NV 89102
Monterey, CA 93940 Phone: 702-257-7900
Phone: 408-642-6910 Fax:  702-257-7999
Fax:  408-642-6927
E-mail: terrazas@mbay.net Mr. John K. Haberthy
: Grievance Committeeman ,

Mr. Ed Guilliland United Plant Guard Workers of America,
Director of Technical Assistance Local 66
National Council for Urban Economic P.O. Box 628
Development Piketon, OH 45667
1730 K Street, NW Phone: 614-372-0400
Washington, D.C. 20006 Fax:  614-289-2471
Phone: 202/223-4735
Fax:  202/223-4745 Mr. Robert L. Hamilton

Program Development Manager
Ms. Ann Gunkel Oak Ridge Operations Office
Program Chair, Environmental Engineering U.S. Department of Energy -
Technology P.O. Box 2001
Cincinnati State Technical & Community Oak Ridge, TN 37831
College Phone: 423-576-7723
3520 Central Parkway Fax:  423-576-7563
Cincinnati, OH 45223 E-mail: hamiltonrl@oro.doe.gov
Phone: 513-569-1783
Fax:  513-569-1463 Ms. Phyllis Hanfling
E-mail: agunkel@cinstate.cc.oh.us Office of Dispute Resolution

U.S. Department of Energy
Mr. Reuben A. Guttman Room 6D-033
Managing Partner 1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Provost & Umphrey Law Firm Washington, D.C. 20585

1350 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 1040
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Phone: 202-586-6972
Fax: 202-586-7479

Mr. Jim H. Hanna

Director, Industrial Relations
Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc.
P.O. Box 1000, MSIN H8-24
Richland, WA 99352
Phone: 509-372-8229

Fax:  509-376-8697

Ms. Dorothy Hansen
Manager, HR Staffing

Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc.
P.O. Box 1000, MS - H2-16
Richland, WA 99352-1000
Phone: 509-376-8180

Fax:  509-373-1010

Mr. Jerry M. Harden

President

United Steelworkers of America
4510 Indiana Street

Golden, CO 80403

Phone: 303-966-7042

Fax: 303-966-4317

Mr. Kenneth E. Hedman

Vice President and Manager - Labor Relations
Bechtel Construction Company

50 Beale Street ( 7 C-112)

San Francisco, CA 94105-1895

Phone: 415-768-6282

Fax:  415-768-1883

Mr. William F. Hempfling
Labor Relations Manager
Brookhaven National Laboratory

Personnel Division/Building 185
P.O. Box 5000

Upton, NY 11973-5000

Phone: 516-344-2878

Fax:  516-344-3195

E-mail: hempflin@bnl.gov

Mr. Lew Henderson

Director

BDM Federal Inc.

Manpower Research and Monterey Operations
99 Pacific Street, Suite 555E

Monterey, CA 93940

Phone: 408-642-6910

Fax: = 408-642-6927

E-mail: lewhenders@bdm.com

Mr. Jim Hendricks

‘Vice President

Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
International Union, Local 3-288
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc.
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7113

Phone: 423-241-3582

Fax:  423-483-1507

Mr. Ralph Hennard

President

International Guards Union of America,
Local 14, Fernald

8700 Strimple Road

Cleveland, OH 45002-9782

Phone: 513-648-5935

Fax: 513-648-3909

Ms. Connie Hettel
Manager, HR Systems
Bechtel Hanford, Inc.
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3350 George Washington Way
Richland, WA 99352

Phone: 509-375-9683

Fax:  509-372-9417

E-mail: CEHETTEL@BECHTEL.com

Mr. Martin Hewitt
Wackenhut Services Inc.
P.O.Box W

Aiken, SC 29802-0990
Phone: 803-952-7029
Fax: 803-952-7731

Ms. Cathy R. Hickey

Business Development Manager
Bechtel Environmental, Inc.

151 Lafayette Drive

Oak Ridge, TN 37830

Phone: 423-220-2905

Fax:  423-220-2707

Ms. Tina Hill

Science Applications International
Corporation

901 D Street, SW, Suite 201
Washington, D.C. 20024

Phone: 202-488-6610

Fax:  202-488-3158

Ms. Carol Hoffman

Director of Employee Assistance Program
University of California

2222 Bancroft/Tang Center

Berkeley, CA 94270-4300

Phone: 510/643-7754

Fax:  510/642-7411

E-mail: choffman@ohs.berkeley.edu

Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop

Summary Report

Ms. Carolyn Holland

Program Manager

Science Applications International
Corporation

901 D Street, SW, Suite 201
Washington, D.C. 20024

Phone: 202-488-6617

Fax:  202-488-3158

Ms. Joyce G. Hopper

Manager, Human Resources
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc
P.O. Box 628, MS-7401

Piketon, OH 45661

Phone: 614-897-4401

Fax:  614-897-6273

Mr. Leroy Jobe

International Guards Union of America
1703 Jasmine

Amarillo, TX 79107

Phone: 806-383-1334

Fax: 806-383-1329

Mr. George Jones

Business Manager

Plumbers & Steamfitters, Local 102
1216 Broadway, NE

Knoxville, TN 37917

Phone: 423-523-7413

Fax:  423-522-1222

Mr. Jim Joyce

Manager, Recruiting and Employment
Services

Lockheed Martin Energy Systems
P.O. Box 2002

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-9210
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Phone: 423-576-9210
Fax:  423-576-9308
E-mail: oja@ornl.gov

