
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
United States Department of Energy 

National 
Stakeholder 
Workshop 
Summary Report 

Atlanta, Georgia 

March 1345,1996 MASTER 





Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

May 31, 1996 

To March 1996 Workshop Participants: 

Thank you for your participation at our fourth Department of Energy Worker and Community 
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1: 30pm-4:30pm 

AGENDA 

TUESDAY, MARCH 12,1996 

WORKSHOP REGISTRATION 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 13,1996 

WORKSHOP REGISTRATION 

PLENARY SESSION - CAPITAL BALLROOM SOUTH 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
Speaker: Robert W. DeGrasse, Jr., Office of Worker and Community Transition 

OPENING REMARKS 
Speaker: Ernest Chaput, Deputy Manager, Savannah River Operations Office 

BREAK 

WORK FORCE PLANNING AND RESTRUCTURING: 
ESSENTIAL TO MEETING THE NATION’S NEEDS 
Speaker: Thomas Grumbly, Under Secretary of Energy 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWER SESSION 

LUNCH (ON YOUR OWN) 

NETWORKING, INFORMAL GROUP MEETINGS, AND EXHIBITS 

THURSDAY, MARCH 14,1996 

WORKSHOP REGISTRATION 

SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS - SESSION 1 
(Will include a short break) 

1A. Lessons Learned in Collective Bargaining Agreements - Capital Ballroom South 

Learn about innovative techniques used in collective bargaining to accomplish more with less during these difficult 
times of downsizing, budget reductions, and mission changes. Panel participants include labor, contractor, and DOE 
field office representatives who will discuss their experiences and share the lessons they have learned during the 
process. Insight into approaches (e.g., joint value statements, labor-management agreements, and facilitation) that 
have been successfully, or unsuccessfully, used to address several highly controversial issues and wide-spread 
concerns will also be discussed. 

Session Organizer: Deborah Sullivan 
Facilitator: Barry Lawson 
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1B. Work Force Restructuring Guidance - Atlanta 1 & 2 

The Revised Interim Planning Guidance for Contractor Work Force Restructuring was published in the Federal 
Register in March 1996 with an invitation to comment. This session will address the revised guidance, focus on 
changes from the April 1995 guidance, and discuss areas of potential additional revision. 

IC. Work Force Planning - Atlanta 3 & 4 
Session Organizer: Deborah Swichkow 
Facilitator: Jeanne Crouch 

This session will describe the requirements that all Department of Energy field organizations will be responsible for 
reporting to the Office of Worker and Community Transition in the Work Force Information System (WFIS). This 
session will also provide stakeholders with an opportunity to participate in the identification of WFIS data elements. 
All field organizations will be provided with a diskette of the WFIS contractor baseline database once the 
information has been finalized. 

Session Organizer: Terry Freese 
Facilitator: Leslie Wildesen 

ID. Update on Community Transition Activities - Capital Ballroom Center 

This session will present a proposed process that will permit peer review recommendations for funding among sites 
based upon available funds for that year. Information will also be presented on how the Office of Worker and 
Community Transition will work with the Environmental Management program to consider mortgage reduction as 
well as health risks in site cleanup. Guidance changes to community transition in the areas of community transition 
plans, roles, responsibilities, and performance measures will also be discussed. The focus of the discussion during 
the morning session will be the following issues: information to include in community transition plans submitted 
for funding; roles and responsibilities for Community Reuse Organizations, DOE field organizations, M&O 
contractors, and the Office of Worker and Community Transition; and the development of performance measures 
by which to judge the success of projects and to gauge DOE’S return on investment. 

Session Organizer: Bob Baney 
Facilitator: John Lynch 

11:3Oam-l:00pm LUNCH (ON YOUR OWN) 

1:00pm-4:00pm SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS - SESSION 2 
(Will include a short break.) 

2A. Lessons Learned in Collective Bargaining Agreements - Capital Ballroom South 

This session will be a continuation of this morning’s discussion of local approaches to issues facing labor- 
management relations. 

2B. Best Practices in Work Force Restructuring - Atlanta 1 & 2 

This session will focus on a presentation by the consulting firm of Star Mountain on current practices in site work 
force restructuring. A panel of representatives from DOE field industrial relations, labor organizations, and site 
contractors will comment on the points raised by Star Mountain and will invite comments from session attendees. 
The session will conclude by outlining a series of proposals for recommended best practices to be incorporated in 
future site work force restructuring. 

2C. Best Practices in Work Force Planning - Atlanta 3 & 4 

This session will solicit the most effective methods for identifying the proper skills mix in the Department of 
Energy’s contractor human resource management area. Several techniques for identifying best practices will be 
used, and active participation from attendees will ensure a dynamic working session. 

Session Organizer: Deborah Sullivan 
Facilitator: Barry Lawson 

Session Organizer: Lew Waters 
Facilitator: Leslie Wildesen 
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2D. Update on Community Transition Activities - Capital BalIroom Center 

This session will review guidance changes to community transition in the areas of facility modification, personal 
property, and intellectual property. The session discussion will emphasize the following topics: recommendations 
for community transition funding for facility modification when tied to strategic plans, cost benefits to DOE, and 
the steps to take when actual tenants have been identified; problem statements, ways to solve areas of personal 
property concerns, and a schedule for solving problems property issues; and intellectual property as a resource for 
the Community Reuse Organizations (CRO) and whether the Hall Amendment is the appropriate vehicle to secure 
this information. 

Session Organizer: Bob Baney 
Facilitator: John Lynch 

4:15pm-5:00pm PLENARY SESSION - CAPITAL BALLROOM SOUTH 

Worker Participation in Health and Safety 
Speaker: Tara O’Toole, Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety, Health 
Department of Energy 

RECEPTION - CAPITAL BALLROOM NORTH 5:30pm-7:30pm 

FRIDAY, MARCH 15,1996 

8: 00am-8: 30am PLENARY SESSION - CAPITAL BALLROOM SOUTH 

8:30am-l0:00am SMALL GROUPS DEVELOP PROPOSED ACTIONS AND COMMITMENTS 
(Room assignments provided at morning Plenary Session) 

10:00am-l0:15am BREAK 

10:15am-12:00pm PLENARY SESSION - CAPITAL BALLROOM SOUTH 
Review of Actions and Commitments 

12:W noon MEETING CONCLUDES 



INTRODUCTION 

On March 13-15,1996, the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Office of Worker and Community Transition convened 
its fourth National Stakeholder Workshop in Atlanta, Georgia. Over 220 representatives from communities, labor 
organizations, state and local governments, industry, stakeholder organizations, and DOE field and headquarters 
organizations attended the workshop. The purpose of the workshop was to discuss the current policies and practices 
of the Worker and Community Transition program. The workshop provided an opportunity for dialogue both 
between the Department and some of its stakeholders and among stakeholders themselves. In all, the workshop 
helped the Office of Worker and Community Transition to develop strategies for meeting the challenges of its 
mission. 

The format of the workshop included several plenary sessions and a number of small-group discussion sessions. The 
smaller sessions focused on topics related to collective bargaining, work force restructuring, work force planning, 
and community transition issues. 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; 
Work Force Planning and Restructuring; 
Worker Participation in Health and Safety; and 
Review of Actions and Commitments. 

Bob DeGrasse, the Director of the Office of Worker and Community Transition, led the welcome and introductions 
section of the plenary. His presentation focused on the objectives of the workshop, the Office’s public involvement 
activities, DOE’s work force restructuring accomplishments, work force planning activities, labor relations 
activities, the process for developing community transition guidance, and the Office’s budget. 

Ernest Chaput, the Deputy Manager of the Savannah River Operations Office, gave the opening remarks. He 
summarized the work force restructuring activities at Savannah River, described the lessons learned, and discussed 
the challenges that all DOE sites face. 

Tom Grumbly, the Under Secretary of Energy, gave a presentation on the importance of work force planning and 
restructuring. He emphasized the importance of using work force planning and work force restructuring as tools 
for moving the Department toward the right mix of skills, experience, and performance. He also noted that while 
DOE faces many challenges in meeting its budget, in downsizing, and in Section 3 16 1 responsibilities, work force 
planning must be conducted with a combination of careful analysis and compassion. 

Tara OToole, the Assistant Secretary of Environment, Safety, and Health, presented a discussion of worker 
participation in health and safety. She explained that DOE has set a goal of maintaining a sound safety culture 
through work planning, engagement of workers, and efficient review of work packages. She also described the 
approach and trials of DOE’S Necessary and Sufficient Closure Process. 

SMALL 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 Thursday, March 14, discussion groups included the following topics: 

Work Force Restructuring Guidance; 
Lessons Learned in Collective Bargaining Agreements; 
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Work Force Planning; and 
Update on Community Transition Activities. 

The second session focused on the following topics: 

Lessons Learned in Collective Bargaining Agreements; 
Best Practices in Work Force Restructuring; 
Best Practices in Work Force Planning; and 
Update on Community Transition Activities. 

During the small group discussions on Friday, March 15, participants provided the following types of input: 

recommendations to the Office. 

solutions to questions and problems raised during Thursday’s sessions; 
issues that should be addressed by the Office of Worker and Community Transition; and 

Following the Friday sessions, the participants convened in a plenary session to discuss the points raised during 
that morning’s session. The group as a whole compiled lists of issues to be resolved by the Department. 

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, mail, or e-mail your request to: 

Laurel Smith 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Forrestal Building 

lo00 Independence Avenue S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585-01 10 

Phone: 202-586-409 1 
Fax: 202-586-1540 

E-Mail: laurel.smith@ hq.doe.gov 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 13,1996 
PLENARY SESSION 

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
Speaker: Robert W. DeGrasse, Jr., OMice of Worker and Community Transition 

Bob DeGrasse, the Director of the Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
opened the meeting by welcoming participants and thanking them for attending. He explained that the workshop 
is designed to be a working session in which participants can share experiences, information, and lessons learned 
and can work toward finding solutions to issues. During the workshop, Mr. DeGrasse noted, DOE hopes to set an 
agenda for future action, to get genuine feedback, and to prioritize actions. Transition has provided a new challenge 
to what has been a stable enterprise, he explained, but it also provides a chance for DOE and its stakeholders to build 
a shared vision of the future. 

Mr. DeGrasse next described the public involvement activities and accomplishments of the Office of Worker and 
Community Transition. As a means for communicating with its stakeholders, the Office uses bimonthly program 
updates, the information exchange Internet home page and electronic bulletin board, and workshop summaries. At 
this workshop, the Office is distributing a draft Comment Response document, which provides specific answers to 
the issues raised during the September 1995 workshop in Albuquerque, New Mexico. In addition, workshop 
participants can provide feedback to the Office by completing the customer satisfaction questionnaire and the 
workshop evaluation form, both of which were distributed with workshop materials. 

For work force planning activities, the Office has created a baseline work force database, the Work Force 
Information System (WFIS), which provides a common system for meeting requirements and classifying workers 
as DOE programs endeavor to determine their future work force needs. The Office has also developed an integrated 
work force planning process, identified requirements for the WFIS, and developed work force planning and 
restructuring performance measures. 

In the area of work force restructuring, the Office published a revised Interim Planning Guidance for Contractor 
Work Force Restructuring in February 1996 that includes clarifications of the implementation of preference in 
hiring and a sample release for work force restructuring programs. The Office has also developed a Report on Work 
Force Restructuring Plans Completed During Fiscal Years (FY) 1993 and 1994, an evaluation of best practices 
in work force restructuring, and work force planning and restructuring performance measures. 

In labor relations, DOE believes that problems can be solved most effectively through local negotiations. Tripartite 
councils of DOE, contractor management, and labor unions have proven useful in cases where the roles of the 
participants are clear and where DOE provides early information and opportunities to comment. Successes in 
collective bargaining include the agreement between the Building Trades and Los Alamos National Laboratory; the 
agreement to accelerate the Mound Plant shutdown; the ongoing Idaho negotiations; and the discussions regarding 
Savannah River privatization. 

The Office of Worker and Community Transition is developing a guidance for community transition activities that 
will include definitions of criteria for approving grant proposals. DOE is partnering with the Economic 
Development Administration at the Department of Commerce and is evaluating ways to expedite decision-making 
in funding cornunity transition activities. Overall, community transition is saving money for DOE by encouraging 
activities that prove to be more effective in saving money than minor adjustments to wages and benefits. 

OPENING REMARKS 
Speaker: Ernest Chaput, Deputy Manager, Savannah River Operations Office 

Ernie Chaput welcomed participants on behalf of the Savannah River Operations Office and noted that in worker 
and community transition, DOE faces a need to establish ground rules and a need to share ideas and experiences 
across the complex. He provided information on Savannah River, explaining that since peak employment in 1993, 
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the site work force has been reduced by 9,000 employees, mostly through informal work force restructuring. Along 
with this significant reduction in resources, the site is faced with challenges to use concepts such as outsourcing, 
privatization, and benchmarking for meeting new requirements. The site was in a state of identity crisis two years 
ago, but is now planning for the long-term and has programmatic goals that will last decades. These goals include 
materials stabilization, environmental cleanup, foreign research reactor fuel management, and weapons stockpile 
support. 

The primary lesson learned from Savannah River’s restructuring is that DOE should find a way to balance the bottom 
line of business with compassion for the work force. DOE is under pressure to meet its requirements at the lowest 
cost, but it must also work to treat workers with fairness during times of change and uncertainty. Other lessons 
learned include the importance of flexibility; the importance of making decisions in a timely manner; the value of 
understanding the meaning of policies; the identification and response to needs for additional guidance; and the 
importance of minimizing constraints. 

WORK FORCE PLANNING AND RESTRUCTURING: ESSENTIAL TO MEETING THE NATION’S NEEDS 
Speaker: Tom Grumbly, Under Secretary of Energy 

In his keynote address, Tom Grumbly presented his vision of where and how the Department is headed in managing 
its work force. He began his presentation by noting that the Department has made progress in dealing with the 
problems inherited from the late 1980s and that DOE is approaching the endpoint of work force restructuring. He 
emphasized that with plans for DOE to be 25 percent smaller in the next five to six years, there is no turning back 
on work force restructuring issues. Downsizing, he explained, is part of our national responsibility, and it requires 
a corporate approach. 

Mr. Grumbly then described the current work force structure. Since 1993, the Department has had approximately 
25,000 prime contractor separations and 5,000 subcontractor separations. During 1993 and 1994,80 percent of the 
separations were voluntary. Now that the Department has made these work force reductions, it must focus on 
developing the most effective skill mix for its work force. 

In his discussion of work force restructuring activities, Mr. Grumbly defined work force planning as a proactive, 
corporate approach for predicting DOE’s needs and for determining the appropriate knowledge, skills, and abilities 
for meeting those needs. To achieve this type of planning, the Department needs to revise its approach by 
demonstrating benefits and costs analytically and by showing that it is using corporate thinking. Work force 
restructuring plans should employ systematic planning, and contractors should be forthcoming in providing 
information on their workers. Work force planning will continue through 1996, at which point the Department will 
begin to implement the plans and move toward the endpoint of work force restructuring. 

Mr. Grumbly introduced the topic of work force restructuring by describing two private-sector examples of 
restructuring. The Arizona Public Service Company had difficulties because it failed to focus on leadership 
behavior, managing the emotional impacts of change, and continual improvement. In contrast, the NYNEX 
Corporation used long-term, advance planning in dealing with its workers, thereby mitigating the social and 
economic impacts of work force reductions. Mr. Grumbly went on to compare DOE’s approach to work force 
restructuring - and its approach to following the objectives of Section 3 161 of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for FY 1993 - to best business practices. He stressed that DOE should pay attention to the interests of the work 
force as it strives to minimize the pain of further downsizing. 

In conclusion, Mr. Grumbly stated that the Office of Worker and Community Transition’s efforts have provided 
opportunities to redefine the way the government serves the Nation. He explained that the Office serves an important 
mission in meeting three challenges: the need to fulfill DOE’s responsibilities under Section 3 16 1 , the need to 
complete DOE’s downsizing, and the need to cope with budget changes. 
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QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 

Q. 

I 

~ 

I 

A. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 

Q. 

A. 

Q* 

A. 

Q- 

A. 

When will the 120-day notice at Rocky Flats be released? 

Tom Grumbly: Hopefully within the next week (March 18-22, 1996). There is a natural inclination to ask 
whether more work force restructuring at Rocky Flats is necessary, but it is part of stabilizing plutonium and 
meeting environmental objectives. 

What is DOE doing to help local governments develop job opportunities? 

Tom Grumbly: The Office of Worker and Community Transition is working on this issue. The Hanford 
Request for Proposals (RFT) contains a clause that companies must bring non-DOE work with them to the 
area. DOE is also working at other sites to encourage large companies to invest their own money in the 
community to create an incentive for other companies to move into the area. 

Bob DeGrasse: DOE is using the Department of Defense Office of Economic Adjustment as a model. It is 
difficult to develop additional job opportunities in areas where there is little industry other than DOE. 

How is DOE going to ensure that displaced workers get retraining and hiring preference in new 
companies? 

Bob DeGrasse: The recently released Interim Planning Guidance for Contractor Work Force Restructur- 
ing includes incentives for contractors across DOE to use displaced workers for new work. 

It seem that in terms of receiving benefits related to work force restructuring, DOE3 production work 
force is being favored over its construction work force. When will DOE recognize its obligation to the 
construction work force? 

Tom Grumbly: It is difficult for the Department to find a global solution to collective bargaining concerns, 
so it approaches grievances site by site. Davis-Bacon Act issues are best decided on a project-by-project 
basis, but DOE does need to get a better understanding of the law. It is important for DOE to communicate 
with labor unions regularly and to work with unions to settle things amicably. 

Bob DeGrasse: DOE is evaluating what benefits are appropriate for construction workers. At this point, 
preference in hiring and six weeks severance pay are the only benefits for construction workers referenced 
in the current guidance. 

Stakeholder comment: Other national policies - such as those set by the Department of Labor - should 
be identified site by site. DOE and contractors would be able to accommodate all kinds of workers and to 
include workers from the whole spectrum when hiring. 

Can DOE establish a nationalprivatization liability account similar to the one at the Hanford site? This 
would reduce impact at the sites and could include sources of funding other than cleanupjknds. 

Tom Grumbly: President Clinton is proposing a government-wide reserve for the FY 1998 budget. The 
government should endeavor to fund innovative projects that will bring new sources of capital to areas and 
will create jobs. 

Now that the Clinton Administration h s  set a policy of allowing some tax breaks in Superfund cleanup? 
can this moratorium be applied to the defense nuclear community? 

Tom Grumbly: This idea may not be feasible, but DOE will consider it. The Clinton incentive applies only 
to sites that are not on the National Priority List for cleanup, so it may not be broad enough to include 
government sites. 
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Q. Will DOE create a funding incentive for privatization? 

A. Tom Grumbly: In the FY 1998 budget, there will be over $100 million earmarked for projects using private 
capital. DOE still needs to explain the merits of this idea to Congress and to identify budget authority for 
privatization projects. Resources are in high demand now, so DOE must move forward quickly. 

Comment: DOE needs to educate Congress and the media about its progress and goals in worker and 
community transition. 

A. Tom Grumbly: The benefits of the Office of Worker and Community Transition have been high. This 
performance should be demonstrated to people outside of DOE. In addition, DOE should work to eliminate 
any unfairness and abuse in the implementation of work force restructuring or community transition 
programs. 

Bob DeGrasse: Strong fundamentals and performance should be emphasized in communication with 
Congress and the media. 

Q. DOE has a policy of only supporting employee spinoff companies when the work does not involve an 
administrative function. Can this policy be changed? 

A. Bob DeGrasse: DOE will look into the incentives for spinoff companies. 

Stakeholder comment: Different sites may have mechanisms to encourage entrepreneurship. At Pacific 
Northwest National Laboratory, for example, employees can use laboratory resources to determine the 
viability of their strategies and can take an entrepreneurial leave of absence for up to one year. 

Stakeholder comment: Hanford has incentives for employee spinoff companies. Interested employees 
should contact the procurement officers at their respective sites for information on what is available at those 
sites. 

Q. In the FY 1997 budget, there is a fund for new capital projects. Is this f i n d  strictly for environmental 
work? Will it be broadened to include unrelated industries that are part of the economic diversification 
of a site? 

A. Tom Grumbly: The strategy in the FY 1997 budget is mortgage reduction. The fund may be governed by 
regulatory agreements, so DOE may have to work with regulators to determine possible uses. There is also 
an extra fund set aside for new capital projects. There is an excess of budget authority in the Environmental 
Management (EM) budget, so DOE is trying to find a way to leverage this funding. 

Comment: Communities are grateful for being included in worker and community transition 
activities. The workforce and the community can complement each other in developing small projects 
and infrastructure changes that will have a large impact on economic issues. 

Bob DeGrasse: DOE particularly needs to encourage more community involvement in the privatization and 
outsourcing discussions. 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 14,1996 
SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSION 1 

1A. LESSONS LEARNED IN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS 
Session Organizer: Deborah Sullivan, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: Barry Lawson, Barry Lawson Associates 

Barry Lawson, the session facilitator, opened the session by suggesting a structure for the dialogue. He explained 
that the morning and afternoon sessions would be structured into panels, so that for each panel, there would f is t  be 
a series of panelists’ presentations and then a question-and-answer session. In the morning session there were two 
panels, which addressed collective bargaining experiences at Los Alamos National Laboratory in Los Alamos, New 
Mexico, and at the Mound Plant in Miamisburg, Ohio. Mr. Lawson introduced the panelists and moderated the 
question and answer session following each panel. The participants in the session represented local and national 
labor unions, contractors, and the Department of Energy (DOE), both headquarters and field organizations. 