Ms. Bev Kelley

Human Resources Department
Sandia National Laboratories
MS9111

P.0O. Box 969

Livermore, CA 94551

Phone: 510-294-2251

Fax: 510-294-2006

Ms. Donna Kelly

Director, Human Resources
Oakland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

1301 Clay Street, Room 700N
Oakland, CA 94612-5208

Phone: 510-637-1822

Fax:  510-637-2008

E-mail: donnakelly@oak.doe.gov

Ms. Almira Kennedy

Office of Worker and Community Transition

U.S. Department of Energy

Room 6G-030

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-7783

Fax:  202-586-8403

E-Mail: Almira.Kennedy@hq.doe.gov

Mr. Jeffrey Kerridge

Director, Program Coordinator Division
Rocky Flats Field Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 928

Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop

Summary Report

Golden, CO 80402
Phone: 303-966-2866
Fax: 303-966-4775

Mr. Jim H. Key

Union Representative

Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
International Union

Local 3-550

P.O. Box 494

Paducah, KY 42002

Phone: 502-441-6576

Fax:  502-441-6024

E-mail: keyjh@ornl.gov

Mr. Mike G. Kidder
Public Relations Manager
Bechtel National, Inc.

45 Fremont Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415-768-5902
Fax:  415-768-4898

Mr. Adolf King

Divisional Chair Math/Science
Roane State Community College
276 Patton Lane

Harriman, TN 37748

Phone: 423-882-4533

Fax:  423-882-4562

E-mail: king aa@al.rscc.cc.tn.us

Ms. Jackie Knox Brown
President-CEO

METRIC Inc.

8608 Sundale Drive
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Phone: 301-565-3647
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Fax:  301-565-3689
E-mail: jkbrown261@aol.com

Mr. Jeff Kramer

Consultant

KPMG Peat Marwick

2001 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20036
Phone: 202-467-3391

Fax:  202-466-3758
E-mail: jkramer@kpmg.com

Ms. Gloria Kwei

Manager, Human Resources

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
P.O. Box 808, L-727

Livermore, CA 94551

Phone: 510-422-9362

Fax:  510-423-5665

E-mail: kweil@lInl.gov

Mr. Barry R. Lawson
President

Barry Lawson Associates
0Old Cemetary Road

P.O. Box 26

Peacham, VT 05862-0026
Phone: 802-592-3949
Fax:  802-592-3950

Ms. Lenora J. Lewis

Assistant Manager for Government
Operations

Rocky Flats Field Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 928

Golden, CO 80402-0928

Phone: 303-966-4263

Summary Report
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Fax:  303-966-2994
E-mail: lenora.lewis@rfets.gov

Ms. Janell Lewis
Senior HR Generalist
SSOC

P.O. Box 464

Golden, CO 80402
Phone: 303-966-4047
Fax: 303-966-4670

Mr. William Lewis

Office of Employee Concerns
U.S. Department of Energy
Room 4B-112

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585
Phone: 202-586-6530

Fax:  202-586-4924

Mr. Patrick Lillard
Resources Program Manager
Kansas City Area Office
U.S. Department of Energy
2000 East 95th Street
Kansas City, MO 64131
Phone: 816-997-7176

Fax:  816-997-5059
E-mail: plillard@kcp.com

Mr. Daniel Lloyd, Jr.

Lead Human Resources Representative
Westinghouse Savannah River Company
P.O. Box 616, Bld. 703-A, A239

Aiken, SC 29801

Phone: 803-725-3837

Fax:  803-725-2730
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Mr. Eric A. Loy

Chief Steward

Atomic Trades and Labor Council
Lockheed Martin Energy Research Corp.
P.0. Box 2008, MS 6307, Bldg. 2500
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6307

Phone: 423-574-5678

Fax:  423-576-4859

E-mail: esq@ornl.priv.gov

Mr. Michael C. Lucero

Director, Human Resources

Los Alamos National Laboratory
P.O. Box 1663, MS P124

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-667-1887

Fax: 505-665-5728

E-mail: mclucero@lanl.gov

Mr. Ted R. Lyman

Senior Vice President

ICF Kaiser International, Inc.
101 Lucas Valley Road

San Rafael, CA 94903-1791
- Phone: 415-507-7282

Fax:  415-507-7290
E-mail: tri@saintl.com

Mr. Lee Lyon

Director of Personnel

Stanford Linear Accelerator Center
P.O. Box 4349, MS 11

Stanford, CA 94309

Phone: 415-926-2283

Fax: 415-926-4426

E-mail: lyon@slac.stanford.edu

Summary Report

Mr. Sherman B. Maddux
Program Manager

Parallax Inc.