During the first panel, representatives fromthe Department of Energy, the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), 
Johnson Controls World Services Inc. (JCI), and the Building Trades Council presented their views of a collective 
bargaining process to address proposed changes in facility management at Los Alamos National Laboratory. 

Felix Ortiz, from DOE’s Albuquerque Operations Office, emphasized that DOE is prohibited from interfering with 
the collective bargaining process and that DOE is required to maintain a third party arm’s length relationship with 
both contractor management and contractor employees. At Los Alamos, DOE’s initial response to the proposed 
change in work classification was to state that the issue should be resolved at the bargaining table. Because some 
building trades representatives believed that their only recourse was to resolve the dispute through litigation, 
however, the Albuquerque Operations Office was prompted to take a more active role in labor-management relations. 
Consequently, DOWAlbuquerque committed to sponsor a quadpartite session to encourage communications among 
DOE, LANL, JCI, and labor unions. In DOE’s view, the quadpartite session was very useful for all parties. 

Bob Patterson from the Facilities, Security and Safeguards Division at LANL, provided the Laboratory’s view of 
the proposed changes in facility management. He explained that the drivers for change at LANL were aging, fragile 
facilities; the lack of a single entity for facility management; diffused accountability; and an awkward, time- 
consuming work process. In the new paradigm proposed by LANL, technical organizations would be responsible 
for the work, 20 facility management units would be responsible for the operation of all facilities, and there would 
be shared responsibility for institutional issues by the Facilities, Security and Safeguards (FSS) Directorate. To 
adapt to this new paradigm, changes at LANL would include the reengineering of central organizations to provide 
support and the decentralizing of control and capabilities across the site. LANL proposed two actions: to reengineer 
the key processes to eliminate middle men and to negotiate a maintenance worker classification. The Building 
Trades resisted these actions, and after DOE initiated the quadpartite approach, facility management has evolved 
to the point of a tentative agreement that will provide flexibility and that facilitates broad teaming. Mr. Patterson 
explained that during the course of this collective bargaining process, LANL learned that communication is essential 
to successful relationships and that all parties should act to keep the process moving forward. 

Kent Wolford, from JCI, explained that JCI knew a change was imminent and wanted to be responsive to LANL, 
its customer. JCI made efforts to resolve issues before the Collective Bargaining Agreement was re-opened. At the 
beginning of the process, he noted, the four parties had widely different perspectives: JCI was trying to accom- 
modate LANL through a maintenance worker concept; labor unions were trying to support the interests of their 
members; DOE was remaining neutral; and LANL was trying to meet DOE’s expectations. The parties’ ideas 
evolved into a maintenance team concept. The maintenance team concept became the basis to start the quadpartite 
negotiations, and the labor unions have been very proactive in the discussions. Thus far, the company has reached 
agreement with all but three of the unions. In conclusion, Mr. Wolford noted that all of the issues have not been 
resolved, but that all parties are making progress through improved communication. 
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Rick Blea, from the New Mexico Building Trades Council, began his presentation by noting that for workers, every 
change translates into a drop in wages. He emphasized that training and worker skills must be considered, for safety’s 
sake, whenever there is an attempt to improve or streamline a work process. At Los Alamos, the concept of work 
in facility management has evolved from that of the handyman to the general maintenance worker to the resident 
maintenance team, and this evolution represents progress in the collaboration among the four groups. During the 
evolution, the labor unions’ chief concern has been that unskilled, untrained workers should not do work that union 
craftsmen are required to have a license of competence to perform, and have traditionally done. In the view of the 
unions, this notion should not be violated in the interest of potential cost savings because it is essential to value and 
safety. Mr. Blea noted that he is optimistic that negotiations will continue to progress and that the four parties have 
become partners. 

Questions after this panel focused on the crafts represented by the Building Trades Council, the flexibility of the new 
work system, the origin of the maintenance team concept, and the role of DOE in outsourcing issues. Participants 
in the discussion emphasized the importance of communicating, the value of taking account of other parties’ 
perspectives, and the significance of true tripartite collaboration. Several participants commented that as soon as 
issues of change arise, all parties should begin to work together openly. 

During the panel on the Mound Plant, representatives of DOE’S Ohio Field Office, the Oil, Chemical, and Atomic 
Workers International Union (OCAW), and the United Plant Guard Workers of America (UPGWA) described the 
evolution of the labor-management partnership for the site’s cleanup mission. George Gartrell, from the Ohio Field 
Office, explained that Mound was one of the first DOE sites to shut down and that the site has gone from 2,500 
employees to less than 1,100 employees. The site’s budget continues to decrease and there is a draft Request for 
Proposals (RFP) out to replace the contract that will expire in September, 1996, and the site expects to have 200 
additional layoffs during 1996. In this dynamic period, both salaried and hourly employees have been unhappy. As 
a result of a consultant’s recommendation, DOE, OCAW, UPGWA, and EG&G (the current contractor at the site) 
have worked together and have developed a memorandum of understanding that is currently being incorporated into 
contracts. Under this agreement, current workers have been promised guaranteed employment and constant salary 
levels through 1999. 

Michael Gibson, from OCAW, explained that one frustration for labor unions is that as DOE buildings are leased 
to the Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation, the private-company construction contractors 
hired to modify the buildings do not abide by OSHA safety regulations. Now that DOE has worked to change the 
safety culture at the Mound Plant, this practice does not seem appropriate to construction workers who are following 
the original standards. 

Questions to the panelists centered on the nature of the guarantee of employment, the preference in hiring 
requirements of the new contract, and the issues surrounding possible future privatization of work at the Mound 
Plant. Mr. Gartrell explained that the employment guarantee applies to OCAW and guard workers and is contingent 
on a Mound budget that can support 223 workers for environmental management (EM) projects. If the EM program 
does not receive a budget large enough for Mound to employ this number of workers, the employment guarantee 
of the agreement will be negated; this is unlikely, however, because the EM budget is not likely to decline in the near 
future. Mound employees are not guaranteed employment after cleanup at Mound has been completed. The new 
contract will include some preference in hiring requirements to address the issue of displaced workers. As for 
privatization, it has been stopped until the new contractor begins work, but some privatization may be conducted 
under the new contract. 

I Several members of labor unions commented that unions need assurances - or guarantees - of work if they are 
going to make concessions. Participants emphasized that regardless of how work is assigned, unions need buy-in 
from DOE or they will have no incentive to offer their members. If DOE is trying to accomplish its work more 
competitively, some participants noted, it should still be able to include current workers. In fact, there may be 
additional costs associated with maintaining safety standards in the current system, but that does not mean that the 
system is not competitive. 
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After the question and answer session, Barry Lawson thanked the participants for their input and thanked the panels 
for their presentations. He concluded the discussion by inviting workshop participants to attend the afternoon labor 
issues session. 

1B. WORK FORCE RESTRUCTURING GUIDANCE 
Session Organizer: Terry Freese, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: Leslie Wildesen, Environmental Training and Consulting International, Inc. 

This session focused on the revised Interim Planning Guidance for Contractor Work Force Restructuring which 
was published in the Federal Register on March 5, 1996, with an invitation for comment. The session reviewed 
changes from the April 1995 guidance and discussed areas of potential additional revision. 

Leslie Wildesen, the session facilitator, opened the session by suggesting a structure for the dialogue and the desired 
results of the session. She then turned the session over to Terry Freese, the session organizer, who provided 
highlights of the revised guidance, asking the participants to raise issues for discussion. The highlighted areas were 
divided into four major topics: legal issues related to the guidance; preference in hiring; displaced workers medical 
benefits; and restructuring plans. He stressed the ever-increasing need for organizations to link their work force 
planning with their work force restructuring. He also stated that more emphasis must be placed on the survivors left 
in the organization after a reduction in the work force. Within the major topic areas, Mr. Freese then asked four 
participants to speak to their experiences regarding implementing the guidance. 

Walt Lips, of the DOE Office of Defense Programs, gave a presentation on the specific changes regarding hiring 
preference contained in the guidance. He stressed that many of the current changes in the guidance are a direct result 
of feedback received at the September 1995 National Stakeholders Workshop held in Albuquerque, New Mexico, 
and were developed by a working group of headquarters and field representatives. One change in the guidance is 
that preference in hiring should be honored by all prime contractors, and by subcontractors whose contracts equal 
or exceed $500,000 in value. Members of the audience raised concerns that the language should more clearly state 
that all subcontractors whose contract for DOE work equals or exceeds $500,000 should honor the preference. Mr. 
Lips agreed to clarify the language. 

The Department developed the Job Opportunity Bulletin Board System (JOBBS) to simplify the implementation 
of hiring preference by eligible individuals, and by contractors and subcontractors. Mr. Lips stated that the 
Department would like JOBBS to be the registrar to track the hiring preference for eligible employees. He strongly 
encouraged sites, employees, and companies to use the system. The guidance states that each field office is 
responsible for developing procedures to implement the hiring preference, including how JOBBS will be used, and 
those procedures should be posted where other materials of worker interest are normally posted. 

Thomas DePriest, Attorney-Advisor at DOE, discussed the legal considerations related to the guidance and the 
Voluntary Separation Payment Program General Release and Waiver contained in Appendix F of the guidance. 
The waiver was implemented to provide consistency, and to satisfy Congressional scrutiny and the specter ofjudicial 
review. Intended to be used by all sites, the waiver assures that all separating employees receive similar treatment. 
In exchange for the enhanced benefit packages employees receive in a voluntary separation program, the Department 
must obtain from the separating employees a release of claims related to their employment and separation. 
Departures from the model must be approved by the Department, including the Office of General Counsel. An 
employee has the right to consider this agreement for a period of at least forty-five (45) days prior to entering into 
this waiver. Employees also have the right to revoke the agreement for a period of seven (7) days following the 
original signing of the waiver. Participants were generally concerned about the implications of the fifty-two (52) 
day waiting period and expressed that such a delay in implementing a voluntary separation could be costly and may 
drive sites to proceed with involuntary separations due to the time constraints. 

Participants raised many questions related to the waiver. These included: 
What if an employee wants to waive the signing of the General Release and Waiver? Does s h e  have the 
right to sign something less than the official waiver (i.e., waiving the 45-day waiting period)? 



If the separating employee does not fall within a protected class (such as age), can s h e  decline signing 
the waiver? 
If the prime contractor has a provision for voluntary separations in its contract, is it still bound by the 52- 
day waiting period? 
What if an employee wants to sign the waiver on the first day of the window of opportunity and then leave 
immediately? Can s h e  sign, wait 7 days, and then leave? 

Mr. DePriest stated that he needed further clarification and guidance from the Office of General Counsel on these 
points and would research the answers for the sites. 

Joel Cote, Assistant Manager for Business and Human Resources at the Savannah River Operations Office, was asked 
to discuss the guidance from a field perspective. Mr. Cote stated that with initial downsizing, DOE is eliminating 
excess personnel, and work force restructuring can be easily implemented. But with continued downsizing and 
budget cuts, there comes a time when continued voluntary programs could result in separating people whose skills 
are still required. When a site gets to this point, it must come up with an excellent strategic vision of what it wants 
to look like in 5 or 10 years, program by program. Work force planning and restructuring must be more focused, 
implementation selected and targeted reductions. As Mr. Cote explained, the restructuring of the future will be far 
more restrictive in the use of voluntary separations to assure that critical skills and core competencies are maintained. 
Mr. Cote also expressed concern about losing the best performers in an organization because they can always find 
work elsewhere. In his opinion, planning and restructuring involve a tough process, requiring discipline, a clear 
definition of current status, a designated future path, and a determination to stay on that path. 

L. Bonita Patterson, Division Manager for Job Development at Kaiser-Hill Rocky Flats, also shared lessons learned 
and a field perspective on implementing the guidance. At Rocky Flats, previous “open to all” voluntary separations 
intended to eliminate excess personnel but resulted in reductions in critical skills that could not be reacquired. The 
critical skills that were lost negatively impacted the site’s ability to get work done. In the future, work force 
restructuring plans will have much greater alignment between skills, affected positions, and dollar savings. Rocky 
Flats will be more selective about the employees allowed to take the voluntary separation and will exercise greater 
management prerogative. Rocky Flats now expects great resistance from employees because they are not used to 
having a work force restructuring plan in which an employer can reject applicants for the voluntary separation. In 
addition, future plans will be communicated to employees early in the planning process. 

At the conclusion of Ms. Patterson’s discussion, many participants asked questions or made comments. These 
involved the issues of how to keep critical skills employees, how to decide from among a large number of applicants 
for a voluntary separation, and the extent to which Section 3161 applies to non-defense program sites. 

Mr. Freese then asked participants for feedback concerning the value or lack of value of other allowable benefits, 
including tuition assistance and relocation allowances. 

The issue of tuition assistance generated a discussion containing a wide variety of differing opinions and concerns. 
Some participants did not see tuition benefits as a means to retrain for an entirely new job or to complete a four-year 
degree program, while others took the opposite view. Many participants also expressed a concern that the 
requirement to stretch the allowable $10,000 over a four-year period was not advantageous to employees who want 
to attend short-term education programs, which are typically quite costly. Many participants viewed the $lO,OOO 
as sufficient for tuition expenses, while others did not. 

Others expressed that the tuition assistance benefit appeals differentially to workers based on seniority, with younger 
employees viewing tuition assistance as a major incentive and older workers who do not intend to further their 
education viewing it more neutrally. In other cases, however, blue collar workers who may not have considered 
themselves candidates for education have taken advantage of the tuition assistance and consider it an excellent way 
to improve their prospects. 
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Participants also made several recommendations to DOE. Some participants suggested that DOE sites make 
arrangements with local and regional universities and schools for pre-payment or tuition deferment. One participant 
asked whether a site that expects to undergo restructuring in the near future can start using Section 3161 tuition 
benefits now. Another participant suggested that sites consider a “cafeteria-style” array of benefits that employees 
may pick and choose from depending on their individual situations. The group agreed that the primary objective 
of tuition assistance is to make displaced workers marketable as quickly as possible by focusing on getting them back 
to work, not spreading out the dollars. 

Mr. Freese concluded the tuition assistance discussion by suggesting that sites may want to consider more flexibility 
in the application of the tuition assistance benefit, particularly because most field operations offices know the 
employees and their needs better than headquarters does. Each site should look at the demographics of its work 
force, and if more workers are interested in educational benefits, the site should consider offering a more generous 
package. On the other hand, if no need is identified, the site could eliminate the benefit all together. The Department 
is interested in creative solutions to the tuition assistance benefit. Mr. Freese advised, however, that if the sites want 
to deviate substantially from the prescribed guidance, they should explain their approach to the Department. He also 
stressed that although the guidance suggests that the tuition assistance benefit consist of $10,000 spread over a four- 
year period, sites should not interpret that as the only option. 

Mr. Freese then asked participants about the relocation allowance contained in the guidance. He was interested to 
see how widely it is being used and whether DOE should consider expanding it to include all relocations to new 
jobs. Many participants thought that a large percentage of the employees affected by the Department’s downsizing 
do not want to relocate to another DOE site and therefore do not utilize the benefit. Several participants asserted 
that expanding the benefit made sense at their particular sites. Mr. Lips then interjected that the relocation allowance 
was geared to very select groups, those people who had hiring preference to go to other DOE sites, and he argued 
that DOE should not change the spirit of the guidance. 

The session concluded with several questions related to the implementation of the Interim Planning Guidance for 
Contractor Work Force Restructuring and the Voluntary Separation Payment Program General Release and 
Waiver. Mr. Freese made a commitment to answer participants’ questions concerning issues and questions raised 
during the session. 

1C. WORK FORCE PLANNING 
Session Organizer: Deborah Swichkow, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: Jeanne Crouch, Environmental Training and Consulting International, Inc. 

Jeanne Crouch, the session facilitator, opened the session by reviewing the session agenda, and participants then 
introduced themselves. Session participants included representatives of the Department of Energy (headquarters 
and field), contractors, and labor unions. Debby Swichkow, from the Office of Worker and Community Transition 
and the session organizer, was then introduced. 

Ms. Swichkow began her remarks by reviewing the speech given by Tom Grumbly, the Under Secretary of Energy, 
at the March 13 plenary session of the workshop. Mr. Grumbly emphasized the increased importance DOE is placing 
on the ability to conduct effective work force planning. It is important that DOE: 1) take an analytical approach to 
predicting work force trends; 2) think corporately with complex-wide approaches; and 3) demonstrate the return on 
its investment both in work force restructuring and community transition. There is also a need for increased 
integration of planning and restructuring and for more cooperation between headquarters, the field, and contractors. 

Ms. Swichkow described the Work Force Information System (WFIS), the DOE work force planning effort that has 
been underway for over a year. The Office of Worker and Community Transition has completed Phase I of the WFIS 
and is currently in Phase II. Since the last workshop, the Phase I query database has been completed, a WFIS Board 
of Directors consisting of the Assistant Managers for Administration has been established, and the requirements and 
data elements for Phase II have been identified. Among the issues approved by the Board of Directors are the WFIS 
mission statement and objectives, system requirements, the level of data collection (aggregate), and the adoption 
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of the Common Occupational Classification System (COCS) as the job classification system to be used by all DOE 
contractors. Performance measures for work force planning have also been developed and will be reviewed by the 
Board during June. 

Pamela Dahne, from KPMG Peat Marwick LLP, was then introduced. KPMG is assisting the Office in the design of 
the WFIS. Ms. Dahne described the current database, which was developed during Phase I. This database is a PC ad 
hoc query and reporting tool that is housed in the Office of Worker and Community Transition and can provide aggregate 
summaries of information at the field and state level. Ms. Dahne also provided examples of some of these reports. 

Ms. Dahne then discussed Phase I1 of the WFIS. The WFIS will consist of the following five modules: 1) current 
work force structure and future restructuring numbers and costs; 2) Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) 
information for the Office of Economic Diversity; 3) employment distribution infomation for Defense Programs 
and Human Resources; 4) information related to labor contract negotiations; and 5 )  contractor compensation and 
benefit information. The implementation of the system in the Fall of 1996 will mean fewer data calls from 
headquarters, consistency in the total number of contractor employees, and better corporate information for DOE. 
Ongoing activities include closure on the level of collection and reporting for COCS, the establishment of a COCS 
Revision Board, and the integration of work force planning criteria into the restructuring plans. 

Throughout the presentations, participants asked questions about the information that formed the basis for the Phase 
I and Phase I1 databases and whether providing information for these systems would impose an additional burden 
on the contractors. Information in Phase I is based on the employee distribution by program system collection. 
Information in Phase IT is based on currently collected reports, work force restructuring plans and updates, and the 
COCS. Every effort has been made to consolidate, when feasible, duplicate reported data. In addition, one 
participant asked how far back information would be collected. The information in the WFIS may go back as far 
as 1988, but it may not be consistent due to integration of M&O contractors. 

Ed Stahlman, from Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, a developer of the COCS, discussed the revisions to 
COCS. The COCS is currently in its third revision, and a COCS Revision Board is being established to enable 
revisions to occur as needed. Some participants noted that it is difficult to determine how detailed job categories 
need to be if DOE does not know how the information will be used. In April 1996, the Board of Directors will address 
the issue of whether to collect and report job classification information at the nine-family level or at the level of 89 
job categories. 

Participants expressed concern that collecting aggregate-level information in the WFIS at the aggregate level 
compromises the integrity of the data and limits the ability to “slice and dice.” An example of this problem is trying 
to determine an average salary at a site. If the information provided to headquarters by separate M&O contractors 
is already an average, then it is not possible for headquarters to determine the average accurately. Participants also 
asked Ms. Swichkow about WFIS implementation costs. She explained that the Office of Worker and Community 
Transition would pay for software development, communications software, database server, the communications 
server, and initial training. 

In closing, Ms. Swichkow thanked participants who had supported, through the various subcommittees, the develop- 
ment of the WFIS. Several session participants then requested additional information on work force planning efforts. 

1D. UPDATE ON COMMUNITY TRANSITION ACTIVITIES 
Session Organizer: Bob Baney, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: John Lynch, Independent Consultant 

In this session, Debby Swichkow, from the Office of Worker and Community Transition, provided some 
introductory remarks, which included an explanation of the proposed changes to the Interim Guidance for 
Community Transition Activities and the relationship of recent activities, such as the community transition focus 
group. She observed that a change has occurred in the relationships of the various parties involved with community 
transition and that headquarters had now become more of an ombudsman within the program. 
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The early guidelines for community transition activities were developed at a high level within the Department as 
a means to get the program started quickly. However, the program has matured to the point where the guidance can 
be revised to reflect areas of responsibility and accountability among the Community Reuse Organizations (CRO), 
the DOE Field organizations and Headquarters. 

Recent external assessments by General Accounting Office (GAO) and the Inspector General added focus by 
identifying some weaknesses in the community transition program. Those reviews particularly noted a lack of 
criteria for funding decisions and a lack of performance measures to evaluate the success of program activities. The 
findings of these external assessments and stakeholder input at the September 1995 Workshop led the Office of 
Worker and Community Transition to create a focus group on community transition. The focus group has nine 
working groups and is relying on the stakeholders to help identify the issuesharriers and develop solutions. 

Ms. Swichkow stated that the focus group’s progress to date has been favorable. The Office of Worker and 
Community Transition will need input from the entire community transition working group on the review of the 
preliminary draft revised guidance. The first preliminary draft of the guidance will be available soon for review by 
the CROs and DOE field offices, and the Office of Worker and Community Transition has set a target date of July 
1996 to publish it in the Federal Register. 