230 North Interstate Parkway
Suite 230

Atlanta, GA 30339

Phone: 770-955-2008

Fax:  770-955-2331

E-mail: parallax@netdepot.com

Mr. Ray Malito

Treasurer

United Steelworkers of America
4510 Indiana Street

Golden, CO 80403

Phone: 303-966-7042

Fax: 303-966-4317

Mr. Thomas W. Manley

Labor Relations Manager
Bechtel Construction Manager
9801 Washington Blvd.
Gaithersburg, MD 20878-5356
Phone: 301-417-4535

Fax:  301-330-5627

Mr. Charles J. Mannila

Director of Support Services
Protection Technology

Los Alamos National Laboratory
P.O. Box 1400

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-665-1177

Fax:  505-665-7759

E-mail: cmannila@lanl.gov
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Mr. Charles Maples

Executive Secretary - Treasurer
Tennessee Carpenters District Council
1451 Elm Hill Pike, Suite 106
Nashville, TN 37210

Phone: 615-366-3303

Fax: 615-366-3149

Mr. Norman L. Martinez
Economic Development Director
Rio Arriba County

P.O.Box 4214

Espanola, NM 87533

Phone: 505-753-8811

Fax: 505-753-1607

E-mail: norman@espanola.com

Mr. Robert J. Martinez
Williams & Jensen, PA

1155 21st Street NW, Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20036
Phone: 202-659-8201

Fax: 202-659-5249

Mr. Pat J. Marx

Chief Operating Officer

Lovelace Respiratory Research Institute
2425 Ridgecrest, SE

Albuquerque, NM 87108

Phone: 505-262-7643

Fax:  505-262-7043

E-mail: pmarx@lucy.tli.org

Mr. David L. Mason

Director, Project Support
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems
P.O. Box 2003

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7132

Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop

Summary Report

Phone: 423-574-4151
Fax: 423-241-2129

Mr. Ken Matthews

Health Systems Specialist

Office of Environment, Safety, and Health
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 4059 /270 CC

1000 Independence Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 301-903-6398

Fax:  301-903-5072

E-mail: kenmatthews@doe.eh.gov

Mr. R.D. Maynard

President

Idaho State Building and Construction Trades
P.O. Box 1284

Pocatello, ID 83204

Phone: 208-232-8492

Fax:  208-232-8493

Mr. Mike M. McAfee

President

Ridgehawke, Inc./Performance Plus Inc.
103A Donner Drive

Oak Ridge, TN 37830

Phone: 423-425-0211

Fax:  423-425-0215

E-mail: ppi@icx.net

Mr. Robert Bo T. McDaniel
City Manager

City of Oak Ridge

P.O.Box 1

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-0001
Phone: 423-482-8316
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Fax:  423-482-8368
E-mail: bmcdaniel@ci.oak-ridge.tn.us

Mr. Kevin P. McDonald

Director, Human Resources

Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation
8 Peach Tree Hill Road

Livingston, NJ 07039

Phone: 201-597-7005

Fax:  201-597-7111

Ms. Joyce L. McDonald

Staffing Manager ’
Lockheed Idaho Technologies Company
P.O. Box 1625

Idaho Falls, ID 83415-3127

Phone: 208-526-2070

Fax:  208-526-8342

E-mail: mlj@inel.gov

Mr. Bill McGhee, Jr.

Dean of Continuing Education
Denmark Technical College
P.O. Box 327

Denmark, SC 29042

Phone: 803-793-5155

Fax:  803-793-5942
E-mail: mcgheeb.den.tec.sc.us

Mr. Bill McGoveran

Western Regional Director

Oil Chemical & Atomic Workers
International Union

#304 3605 Long Beach Blvd
Long Beach, CA 90807

Phone: 562-426-6961

Fax:  562-426-8190

Summary Report

Mr. Neal McGregor

Security Officer (President, UPGWA, Local
#251)

AlliedSignal Inc. FM&T

P.O. Box 419159

Kansas City, MO 64141-6159

Phone: 816-997-3601

Fax:  816-997-2664

Dr. Eileen McNeely

Research Assistant Professor

Boston University School of Public Health
80 East Concord Street/Talbot 3C

Boston, MA 02118-2394

Phone: 617-638-5071

Fax:  617-638-4857

E-mail: emcneely@bu.edu

Ms. Patricia McNutt

Deputy General Counsel

Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc
P.O. Box 2009

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8014

Phone: 423-574-2225

Fax:  423-576-5100

E-mail: pnu.ogc.ornl.gov

Mr. John F. Meese

President

Metal Trades Department, AFL-CIO
815 Sixteenth Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006-4189
Phone: 202-347-7255

Fax:  202-347-0181

Mr. John T. Merwin
Manager, Human Resources
FERMCO
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498 Circle Freeway, Suite 150
Cincinnati, OH 45246
Phone: 513-648-6442
Fax:  513-648-6906

Ms. Miriam Messinger

Project Manager

Boston University School of Public Health
Department of Environmental Health

80 East Concord Street, B-3

Boston, MA 02118-2394

Phone: 617-638-4620

Fax:  617-638-4857

Mr. Stephen J. Michelsen

Director

Office of Contractor Management &
Administration

U.S. Department of Energy

Room 1E-002

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-1368

Fax:  202-586-9356

E-mail: steve.michelsen@hq.doe.gov

The Honorable Linda Milam
Mayor, City of Idaho Falls
Eastern Idaho Community Reuse
Organization