A primary feature of the new guidance will be an expanded definition of roles and responsibilities. The guidance 
will involve an effort to clarify the relationships among headquarters, field offices, and the CROs. Processes for both 
approval of proposals and review of funding requests will be clearly defined. The guidance will also contain 
evaluation criteria, time lines for the different processes, performance measures, and audit requirements. Funding 
guidance should be issued far enough in advance to permit funding early in a CRO’ s fiscal year. The funding process 
will also include a third-party review by the Economic Development Administration at the Commerce Department, 
which will examine the proposals using the same criteria as those used by DOE. 

Dave Dillman, from the Tri-Cities Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC), presented the results of the working 
group on strategic planning, using many examples from the experience at Hanford in Washington State. Mr. Dillman 
noted that because TRIDEC had been in existence for more than 30 years, some elements could not be a model for 
every community. He did emphasize that in developing any CRO, there are some elements of importance across 
the complex. Above all, it is essential to have all members - including representatives from business, contractors, 
community, ahd labor - work on the issues together. Everyone needs to be involved from the start. 

Mi. Dillman also clarified the reason for preparing the community transition plan. In general, it provides a benchmark 
for how the community should prepare for transition. To be most useful, it should be global and as simple as possible. 
Without a plan, a community would not be able to address the community’s needs systematically and, as a practical 
matter, would not be able to justify their proposals for financial assistance to DOE or other funding sources. 

A key element of Hanford’s community transition plan has been the completion of a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities, and threats) review. This review revealed that even though workers wanted to transition to jobs in 
comparable industries, Hanford is located in an agricultural area, and comparable jobs did not exist. The analysis 
then focused on finding methods to bring in replacement employment, although the analysis also recognized that 
complete replacement probably would not be possible. One strength the analysis revealed was the abundance of 
equipment available at the Hanford Site. This equipment is scheduled for a walk-through soon, and prospective 
reusers of equipment will be required to locate in the Tri-Cities area. 

A technology inventory also indicated that commercialization is a slow process. Although some technology has 
been developed during clean up, capitalization assistance is also needed in the community to help businesses grow. 

As plans are being completed and proposals are being prepared based on those plans, it has become obvious that DOE 
and the CROs need to communicate across the complex to produce uniformity in interpretation. All parties must 
remember that the primary goal of the community transition effort is creating jobs. To achieve that goal, the planners 
must look within the community for resources that can get involved without creating or relying on anything new. 
The proposals that are submitted to DOE for funding must stand alone on being good for the community. While 
reducing landlordcosts is apositive extra benefit, such abenefit will not be adequate to justify aproposal for funding. 



Dan Cudaback, from the Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council, assisted in the presentation on the planning 
process. He described the DOE and communities as partners navigating the program through field and headquarters 
oversight in order to achieve program objectives. 

Mr. Cudaback first explained the situation at Idaho, where circumstances are different from those of CROs located 
near urban areas. The majority of the Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council’s funding comes from private 
sources, so the CRO is fully aware of the corporate culture. Because the facilities and personal property at the Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) are not readily adaptable to other uses, the site has emphasized reusing 
people instead of facilities and equipment. Recognizing that there is no magic solution to their problems, the Council 
has tried to build relationships within the CRO and its dealings with DOE based on mutual respect. The Council 
has emphasized a willingness to listen to each other and have embraced credibility based on performance. 

In establishing the CRO, the Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council considered the role the local DOE 
manager played in providing assistance as a major benefit. Besides helping establish the CRO, the site manager sits 
on the economic development board and the CRO board. When it meets, the CRO tries to have all parties in 
attendance. The concept the CRO and the site are trying to follow is one of full partnership from the beginning. As 
partners, they recognize their respective roles and views and try to listen to each other. 

The Office of Worker and Community Transition has recently emphasized the audit of the projects that receive 
funding. All projects should be conducted in accordance with the requirements identified in OMB Circulars A-128 
and A-133. Audits should be set up to evaluate performance, financial elements, and management of the grants. 
While DOE expects that all funding will be managed prudently, in the future there will be requirements beyond those 
of Circular A-133. A possible model may be a process used by Department of Transportation which involves an 
oversight review. 

DeAnne Butterfield of the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative provided a brief update of the meetings of the focus 
group’s peer review working group. She indicated that the panel thought funding priority should be based both on 
need and merit. Ms. Butterfield then reviewed the handout material depicting the criteria developed by the working 
group. Based on need, the large, remote sites of Hanford, Savannah River, and Idaho ranked the highest, while the 
lowest-ranking sites were small and located in or near urban areas. She also noted that the criteriacould be weighted 
to reflect present or future priorities of the program. 

A further benefit of the peer review process, other than providing recommendations for funding, is providing support 
to the DOE for future budget requests. A backlog of quality projects could provide support for continued funding 
of the program. 

Ms. Butterfield noted that to maintain credibility, a CRO needs to commit all the resources needed to make a proposal 
work when the proposal is submitted, rather than waiting until it is approved. In addition, in order to be the most 
useful, fiscal targets should be sent out to the field as soon as possible after the President’s budget request. 

Another central topic of the session was reprioritization. The motive behind reprioritization is to make surplus 
material available to the community as soon as possible. An existing impediment to this is the sometimes low priority 
of processing property, especially personal property, for transfer. The proposed solution was for the CRO to 
establish a revolving fund to help process excess equipment. As equipment was processed and any readiness work 
performed, it could be transferred or sold. If sold, proceeds of the sale could be returned to the revolving fund to 
process additional equipment. When transfer of all desired equipment is accomplished, the balance of the revolving 
fund would go to the U.S. Treasury. 

There are still several unresolved issues that the team recognized. These include receiving official policy review 
and approval of the process, obtaining recognition from Congress that this is not augmentation of appropriations, 
and determining a need for interim reimbursement to the treasury from the fund. The balance between competing 
demands (Le., selling assets to reduce the deficit and Hall Amendment transfers) would also still need to be 
developed at each site. 

At this point in the agenda, the discussion session broke for lunch and agreed to return for the afternoon session, 
which would begin with a discussion of performance measures. 



SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION SESSION 2 
2A. LESSONS LEARNED IN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS 

Session Organizer: Deborah Sullivan, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: Barry Lawson, Barry Lawson Associates 

Barry Lawson, the session facilitator, opened the session by describing the structure of the discussion. He explained 
that the session would be structured into a panel presentation, an individual presentation, and a comment period. The 
panel addressed collective bargaining at DOE’ s Idaho Operations Office, and the individual presentation provided 
an overview of activities conducted by the Sheet Metal Workers’ International Union. Mr. Lawson introduced the 
panelists at the beginning of the panel, moderated the question and answer session following the panel, and 
moderated the comment period. The participants in the session represented local and national labor unions, 
contractors, and the Department of Energy (DOE), both headquarters and field organizations. 

The panel consisted of representatives of the Idaho Operations Office, the Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers 
Union (OCAW), Lockheed Idaho Technologies Company (LITCO), the Eastern Idaho Building Trades, and the 
Laborers’ International Union of North America. The topic of the presentations was the collective bargaining that 
took place after OCAW filed a lawsuit against DOE alleging that DOE had violated Section 3 161 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 in the course of its privatization activities. Through two agreements 
between the Idaho Operations Office and OCAW - the DUE Idaho Direct Procurement Agreement and the 
Section 3161 Restructuring Plan Understanding - the issues were resolved without litigation. As a result of 
negotiations among the parties, language on privatization and outsourcing was amended in the LITCO contract and 
DOE agreed to assume some obligations. 

Bob Bardsley, from the Idaho Operations Office, provided the DOE perspective on the two new agreements. He 
explained that the direct procurement agreement is designed to provide additional employment securities for those 
affected by new outsourcing activities. According to the agreement, the union will receive advance notification of 
any outsourcing solicitations and OCAW will have an opportunity to view the draft solicitations and to provide 
comments. In addition, the agreement will include preference in hiring clauses, successorship language, dispute 
resolution process information, and language on taking back workers. The wages and benefits clause of the 
agreement states that workers will receive equivalent wages and comparable benefits for the first year and that DOE 
will supplement differences in wageshenefits. The Section 3161 Restructuring Plan Understanding states that 
work force restructuring plans will include a skills and needs inventory; union involvement in any voluntary 
separation programs; an understanding of hiring preference language; flow-down provisions for preference in 
hiring; and a preference in hiring appeals process. 

Terry Perez, a representative of OCAW, described the events leading up to the tripartite negotiations. He explained 
that workers had concerns when LITCO first began its contract because cuts in benefits were announced and because 
the contract included guidance for the outsourcing of 50 percent of OCAW work in the Site Services Area. When 
the 120-day work force restructuring notice was issued in December 1994, Idaho did not have a restructuring plan 
in place. Workers’ discontent continued through the January 1995 early retirement incentive and the March 1995 
voluntary separation, and OCAW filed its lawsuit against DOE in May 1995. Negotiations between OCAW and 
LJTCO produced acontract that began January 1,1996. Under this contract, workers will be involved start-to-finish 
in privatization. Currently, there is an expedited arbitration provision, and there will be a joint LITCO-OCAW cost/ 
benefit analysis. Mr. Perez emphasized that these results could have been accomplished much more easily if all three 
parties had worked cooperatively from the start. Through this experience, OCAW has learned the lesson that 
affected parties must be involved as true partners in decisions before the decisions are made. 

Tom Heiseman, the Vice President for Human Relations at LITCO, provided more information on the contract 
negotiations between LITCO and OCAW. The OCAW contract had been scheduled to end in May 1995, and 
negotiations for the new contract began in January 1995. At that point, the big issue surrounding the contract was 
privatization. At the time OCAW filed its lawsuit, there were mmors of a national DOE privatization policy, and 
LITCO was waiting to see whether such a policy would be issued. LITCO and OCAW representatives went to 
Washington, D.C. to resolve the issues and to continue negotiations. 
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R. D. Maynard, from the Eastern Idaho Building Trades, discussed the Building Trades view of the Idaho 
negotiations. He noted that when the Idaho’s Work Force Restructuring Plan first came out, Building Trades did 
not pay much attention. Later, however, the Building Trades became involved under the assumption that because 
they are not intermittent workers and should therefore be included in Section 3 161 provisions, they should receive 
the same treatment as operations workers. As a result, the Building Trades worked with OCAW and the Office of 
Worker and Community Transition to establish its role and to resolve ambiguities with worker protections. OCAW 
and the Building Trades are still working to establish their respective roles and to cooperate on work issues. 