P.O. Box 50220

Idaho Falls, ID 83405

Phone: 208-529-1235

Fax:  208-529-1148

Mr. Richard Miller
Policy Analyst
OCAW Union/AFL-CIO

OFs
: Fifth National Stakeholder Workshap

Summary Report

2090 Northampton Street
Holyoke, MA 01040
Phone: 413-536-3858
Fax:  413-536-9616

Ms. Natalie Mills

Economic Adjustment Specialist
Economic Development Administration
U.S. Department of Commerce

14th & Constitution Avenue, NW
Room 7329-HCHB

Washington, D.C. 20032

Phone: 202-482-2659

Fax:  202-482-0995

E-mail: nataliemills@ead@eda

Mr. Dan Minter
President

OCAW 3-689

P.O. Box 467

Piketon, OH 45662
Phone: 614-289-2405
Fax: 614-289-2126

Mr. Mike Mitchell

Secretary

Central Washington Building Trades
1328 Road 28

Pasco, WA 99301

Phone: 509-545-1446

Fax:  509-547-2139

Ms. Jane Monbhart

Director

Contract Reform Project Office
U.S. Department of Energy
Room GA-155

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
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Washington, D.C. 20585
Phone: 202-586-0800
Fax:  202-586-1025

Mr. Jack Monrean

Manager, Labor Relations
Bechtel Hanford, Inc.

3350 George Washington Way
Richland, WA 99352

Phone: 509-375-4683

Fax:  509-372-9417

E-mail: jrmonrea@bhi-erc.com

Mr. Bill Montana

Realty Officer

Nevada Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 98518

Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518
Phone: 702-295-1899

Fax:  702-295-0689
E-mail: montana@nv.doe.gov

Ms. Joan A. More

Human Resources Specialist

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
400 E. Avenue

P.O. Box 808

Livermore, CA 94551

Phone: 510-423-1963

Fax:  510-423-8117

Mr. Darwin J. Morgan
Director, Public Affairs Office
Nevada Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 98518

Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518

Summary Report

Phone: 702-295-3521
Fax:  702-295-0154
E-mail: morgan@.nv.doe.gov

Mr. David M. Navarro

Grievance Negotiating Committee

United Steelworkers of America - Local 8031
7850 Yates Street

Westminster, CO 80030

Phone: 303-427-6134

Fax:  303-427-3382

Mr. Michael L. Neal

Vice President

Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
International Union

Local 3-689

P.O. Box 467

Piketon, OH 45661

Phone: 614-289-2405

Fax:  614-289-2126

Mr. Ronald A. Nelson

Director, Contracts Management
University of California

300 Lakeside Dr., 10th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612

Phone: 510-987-0800

Fax:  510-839-3831

- E-mail: ronald.nelson@ucop.edu

Ms. Melanie Norton

Account Executive

Merit Behaviorial Care

320 North Cedar Bluff Road Suite 230
Knoxville, TN 37923

Phone: 423/690-0068

Fax: 423/690-0257
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Ms. Emily P. Nunn

Career Center Manager
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems
P.O. Box 2009, MS8078

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8078
Phone: 423-576-4269

Fax:  423-241-2056

E-mail: epn@ornl.gov

Ms. Linda M. Oberting

Facilitator

Pinellas Plant Community Reuse
Organization

P.O. Box 2908, MS 013

Largo, FL 33779-2908

Phone: 813-541-8426

Fax:  813-541-8347

E-mail:

linda m_oberting@ccmail.orl.mmc.com

Ms. Gabriela B. Odell

Assistant Laboratory Counsel

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
700 East Avenue, L-701

Livermore, CA 94550

Phone: 510-423-1908

Fax:  510-423-8259

Ms. Connie Olson

Human Resources Specialist
Mason & Hanger Corporation
P.O. Box 30020

Amarillo, TX 79177

Phone: 806-477-5628

Fax:  806-477-7918
E-mail: colson@pantex.com

Summary Report

Mr. Felix Ortiz, Jr.

Chief, Contractor Human Resources Branch
Albuquerque Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 5400

Albuquerque, NM 87185-5400

Phone: 505-845-4207

Fax:  505-845-4715

E-mail: fortiz@doeal.gov

Mr. Ken Osborne

Program Manager, Community Econ. Dev.
Idaho Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

850 Energy Drive

Idaho Falls, ID 83402-1563

Phone: 208-526-0805

Fax:  208-526-8789

E-mail: osbornekk@jinel.gov

Mr. Brett Osiewicz

Economic Develoment Specialist

National Council for Urban Economic
Development

1730 K Street, NW.

Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20006

Phone: 202-223-4735

Fax:  202-223-4745

E-mail: bosiewicz@urban development.com

Ms. Joyce F. Oswald

Manger, HR Projects & Reengineering
Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc.

P.O. Box 1000, MS - H3-21
Richland, WA 99352-1000

Phone: 509-376-6514

Fax:  509-373-0573
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Mr. Jim Owendoff

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
Office of Environmental Management
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 5A-014

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-7710

Fax:  202-586-7757

Ms. Gloria Paige

Computer Specialist

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Room 6G-041

Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-9026

Fax:  202-586-1540

E-mail: gloria.paige@hq.doe.gov

Mr. Eric Isaiah Parker
Committee Person
OCAW, Local 07-4200
5007 Ballard Drive
Dayton, OH 45418
Phone: 937-263-1470
Fax: 937-865-5066

Mr. Edward E. Patenaude
Area Manager

Pinellas Area Office

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 2900

Largo, FL 33779-2900
Phone: 813-541-8196
Fax: 813-545-6287
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Mr. Robert C. Perko

Labor Relations Manager

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
P.O. Box 808, MS L-708

Livermore, CA 94551-9900

Phone: 510-422-9501

Fax:  510-423-5665

E-mail: perko@llnl.gov

Mr. Regi R. Phelps

Director, Labor Relations
Bechtel Construction Company
50 Beale Street

San Francisco, CA 94119
Phone: 415-768-6171

Fax:  415-768-1883

Ms. Christine A. Phoebe

Assist. Manager for Business Services
Golden Field Office

U.S. Department of Energy

1617 Cole Boulevard

Golden, CO 80401-3305

Phone: 303-275-4752

Fax:  303-275-4788

E-mail: cphoebe@tcplink.nrel.gov

Ms. Rose Pielstick

Planning and Integration Analyst
Fluor Daniel Hanford

2420 Stevens Center/(B3-53)
Richland, WA 99352

Phone: 509-373-6690

Fax:  509-376-7399

E-mail: rose_m_pielstick@rl.gov

Mr. Clayton L. Plemmons
International Representative
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Laborers International Union of North
America

5845 Live Oak Parkway, Suite B-1
Norcross, GA 30093-1738

Phone: 770-446-1502

Fax:  770-446-6970

Ms. Grace M. Plummer
Management Analyst

Nevada Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy
2753 S. Highland Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89109

Phone: 702-295-1177

Fax:  702-295-1067

E-mail: plummer@nv.doe.gov

Mr. Steven L. Porter
Senior Attorney

Battelle - PNNL

P.O. Box 999, K1-67
Richland, WA 99352
Phone: 509-372-4131
Fax:  509-375-2592
E-mail: sl_porter@pnl.gov

Dr. Arlene R. Price

Clinical Psychologist

Sandia National Laboratories
P.O. Box 5800 MS-1015
Albuquerque, NM 87185-1015
Phone: 505/845-8729

Fax: 505/844-4091

Mr. Geoff Quinn

Training Director

International Brotherhood of Teamsters Safety
and Health Department

25 Louisiana Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20001
Phone: 202-624-6963
Fax:  202-624-8125

Mr. Tom Reynolds
Auditor/Business Manager

Central Washington Building Trades
P.O. Box 1530

Pasco, WA 99301

Phone: 509-547-7553

Fax:  509-547-4313

E-mail: local348@aol.com

Mr. Dennis Richard

Chairman, Workers Impact Committee
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative

United Steelworkers of America, Local 8031
8459 West 95th Drive

Westminster, CO 80021

Phone: 303-966-4768

Fax: 303-966-7255

Ms. Lavonne C. Ritter

Commissioner

Federal Mediation & Conciliation Service
P.O. Box 80150

Las Vegas, NV 89117

Phone: 702-257-2833

Fax: 702-257-7001

Ms. Susan Rives

Chief Counsel

Yucca Mountain

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 30307

North Las Vegas, NV 89036-0307
Phone: 702-794-1373
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Fax:  702-794-5561
E-mail: susan_rives@notes.ymp.gov

Mr. Mike M. Robinson

Manager, Employee Relations Department
Wackenhut Services Inc

P.O. Box W, MS 708-1B

Aiken, SC 29802

Phone: 803-952-7600

Fax:  803-952-9042

Mr. Jay Rose

Office of Defense Programs
U.S. Department of Energy
Room GA-073

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585
Phone: 202-586-5484

Fax:  202-586-0467

Ms. Mell Roy

Acting Chief Counsel
Rocky Flats Field Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 928/B460-R223
Golden, CO 80402-0928
Phone: 303-966-2026

Fax:  303-966-3717
E-mail: mell.roy@rfets.gov

Mr. Joseph Roybal

Business Agent IGUA-69

Protection Technology Los Alamos
International Guards Union of America
P.O. Box 1400

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-667-4532

Fax:  505-665-7759

Summary Report

Mr. Randy Runyon

Chairperson

Southern Ohio Diversification Initiative
941 Market Street

Box 799

Piketon, OH 45661

Phone: 614-289-2371

Fax:  614-289-4291

E-mail: rrunyon@bright.net

Mr. Bill Rutherford

Division Director

Richland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

825 Jadwin Ave.

Rutherford, WA 99352

Phone: 509-376-5330

Fax:  509-376-2964

E-mail: w_a_(bill)_rutherford@rl.gov

Ms. Susan Rutherford

Contractor Work Force Specialist
Richland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 550, A6-36

Richland, WA 99352

Phone: 509-376-8286

Fax:  509-376-8142

E-mail: susan_a_rutherford@rl.gov

Mr. Greg Sahd

Los Alamos Area Office
U.S. Department of Energy
528 - 35th Street

Los Alamos, NM 87544
Phone: 505-665-5025

Fax:  505-665-1718
E-mail: gsahd@doe.lanl.gov
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Mr. Elmer Salazar

Staff Member, Regional Economic
Development

Los Alamos National Laboratory
P.O. Box 1663, MS C333

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-667-5720

Fax: 505-665-3125

Mr. Scott L. Samuelson

Oakland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
7000 East Avenue, BLD 311, L-293
Livermore, CA 94551

Phone: 510-423-0593

Fax:  510-424-3755

Mr. Dom Sansotta

Contractor Workforce Program Manager
Richland Operations Office

U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 550, A6-36

Richland, WA 99352

Phone: 509-376-7221

Fax:  509-376-8142

E-mail: dominic_j_sansotta@rl.gov

Ms. Toni M. Sawyer

Senior Human Resources Representative
West Valley Nuclear Services Co., Inc.
Training and Development

P.O. Box 191

West Valley, NY 14171-0191

Phone: 716-942-4949

Fax:  716-942-4096

E-mail: sawyer@wv.doe.gov

Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop

Summary Report

Mr. John F. Schlatter

Business Development Manager
Bechtel Environmental, Inc.