Tom Biscup presented the views of the Laborers’ International Union of North America on the negotiations at Idaho. 
He began by stating that DOE should have listened to the concerns of LIUNA earlier and should have involved them 
in the negotiations over settlement of the lawsuit. LIUNA continues to have concerns over the Idaho Work Force 
Restructuring Plan, the Settlement Agreement, and the Agreement between OCAW and LITCO. Mr. Biscup also 
expressed concerns over discussions regarding division of work opportunities at the site. Although some progress 
has been made over LIUNA’s concerns, systemic problems related to Davis-BacodService Contract Act, work 
assignments, and Section 3161 remain. Among other things, DOE should amend its processes to allow all unions 
to have input early on and to provide for procedural and substantive due process rights with respect to Davis-Bacon/ 
Service Contract Act determinations. 

Questions for the panel included how DOE will pay the difference in wages if a new contract does not offer workers 
equivalent wages and why DOE has decided that privatization should be handled site by site and not through a 
national policy. Panel members explained that LITCO is not covered by Section 4C of the Service Contract Act, 
so DOE took on the responsibility to cover any possible difference in wages. As for privatization, it is useful to 
negotiate privatization agreements locally because each site is unique. Also, when the parties at a site cooperatively 
reach privatization agreements, the resulting agreements have the approval of all and can be implemented. If one 
site’s privatization policy seems relevant to other sites, it can certainly be used as a model, but this will be done 
informally. 

After the panel, Jim Worthington, from the Sheet Metal Workers International Union, described sheet metal 
activities, emphasizing the need for better communication among DOE, contractors, and labor unions. The Sheet 
Metal Workers sometimes represent both building trades and metal trades, and the business agents from all DOE 
sites meet twice per year to discuss issues at DOE sites. Mr. Worthington noted that in the course of work force 
restructuring and privatization decisions, people making decisions should maintain contact with the workers 
performing daily activities. 

Following Mr. Worthington’s presentation, participants discussed general issues related to collective bargaining 
agreements. One of the principal topics raised was the possibility of arranging a national meeting of tripartite groups 
(DOE, contractors, and labor unions). Participants explained that the tripartite system is the key to resolving 
collective bargaining issues and that the three groups need to work together, communicate, and take responsibility 
in order to reach solutions. If the tripartite groups can meet to discuss these issues, it may be possible for them to 
determine an unofficial national approach. Bob DeGrasse, Director of the Office of Worker and Community 
Transition, offered to sponsor a meeting on work force issues and explained that while it may not be feasible to 
develop a national policy, the tripartite groups can work to share information on approaches to work force issues. 
Mr. DeGrasse also invited participants to provide suggestions on agenda topics and issues that may be considered 
at such a national meeting. 

Other central topics of the discussion were fair treatment of building trades under Section 3 161 , concerns about labor 
standards boards, and privatization and outsourcing practices. On the topic of labor standards boards, several 
participants expressed frustration that labor standards determinations are different at different communities and that 
at some sites, labor unions are not involved in labor standards determinations early enough in the process. At many 
sites, labor standards decisions seem to be slanted toward DOE’S interests. Sites that have had success with labor 
standards have found that early sharing of information, honesty among parties, and early involvement of labor unions 
are important. 
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With respect to privatization and outsourcing, many participants expressed the view that in some cases, privatization 
may be more expensive than the current system, particularly when it results in a compromise of safety and quality. 
Many participants pointed to the implications for worker safety inherent in privatization and cautioned that DOE 
and contractors should consider those implications carefully. In addition, participants noted, allowing outside 
groups to adhere to different worker safety standards may give outsiders an unfair cost advantage. In these cases, 
DOE should act to enforce the same standards, a practice that meets the spirit of Section 3 16 1 by encouraging the 
use of existing employees and existing unions. 

Other comments focused on the need for better and earlier wage determination on projects, the role of workers as 
members of communities as well as members of labor unions, and the possibility of streamlining training for 
workers. Some participants asked whether DOE and its contractors could examine the costs and benefits of using 
excess funds and pension funds to offer workers early retirement. In addition, a participant relayed the value of 
participating in the National Council of Security Inspectors, which has discussed security concerns, Section 3 161 
concerns, and special downsizing-related concerns with DOE. 

Throughout the discussion, participants emphasized that communication is essential to collective bargaining. Early 
and honest information from DOE and contractors helps labor unions to be part of the solution, and to be a partner 
in resolving problems. With earnest attention to communication, all parties can bring their strengths to the table and 
can cooperate to deal with tough decisions. The session concluded with comments on the possibilities for labor, 
DOE, and contractors to collaborate for the purpose of solving problems and making better, more acceptable 
decisions. 

2B. BEST PRACTICES IN WORK FORCE RESTRUCTURING 
Session Organizer: Lew Waters, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: Leslie Wildesen, Environmental Training and Consulting International, Inc. 

Dr. Lew Waters, from the Office of Worker and Community Transition, opened the session by introducing himself 
and suggesting a broad set of guidelines to structure the dialogue. He introduced Leslie Wildesen, the session 
facilitator, and David Fee of Star Mountain, a presenter. Dr. Waters also explained that the session, and Mr. Fee’s 
presentation, would be divided into two sections: the first dealing with people who had been separated from a site; 
the second dealing with the survivors who remain after restructuring. 

Ms. Wildesen then introduced herself and made further suggestions on ground rules. She gave a stated outcome for 
the session of a prioritized list of best practices that would be appropriate for DOE to focus on. Ms. Wildesen also 
introduced the panelists. 

David Fee began the first half of his presentation with background information on himself and on Star Mountain’s 
experience with best practices. He stated that he wanted his presentation to invoke thoughts and feelings on the 
realities of work force restructuring. Mr. Fee noted that the national trend is toward downsizing: 29 percent of 
American firms are projected to downsize in 1996, and more than 50 percent of all American companies downsized 
in the last five years. He stated that the three components of successful restructuring are: 1) realistic and strategic 
organizational planning; 2) vision, mission and values-based human resource planning and development; and 3) 
open and frequent communication. 

In terms of the separating employees, Mr. Fee stated that the most commonly used best practices were aimed at 
minimizing the need for involuntary separations and providing incentives - e.g., severance, education, relocation 
- for voluntary separations. Early retirement, as another method, reduces the need for layoffs and opens up jobs. 
AS for helping those individuals at risk, education programs and outplacement services have been most successful. 
In outplacement services, the range of services that were particularly beneficial were career assessment, resume 
preparation, and entrepreneurship training, particularly for those individuals who received a severance package. 

Mr. Fee then focused on unusual best practices, which he defined as successful practices that are creative, innovative, 
and often unique to an organization. Some of these were child-care assistance, salaried job searches, job shows, 



temporary services, and an appeals process for employees who perceived that they are unfairly being separated. Mr. 
Fee also discussed flexible separation incentives, a common practice with large companies. He stated, furthermore, 
that on average, the government offers severance packages that surpass those available in the private sector. 

Mr. Fee concluded the first half of his presentation by emphasizing the importance of communication and the ways 
that managers can work to keep in regular contact with their employees. Surveys are one key tool for communication. 
He gave the example of Chemical Bank, which surveys its surviving employees once a month on issues of 
productivity and morale. In addition, Mr. Fee noted, advocacy for displaced employees should be a continual 
process. 

Bill Truex, from the Oak Ridge Operations Office, began the comments by the panelists. He stated that Oak Ridge 
is in the process of implementing the third stage of its downsizing plan. The Oak Ridge Operations Office has been 
able to use a variety of programs to effectively implement its downsizing. In particular, the early retirement option 
has been more successful than anticipated. Mr. Truex then noted that Oak Ridge has learned from the popularity 
of early retirement, explaining that DOE should be careful what it offers because people may take the Department 
up on its offers. 

Mr. Truex went on to mention that the third stage at Oak Ridge now deals with a significant number of involuntary 
layoffs. The new plan includes the implementation of a new process, a Reduction-in-Force (RIF) Review Board. 
The RIF Review Board’s purpose is to ensure that the future of the workforce is addressed and that any action in 
downsizing is specifically explained. The experience with the plan has been good, but some employees still feel 
unfairly selected. 

James “Kip” Phillips, from the Oil Chemical & Atomic Workers International Union, spoke next. He stated that 
employee leasing was a best practice option that was missing from Mr. Fee’s slides. From his point of view, “lip 
service” is the biggest hurdle in work force restructuring. In successful restructuring, all communication among 
parties must be honest and direct. Mr. Phillips stated that the one factor needed for downsizing is enhanced early- 
outs. Even though this approach may result in the loss of valuable workers, it is more fair to the interest of those 
leaving. He then questioned whether the term bestpractices refers to the benefit to the contractor or to the employee. 
He went on to note that the enhanced early retirements at Hanford were very successful. In conclusion, he stated 
that only problem with the use of education as a best practice incentive was that some sites are not located near 
facilities for higher education. 

Dom Sansotta, from the Richland Operations Office, was the next panelist to speak. His main point was that when 
DOE downsizes, it needs to think of the workers. It was important, in his view, to think of the survivors because 
they are watching to see what managers are doing. Mr. Sansotta also focused on four principles in downsizing: 1) 
manager ownership of the broad process; 2) stakeholder involvement; 3) purposeful downsizing; and 4) managers’ 
communication of their vision to the employees. It is the employees who must understand the downsizing process. 
Employees sue because they feel like they are being treated unfairly, not because they feel like they are being treated 
illegally. 

John Clabaugh, from AlliedSignal Inc. (the prime contractor at Kansas City), was the next panelist to speak. He 
agreed with and supported what the other panelists had said, and he added that he believes a communication package 
is absolutely critical to the success of adownsizing effort. The employees needearly information on what is expected 
to happen, and they need to know before anyone on the outside does. The survivors also need to have a good 
understanding of what is happening, so that they are not just waiting for the other shoe to drop. When survivors are 
not provided with information, productivity suffers. 

Marilyn Balcombe, with the Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education, was the last panelist to speak and 
focused on the views of the displaced worker. In the communications area, she explained that surveys she had 
conducted had revealed that many employees believed that they had not had input to decisions about their 
circumstances. That, to Ms. Balcombe, revealed a potential problem with perception: there seems to be a conflict 
between what is being communicated and what is being received. It is vital that arestructuring plan be communicated 
effectively to employees. Another finding of the survey was that workers who took early retirement and wanted to 
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work again were very surprised and unhappy to encounter unexpected hurdles such as age discrimination, external 
compensation, and benefit packages that were considerably less than that of their previous job. According to the 
survey data, some people found outplacement services ineffective in finding a job. Ms. Balcombe also strongly 
encouraged sites to include employee assistance professionals in planning and implementing their restructuring 
activities. In conclusion, Ms. Balcombe explained that the tracking system for some restructuring programs was not 
very sophisticated, and as a result, 1995 data are projected to be more accurate. 