151 Lafayette Drive

Oak Ridge, TN 37830

Phone: 423-220-2182

Fax:  423-220-2707

Ms. Connie Schroyer

Senior Consultant

HayGroup

4301 North Fairfax Drive, Suite 500
Arlington, VA 22203

Phone: 703-841-0079

Fax:  703-841-0330

Ms. Laura Scott

Education/Training Specialist
Scientech, Inc.

1720 Louisiana Blvd. N.E., Suite 400
Albuquerque, NM 87110

Phone: 505-845-5240

Fax:  505-845-5960

Mr. Bob Sellards

Vice President

Mainstream Online

1300 Clay Street, #600
Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: 510-464-8097
Fax:  510-763-9004
E-mail: bob511@msn.com

Mr. Tom Senteney

Property Management Office
Nevada Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 98518
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Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518
Phone: 702-295-7424

Fax:  702-295-0689
E-mail: senteney@nv.doe.gov

Mr. Dave Shelton

President

International Guards Union of America
Route 8, Box 32-14

Amarillo, TX 79118

Phone: 806-622-2424

Fax: 806-622-3500

Mr. Don Shumaker

Vice President

Metal Trades Council AFL-CIO (Pantex)
Mason and Hanger

P.O. Box 30020

Amarillo, TX 79120

Phone: 806-477-3483

Fax:  806-477-6169

E-mail: fgeorge@pantex.com

Mr. John C. Simon

Executive Board

Independent Guard Association of Nevada
P.O. Box 41

Mercury, NV 89023

Phone: 702-259-4410

Fax:  702-259-0010

Mr. Greg Simonton

Project Director

Southern Ohio Diversification Initiative
1864 Shyville Road

Piketon, OH 45661

Phone: 614-289-3654

Fax:  614-289-4591

Summary Report

Mr. Sidney Singer

Chairman

Los Alamos Regional Development
Corporation

LANL Community Reuse Organization
188 El Gancho

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Phone: 505-662-5495

Fax:  505-662-2088

E-mail: ssinger@roadrunner.com

Mr. Robert G. Sisterman

Manager, HR/Labor Relations
Wackenhut Services Inc.

2950 South Highland Drive, Suite E
Las Vegas, NV 89109

Phone: 702-295-0811

Fax:  702-295-1838

Mr. Ted Skaar

Professor

Ulster Community College
Stone Ridge, NY 12484

Phone: 914-687-5173

Fax: 914-687-5083

E-mail: skaar.t@suny.ulster.edu

Mr. Michael M. Slauson

Human Resources Program Manager
Mason & Hanger Corporation

P.O. Box 30020

Amarillo, TX 79120-0020

Phone: 806-477-5967

Fax:  806-477-7918

E-mail: mslauson@pantex.com

Ms. Margaret Smeaton
Training Manager
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Oakland Operations Office Mr. Kenneth A. Sprankle
U.S. Department of Energy Program Manager
1301 Clay Street Ohio Field Office
Oakland, CA 94612 U.S. Department of Energy
Phone: 510-637-1840 P.O. Box 3020
Fax:  510-637-2008 Miamisburg, OH 45343-3020
E-mail: margaret.smeaton@oak.doe.gov Phone: 513-865-3649
Fax:  513-865-4312
Ms. Laurel Smith E-mail: kenneth.sprankle@em.doe.gov
Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy Mr. Sean Stockard
Room 6G-051 Program Coordinator
1000 Independence Avenue, SW Tri-City Industrial Development Council
Washington, D.C. 20585 901 North Colorado
Phone: 202-586-4091 Kennewick, WA 99336
Fax:  202-586-1540 Phone: 509-735-1000 225
E-mail: laurel.smith@hq.doe.gov Fax:  509-735-6609

E-mail: www:http://www.owt.com/tridec/
Ms. Allison Smith

Research Assistant Mr. Peter Strauss

Boston University School of Public Health EAP Counselor

307 Harvard St., Apt. 5 Sandia National Laboratory
Cambridge, MA 02138 MSTP 9112

Phone: 617-547-9158 P.O. Box 969

Fax: 617-638-4857 Livermore, CA 94551-0969
E-mail: smithog@aol.com Phone: 510-294-3848

Fax: 510-294-2392
Mr. Daniel Sours

Program Manager Ms. Linda H. Strickland
Richland Operations Office Manager, Labor Relations

U.S. Department of Energy Bechtel Savannah River Inc.