After a short break, Mr. Fee continued his presentation, focusing on the survivors of restructuring. These employees 
are surrounded by change, he said, and they need to learn how to deal with that while also dealing with the challenge 
to accomplish more work with fewer people. He cited change transition workshops and retraining programs as 
effective best practices. Mr. Fee also noted that surviving employees could be re-qualified for new jobs, such as 
clean-up support and hazardous waste management. Mr. Fee then discussed workers’ emotional states and 
psychological responses to separation, which commonly include anger and lack of motivation. He looked at 
explanations of why some managers may not communicate. Some managers behave this way as a result of fear, and 
many claim that they themselves do not know the details of restructuring. This behavior only serves to complicate 
the situation. Strengthening intergroup connections is key, and this can be accomplished through activities such as 
weekly luncheons or family meetings. The basic truth is that an increased amount of activity for the survivors is 
critical. 

Mr. Truex responded by explaining that basic skills enhancement is an example of how Oak Ridge continues to pay 
attention to those who remain after restructuring. It is important, however, to examine the drivers behind training 
and skills enhancement and to make sure that DOE is targeting its resources to the people who need them. Mr. 
Phillips followed, agreeing that communication to the survivors seems to be very difficult, particularly because no 
one wants to be the bearer of bad news. 

Mr. Sansotta stated that the current conditions at Hanford are stressful: morale is at an all time low, absenteeism is 
high, and employees feel like there is an axe hanging over their heads. Because survivors are watching, worrying, 
and wondering, he emphasized, it is important for DOE to treat displaced workers with genuine concern. He also 
stated that it is important for DOE to be an advocate of the work force. Too often it seems that the people making 
the decisions are focusing on dollar signs rather than human beings. 

Mr. Clabaugh stressed that although DOE needs to move quickly in work force restructuring, people need a chance 
to vent. One bad practice he has observed is communicating bad news to large groups of people. It is more effective 
to interact with smaller, more intimate groups. 

Ms. Balcombe concluded the question and answer period. Most importantly, she noted, it must be recognized that 
survivors suffer from guilt. In the area of communication, she explained that when managers wait for final details 
before releasing information, people tend to make up information, which leads to excessive gossiping and rumors. 
For this reason, it is important to supply clear, early information. Ms. Balcombe also supported the concept of 
establishing smaller intervention groups and allowing people to vent in a comfortable situation (Le., with 10 people 
present, not 300). Finally, she stated that both displaced and surviving workers need to be treated humanely. With 
this in mind, DOE may consider training managers on how to communicate information about downsizing. 

An open discussion followed the last panelist’s presentation. Eileen McNeely, a researcher from Boston University, 
introduced herself and discussed a five-year intervention study that the University is going to conduct on the health 
effects of DOE downsizing. She asked participants for comments and suggestions on appropriate sites. 
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The comments that followed focused on the need for DOE to think strategically. Many participants expressed the 
opinion that DOE should consider all of the pieces and how they can be assembled to make a new social contract 
during this time of change. The work force could be monitored routinely, and the climate continuously assessed. 
In particular, violence in the work place is a possibility, and it needs to be addressed. For example, one participant 
described a public meeting in which an employee said, “this place needs a post office solution.” Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory has set up a crisis assessment team to focus on violence and disturbances, and it has 
produced a pamphlet to make managers aware of the potential for violence in the work place. 



In the discussion’s conclusion, Terry Freese from the Office of Worker and Community Transition, stated that DOE 
hopes to see the light at the end of the downsizing tunnel in a few years, but there are forces that are out of the 
Department’s control. In a politically sensitive world, and with uncertainties of funding from Congress, it is difficult 
for DOE to conduct work force restructuring using some best practices. It is important for all parties to remember 
that the government is not like aprivate business, and some differences in the challenges of work force restructuring 
are dramatic. 

The following text summarizes the best practices on Work Force Restructuring discussed in the session: 

Key Points: 
The work force is currently stressed to the maximum 
“Humane concern” is needed -- employee welfare over dollar signs 
Three tenets: think and plan strategically, structure humanely, and communicate constantly 
Very critical: “communicate, communicate, communicate” and “communicate honestly” 
Perception is reality -- people will rumor what they don’t know; lawsuits often result from people who feel 
they were treated unfairly -- whether they were or not 
Planning is vital so people can understand in advance what is happening and make their own plans 
accordingly 

Four Principals: 
Take ownership of the problem, process, etc. 
Involve stakeholders at the earliest possible time and throughout the process 
Implement boldly and with purpose 
Success results from a combination of planning, process and communication 

Best Practices Discussed--Separating Employees: 
A review, appeals or arbitration board for employees who perceived that they are unfairly being separated 
A process that includes employee leasing, setting up temporary employment companies or forming new 
companies to keep separating workers usefully employed -- at least until they find other jobs 
Coordination with colleges, labor organizations, private industry for job retraining or further education 
Techniques for stakeholder involvement: 
- guidance group(s) for the plan 
- separate “working group” to develop stakeholder criteria 
- throughout the process: public meetings, small group meetings, written comments, newsletters, manager 

briefings, etc. 
Reality “therapy”: how things are in the off-site workenvironment (i.e., different wages and benefits levels) 
Involve a variety of employment assistance professionals early in the restructuring process; use them for 
manager and supervisor training and for the employee’s family as well, both before and after separation 

Best Practices Discussed--Survivors: 
Retraining to accomplish more work with fewer people 
Humane treatment of departing workers -- survivors will be watching 
Substantial filling of available on-site jobs with existing workers, with or without retraining 
Continuous surveying and monitoring of survivors 
Particular attention to anger and guilt, low morale, absenteeism, violence and sabotage 
Be an advocate of the remaining workforce 
Offer chances for survivors to give expression of their feelings 
Deal with emotions and comments in smaller groups 
Create relationships between DOE and the prime contractors to address survivors’ needs 
Human Resources or Industrial Relations staff need to “champion” change 
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2C. BEST PRACTICES IN WORK FORCE PLANNING 
Session Organizer: Deborah Swichkow, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: Jeanne Crouch, Environmental Training and Consulting, Inc. 

Jeanne Crouch, the session facilitator, opened the discussion by reviewing the agenda and asking participants to 
introduce themselves to the group. Session participants included representatives of the Department of Energy 
(headquarters and field), contractors, and labor unions. Debby Swichkow, the session organizer and program 
manager for work force planning, then gave a presentation on work force planning. 

Ms. Swichkow began by reviewing Tom Grumbly’s speech from Wednesday, March 13, emphasizing Mr. 
Grumbly’s focus on the need for an analytical, corporate approach to the Department’s work force planning activities 
and the importance of cooperation among DOE Headquarters, DOE Field organizations, and contractors. 

Ms. Swichkow then presented the 10-step work force planning process that was developed by the Work Force 
Projections Subcommittee of the Work Force Planning Committee. The subcommittee was led by Walt Lips of 
DOE’S Office of Defense Programs. The 10 steps of the work force planning process are as follows: 

1. develop a baseline assessment of the current work force composition; 
2. analyze future work force based on strategic plans, program guidance, budgets, and contract reform 

3. identify the need for work force change; 
4. establish initial schedule for the work force restructuring plan; 
5. determine future work force composition in terms of jobs and competencies; 
6. compare current work force composition to future work force composition to identify shortages and 

7. develop the following work force transition strategies: voluntary separation, transition of retained work- 

8. develop implementation plan with actions and schedules; 
9. implement plan; 
10. evaluate results and improve the process. 

strategies; 

excesses; 

ers, and transition of separated workers; 

Currently, sites provide work force planning information to the Office of Worker and Community Transition at Step 
7 of the work force restructuring plan. In the future, the Office will review each restructuring plan for evidence that 
the work force numbers provided in the plans are based on analyses of both the current work force and the future 
work force, particularly at Steps 2,3, and 5. 

The participants then discussed the differences between Step 2 and Step 5. Step 2 should be an on-going process, 
and it has a long-term orientation. Step 5 is geared to the specific efforts of the work force restructuring plans and 
is shorter term. 

Participants then discussed how the DOE Field offices and the contractors will need to interact to accomplish these 
steps. Representatives from various field offices stated that they will need guidance from headquarters in instructing 
their contractors. They also questioned the usefulness of the 10-step process. Representatives from DOE 
Headquarters explained that the 10-step process is necessitated by the requirements of Section 3 16 1, which obligates 
the Department to perform a skills assessment before it separates, retains, or retrains people. In addition, the biggest 
driver of the work force planning process is the requirement to accomplish the mission. 

The discussion then turned to the work force planning process. One participant noted that work force planning entails 
more than the 10-step process and must involve representatives from DOE contracts and procurement offices. In 
addition, some participants stated that to ensure that the planning expectations of the Office of Worker and 
Community Transition are adequately addressed, headquarters should provide training on the field’s responsibilities 
in work force planning and how to fulfill those responsibilities. 
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The group then reviewed how Steps 1,2,3, and 5 are currently accomplished at some sites. Step 1, (the development 
of a baseline assessment of the current work force composition), involves a generic, high-level evaluation that begins 
with the review of existing job descriptions. Job skills are then identified using job classification systems such as the 
Common OccupationaI Classification System (COCS) and through a review of resumes, surveys of current practices, 
or electronic searches. Employee resumes are used only as a starting point for identifying job skills and qualifications 
because they may not reflect all the skills a person has or training that may have been completed. At this step, sites 
should avoid using too much detail, because additional information can be added once future needs are known. 

As part of Step 2, (the analysis of future work force requirements based on strategic plans, program guidance, 
budgets, and contract reform strategies), many contractors indicated that DOE should identify future programmatic 
requirements. This will require guidance from headquarters and may include a determination of prospective work 
for others. During this step, contractors must evaluate current and future business lines to determine future needs 
and how to fulfill those needs tie., through use of full-time employees or outsourcing). 

At Step 3, (identifying the need for work force change), any change from the baseline requires a 120-day notice. A first 
step at this point is to analyze the difference, if any, between Step 2 and current business. It is important to be aware 
that the current work force may have “hidden” skills that can meet future needs (i.e., skills between business lines). 

Step 5, (the determination of future work force composition in terms of jobs and competencies), begins with the 
identification of specific jobs that are to be added or subtracted. Affected business lines must be assessed, and jobs 
with transferrable skills sets must be identified. These jobs and competencies are then grouped and sent to managers, 
who then assess the business impact and make a determination between future needs and the groupings. 

A representative of a labor union stated that labor would like to be involved with the contractors at the beginning 
of the long-term planning process. If labor members know future needs, they can begin education and retraining 
early so that they can obtain the skills necessary for future work. 

Ms. Swichkow closed the session by inviting participants to join the Planning Integration Guidance Group (PIGG), 
which will meet weekly through the month of April beginning on April 2,1996. The PIGG will be developing the 
criteria and defining the key work force planning elements to be included in the work force restructuring plans. The 
Ohio Field Office has volunteered to be a pilot for the planning process. 

2D. UPDATE ON COMMUNITY TRANSITION ACTIVITIES 
Session Organizer: Bob Baney, Office of Worker and Community Transition, 
Department of Energy 
Facilitator: John Lynch, Independent Consultant 

John Lynch, the session facilitator, opened the discussion by announcing that this session would be a continuation 
of this morning’s discussion of community transition activities. The session’s goal was to provide an overview of 
the findings of the various working groups of the Office of Worker and Community Transition focus group on 
community transition activities. 