P.O. Box 550, KB-50 Building 719-5N, Room 154
Richland, WA 99352 Aiken, SC 29801

Phone: 509-372-4007 Phone: 803-557-5395

Fax:  509-372-4037 Fax:  803-557-4707

E-mail: daniel 1 sours@rl.gov E-mail: linda.strickland@srs.gov
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Ms. Jean Stucky
Attorney-Advisor

Office of General Counsel

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Room 6A-113

Washington, D.C. 20585
Phone: 202-586-6947

Fax:  202-586-7373

Ms. Tonya M. Suazo

Staff Member, Regional Economic
Development

Los Alamos National Laboratory
P.O. Box 1663, MS C333

Los Alamos, NM 87545

Phone: 505-667-5774

Fax:  505-665-3125

E-mail: tsuazo@lanl.gov

Ms. Deborah Sullivan

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

Room 6G-059

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-0452

Fax:  202-586-1540

E-mail: deborah.sullivan@hq.doe.gov

Ms. Deborah H. Sumner

Program Manager

Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc
P.O. Box 2009, MS - 8091, Bld. 9737
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8084

Phone: 423-241-3111

Fax:  423-574-2000

E-mail: sumnerdn@ornl.gov

Summary Report

Ms. Cindy L. Sundblad

Senior Project Manager

Roy F. Weston

11911 Coral Dawn Road, N.E.
Albuquerque, NM 87122
Phone: 505-845-4853

Fax:  505-845-5975

E-mail: CSundblad@doeal.gov

Mr. Gary O. Swenson

Vice President

United Steelworkers of America
4510 Indiana Street

Golden, CO 80403

Phone: 303-966-7042

Fax: 303-966-4317

Ms. Deborah Swichkow

Manager, Workforce Planning

Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Room 6G-030

Washington, D.C. 20585

Phone: 202-586-0876

Fax:  202-586-8403
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APPENDIX B
DRAFT COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

June 16, 1997

To April 1997 Workshop Participants:

The Department of Energy’s Office of Worker and Community Transition held its Fifth Annual
National Stakeholder’s Workshop on April 9-11, 1997, in Oakland, California. There were 325
people in attendance, making this Workshop the best attended of all previous stakeholder
workshops.

These workshops are an opportunity for the Department to highlight elements of departmental
policies. For example, last year former Under Secretary Tom Grumbly stressed the importance
of work force planning in restructuring contractor employment. In addition, this forum has been
used to identify areas needing more formal policy and to begin the process of developing new
guidance. Our newly-published guidance on economic development arose from a workshop two
years ago. Most importantly, these workshops bring together local elected officials, union
representatives, community representatives, contract managers and Department of Energy staff in
one location to discuss the intersecting issues accompanying the dramatic change in the
Department’s activities. The format of this Workshop focused on discussions of best practices
and lessons learned in the process of obtaining an effective and efficient work force.

The April Workshop also addressed a wide range of work force restructuring and community
transition issues critical to the future success of the Department. Two important elements of the
meetings were reviewing progress made on the challenges identified during the March 1996
stakeholder’s meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, and identifying areas needing priority attention during
the early months of the second Clinton Administration. We are now striving to resolve those
issues that are critical to the future success of worker and community transition activities. A
Meeting Summary Report is being developed and will be mailed to all workshop participants in
July 1997. In the meantime, we have prepared a comment response document capturing what we
believe are the most important insights and next steps resulting from this Workshop. We will
strive to accomplish the commitments identified within this document prior to our next National
Stakeholder’s Workshop. Please provide any comments you may have to Laurel Smith at the
address noted on the last page of the comment response document.

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997
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Please contact Laurel Smith at (202) 586-4091 if you have any questions concerning the
Workshop or the enclosed document. Again, thank you for your time and support of our
activities in the mutual interest of resolving complex work force and community transition
issues. Ilook forward to seeing you at our next National Stakeholder’s Workshop in 1998.

Sincerely,

Signed

Robert W. DeGrasse, Jr.
Director, Office of Worker

and Community Transition

Enclosure

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997
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DRAFT

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT
FROM THE OAKLAND NATIONAL STAKEHOLDER’S WORKSHOP
April 9-11, 1997

The following is a summary of discussions during the April 1997 National
Stakeholder’s Workshop in Oakland, California, and Department of Energy
responses to the issues identified for resolution.

Labor Issues

In the Department of Energy (DOE) Employees’ Meeting, an open discussion was
held on the commitments made by former Under Secretary Tom Grumbly in a
letter to Mr. Robert Wages, President of the Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
International Union, concerning the draft report of the Privatization Working
Group. In that letter, the Department has committed to encourage stakeholders to
recommend proposed policies and to identify concerns pertaining to privatization
actions which may be taken and to form a task force to develop work force
privatization policies.

As part of these policies, the Office of Worker and Community Transition (Office)
will develop guidance to assist in the process of making labor standards
determinations and will proceed to convene a National Tripartite Meeting of top
Department of Energy officials, Presidents of the Department’s Management and
Operating contractors, and General Presidents of labor unions representing the
work force at Department sites to solicit support for a partnership in dealing with
matters of mutual concern.

Oakland, California - April 8-11, 1997




Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report

The small group discussion on “How To Get From Here to There” focused on
successes reached between several Department construction management
contractors and their local building trades councils. In each case, a partnership
between labor and management has led to increased trust, efficiencies in
operations and innovative approaches in dealing with problems caused by the
changing DOE environment.

DOE Commitments:  Definition of privatization unclear, may need to be
revisited

Develop a Privatization policy dealing with work force issues
Develop a cost model for make/buy decisions

Follow developments on the Federal Acquisition Streamlining
Act (FASA) as it pertains to the Service Contract Act

Work Force Restructuring Issues

The session on revisions to the Interim Planning Guidance for Contractor Work
Force Restructuring reflected a consensus that the Department of Energy needs to
provide additional flexibility to the field offices and contractors to implement
restructuring of the work force as business needs dictate. Some stakeholders felt
that current proposals for streamlining the process did not go far enough, while
others felt it was important to maintain a reasonable degree of Headquarters
oversight to assure implementation was consistent with Departmental policy.
There was also skepticism among some stakeholders that promised flexibility
would be undermined by Headquarters “micro management.”

The question of whether section 3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act
for FY 1993 should be repealed or modified was also discussed. The majority of
participants agreed that even if the legislation was no longer in force, there would
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be legitimate reasons for steps to mitigate the impacts of ongoing changes in the
work force as many sites move toward closure. Issues surrounding the treatment
of workers affected by privatization and outsourcing actions were considered, but
no specific recommendations were agreed upon.

The session discussing the implications of Strategic Stockpile decisions on the
work force at impacted sites illustrated the need to better coordinate overall
programmatic assumptions with budgetary limitations to assure that assumptions
for mission accomplishment are not undermined.

DOE Commitment: Draft Revised Interim Guidance, reflecting the new
circumstances involved in restructuring; should be
circulated for Departmental and stakeholder comment

Human Resource Issues

In the past, the focus of work force restructuring has been on the displaced
workers. At this Workshop, there was a lot of discussion concerning the human
resource impact on the remaining work force. Stakeholders agreed that a next
logical step in the restructuring process is to focus on those individuals who are
expected to continue to the mission of the Department after restructuring takes
place.

DOE Commitments: Continue to look at the human resource impact on the
remaining employees and develop a method for sharing
lessons learned across the complex

Provide Departmental support to Contractor Employee
Assistance Professionals (EAP), explore ways of empowering
Contractor EAPs, and sharing lessons learned across the
complex
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Community Transition Issues

Community Transition Guidance

Stakeholders were generally satisfied with the revisions to the Policy and
Planning Guidance for Community Transition Activities and want to be included
in the Rulemaking review activity. Incorporating an appeals process into the
Policy and Planning Guidance was viewed as an important additional element
during the Rulemaking process. It is anticipated that Rulemaking will be
completed by August 1997. It was also encouraged that the Office develop a
process that certifies or recertifies a Community Reuse Organization (CRO) status
as an organization in “good standing” (conforms to requirements in the Policy and
Planning Guidance).

DOE Commitment: Ensure that an appeal process is written into guidance

Property

The most troublesome area identified by stakeholders dealt with the Department’s
lack of direction and policy for both personal property and property disposition.
Stakeholders are unable to get answers to questions that are timely. Property
policy is inconsistently applied from site to site. Session participants urged DOE
Headquarters to provide guidance and direction.

DOE Commitments: Develop a uniform Departmental property policy
Develop the asset management network to capture a broader

appreciation of the challenges and to improve coordination
and communication

Oakland, California - Aprit 8-11, 1997

131




5 Fifth National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report

Performance Measures

Stakeholders agree that the three “required” performance measures--number of
jobs, number of businesses, and number of displaced workers affected--are
reasonable measures to provide. They do not, however, agree that generation data
would be a valuable exercise nor easy to collect each quarter.

All agreed that labor should be integrated into community transition activities as
early as possible and remain involved with the CRO to assure an understanding of
issues throughout the process.

DOE Commitment: Need more effective tracking of displaced employees
(3161 & non-3161), which should include a performance
measure on numbers of jobs created at each site

Work Force Planning Issues

The Work Force Information System (WFIS) was demonstrated at the April
National Stakeholder’s Workshop in California. As part of the demonstration, a
question & answer session was held which proved to be helpful to participants as
well as demonstrators. The following is a summary of those discussions:

1. The first draft of the Work Force Information System (WFIS) Handbook was

completed and is currently under Departmental review.

2. The draft package of the next “update” memorandum, which is distributed to
all WFIS users, was completed. The memorandum contains an update on the
developmental progress of WFIS, responds to questions from the National
Stakeholder’s Workshop, and provides other attachments offering additional
information or clarity of information previously provided.
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3. Continuity testing and chatterbox testing were performed during the month of
April. Continuity testing was performed to assure the WFIS server at DOE
Headquarters was able to see the TCP/IP addresses of users in the field.
Chatterbox testing was performed to assure the telephone lines were open and
operational, so that a remote work station dial-in to the WFIS server from a

- modem would be complete.

DOE Commitments: Promote WFIS across the Department based on its value
as a corporate management resource

Determine how much information should be collected from
subcontractors

Thank you for your participation.
Your input and feedback are greatly appreciated.

Please forward your comments to:

Ms. Laurel Smith
Office of Worker and Community Transition
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585
Fax: (202) 586-1540
E-mail: laurel.smith@hq.doe.gov
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