Jeff Murphy, from Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and Laurel Smith, from the Office of Worker and 
Community Transition, discussed the development of community transition performance measures. The primary 
reasons for developing performance measures can be grouped into two categories: 

to document the results of the program and provide Community Reuse Organization’s (CRO) with 
information about best practices and ways to improve the program; and, 
to demonstrate program effectiveness and assure continued support and funding. 

The performance measures working group considered it best to suggest a loose framework of performance measures 
rather than a rigid framework to allow flexibility in adapting the measures to local situations. By having a 
framework, the Office of Worker and Community Transition would assure that the approach to developing and 
reporting accomplishments is consistent even though the substance of the accomplishments may vary. 
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The working group also determined that the suggested areas to measure are only suggestions and that the actual 
measures should be developed with input from CROs and DOE field offices with an emphasis appropriate to each 
site. Further, the suggested measures are not intended to be all-inclusive and each site will need to review their 
individual needs to ensure that they have included all important measures. 

All attendees were requested to review the draft Community Transition Performance Measures. Comments on the 
draft measures should be submitted to Laurel Smith at the Office of Worker and Community Transition by the end 
of March 1996. The final performance measures will be incorporated into the draft Interim Guidance for 
Community Transition Activities which will be available for review in July 1996. 

The working group on personal property found that the transfer of personal property has met with varying support 
and success throughout the DOE complex. As a result of this approach, the relative priority of competing uses for 
excess personal property is not uniformly managed. Some of the CROs propose being allowed to transfer personal 
property and retain proceeds for community transition purposes. In order for this proposal to be successful, all rights 
must transfer to the CRO with the property (i.e., there cannot be unreasonable reverter clauses). 

The working group considered it necessary for personal property regulations to include the new acquisition letter 
provisions for community transition. The group also determined that the inherent conflict between the Office of 
Policy’s goal to reduce the deficit by $250 million and the community transition goal of transferring excess personal 
and real property must be resolved. While personal property regulations generally do contain the provisions for 
community transition in the acquisition letter, their successful implementation and resolution of any issues that arise 
will require active communication among the CROs, DOE Field Offices and Headquarters. 

In order to assure that both community transition goals and deficit reduction goals can be satisfied, the working group 
expressed interest in coordinating with the Office of Policy. The working group found that both are valid goals and 
there must be a balance between the two. 

In an innovative use of funding, the focus group also wanted to consider using funds from the Office of Worker and 
Community Transition to assist in property transfer, including paying for inventory, risk assessment, and assessment 
of other interests within DOE. The issue raised by this suggestion is that such uses of funding would replace landlord 
funds with Worker and Community Transition funds for actions that are properly the responsibility of the landlord. 
While not specifically prohibited, it seemed that the landlord should appropriately cover such costs and that only 
in certain situations - to be decided on a case-by-case basis - should Office of Worker and Community Transition 
funding be used. 

On the topic of facility modification and reuse, Jim Cayce of DOE’s Office of Field Management made a brief 
presentation and notified attendees on the publication of a document called Resourceful Reuse - Planning Future 
Uses of DOE Sites: A Guide for Prospective Real Property Users. That publication is intended to assist interested 
parties in their efforts to work with DOE personnel to reuse DOE’s land and facilities. The guide raises and discusses 
the interrelated issues of reuse planning. Copies were made available to session participants, and additional copies 
can be obtained from Joan Glickman, Director of the DOE Future Use Project, (202) 586-5944. 

Mr. Cayce also presented an examination of the potential for funding capital improvements either on- or off-site. 
He proposed that grants be considered for rehabilitation, modification, or improvement of real property or facilities 
only if the purpose is clearly for community transition. In applying this principle, it is important that the connection 
between the project and community transition is obvious and that community transition is not being used as a 
convenient justification for other purposes. If the proposal is for off-site activities, a clear connection needs to be 
established to the CRO and the community transition program. 

Participants then briefly discussed the need for a more responsive real property disposal process through the General 
Services Administration, in its effort to revise the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. In 
all cases of facility reuse, participants concluded, an economic analysis would be necessary to demonstrate that such 
cases are a worthwhile use of limited funds. 
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Paul Dicktnan, from the Albuquerque Operations Office, began his presentation on intellectual property by 
establishing that the authority exists to transfer DOE’s intellectual property, which could include patents, copyrights, 
manufacturing data, and licenses. While limited in its application because of the frequently very specialized nature 
of DOE’s intellectual property, there are some cases where transfer would serve community transition objectives. 

There are still some undefined areas where further policy definition would be useful. For example, if a program is 
being stopped, can the intellectual property be leased out, even though the program may resume? Another case 
where policy would be useful is when patent ownership is essential for use of a piece of equipment. In such cases, 
a policy to combine the equipment and the patent would be useful. 

Finally, in the area of roles and responsibilities, Debby Swichkow had covered a large portion of this topic during 
her overview and general coverage of the changes in the Interim Guidance for Community Transition Activities 
during the morning session. 

At the conclusion of the session, DOE representatives distributed a process diagram that showed the sequential roles 
in funding a project and asked for participants’ comments on the process or the roles. 



PLENARY SESSION 
WORKER PARTICIPATION IN HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Speaker: Tara O’Toole, Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety, and Health, 
Department of Energy 

Tara O’Toole began her presentation by explaining that safety is an especially important concern during times of 
organizational change. With downsizing or restructuring, workers are faced with confusion and distractions that can 
impact safety. At Mobil Corporation, for example, accidents increased as soon as the corporation announced its 
intention to downsize. For this reason, it is now particularly important for DOE to emphasize a sound safety culture. 
DOE’s goal is to maintain a workplace where prevention of accidents and protection of worker health and the 
environment are treated as paramount to accomplishing work. 

Dr. O’Toole emphasized that in order to accomplish institutional change, DOE must work to change attitudes and 
behaviors throughout its organization. This means that there is both a necessity and a benefit in involving workers 
in identifying and eliminating hazards. With many discrete projects underway, uncertainties of the safety and health 
issues in tasks, and the unfamiliar nature of many tasks, DOE must focus on contract reform as a way of achieving 
institutional change. DOE is now inserting language in contracts that will (1) establish a single safety culture 
throughout all contractors and subcontractors and (2) require potential subcontractors to demonstrate that they have 
good safety and health records. 

DOE is conducting several projects to improve its safety culture. It is developing systems for setting performance 
measures, so that DOE can track the records of contractors. Within DOE, the Environmental Management and 
Environment, Safety, and Health programs are collaborating on a safety initiative that will be implemented at sites. 

Work force planning is the key to safety at DOE, and the Department is working to implement better hazard analysis 
and hazard control. Half of all accidents and all fatalities are the result of poor work planning, so improvements in 
this area are crucial to a better safety culture. One way to ameliorate the current work planning system is to change 
the way in which work packages are reviewed. Safety and health reviews should not be conducted at the end of the 
work package review, and reviews must directly incorporate the results of safety monitors. Enhanced work planning 
involves a core team of workers, supervisors, and technical experts. In particular, workers should be involved very 
early in the planning process. DOE’s pilot projects in work force planning have demonstrated the efficiency of 
proper work package planning, by reducing package planning time from nine months to four months. 

Next, Dr. O’Toole focused on DOE’s Necessary and Sufficient Closure Process. This process is a disciplined way 
of tailoring safety requirements to the hazards of the job. The approach involves defining the work to be 
accomplished, assembling a team, and using the team to determine health and safety standards. Safety requirements 
must adhere to all Federal, state, and local requirements and laws. In this process, requirements determination must 
incorporate workers and experts on all levels and must have a sustained, coordinated effort to employ technical 
talent. As a result, different groups must find new ways of working together and must engage workers. 

In conclusion, Dr. O’Toole described the essential components of an improved safety culture. DOE should have 
teamwork, ownership by the work force, and ways to mobilize expertise. There should be amore meaningful notion 
of work, and DOE should find a direct approach to the safety and health consequences of the past 50 years. 

QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 

Q. As some sites transition from DOE work to commercial work, will DOE safety standards apply to 
commercial entities on DOE sites? 

A. The requirements will be different depending on the sites. DOE’s Memorandum of Understanding with 
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) allows the transfer of Federal facilities to 
OSHA. The main issue is that sites should notify headquarters when privatizing, so that health and 
safety issues can be addressed early. 



Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

How can DOE make sure that third-tier and fourth-tier contractors apply the same health and safety 
requirements as prime contractors? 

In new contracts, there will be a single set of expectations flowing down to all subcontractors. It is not 
acceptable to have subcontractors using different criteria, and DOE cannot allow a second-class safety 
culture to exist. In addition, there should be more cooperation in managing work, so that there is a 
central monitoring of activities at different units of a single site. 

Stakeholder comment: The National Security Pilot Project at Rocky Flats is developing work packages 
with a single set of safety standards, and the new system has been successful. 

Stakeholder comment: DOE needs to let workers get involved in setting safety and health requirements. 

Can the new safety and health approach actually contain costs? 

With an appropriate application of health and safety and defensible analytical arguments behind activi- 
ties, the new approach can save money. There is an inherent tension between innovation in health and 
safety and the protection of workers, so DOE needs to examine practices and consider changes as neces- 
sary. 

What should workers do when they observe violations of safety standards? 

Workers should report violations to the contractor in error, to the prime contractor if no action is taken, 
or to Environment, Safety, and Health at headquarters if there is no response. With old buildings and a 
less experienced work force, lack of knowledge and uncertainties are high, so it is especially important 
to identify and prevent violations. 

Comment: It has been useful for the Environment, Safety, and Health program to recognize that 
there is redundancy in work package planning and to try to eliminate that redundancy. 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 15,1996 
FINAL DISCUSSION SESSION 

The following is a list of the issues for resolution during the final discussion sessions of the Worker and Community 
Transition Workshop. During these sessions, participants discussed a broad range of worker and community 
transition issues and developed recommendations on issues and activities for the Office of Worker and Community 
Transition. The small groups, whose members represented a random selection of meeting participants, offered 
participants a chance to review broad issues, to focus on a limited number of action items, and to propose answers 
to questions raised in Thursday’s small group discussion sessions. 

SMALL DISCUSSION SESSIONS 

MAJOR ISSUES RAISED 
General Issues 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

e 

0 

0 

0 

0 

There should be early, two-way communication that involves all players. 

The community, employees, and other stakeholders should be involved from the beginning of the pro- 
cess, during the planning stages. 

There is a need for more cooperation among interested parties. 

All actions taken should reduce the impact on the total community. 

When determining the cost effectiveness of privatization or outsourcing, the Department of Energy 
should understand the costs (safety, work quality, unemployment) of different options. 

The Department of Energy should examine contractors’ overhead costs more carefully. 

The Department of Energy doesn’t seem to have the tools to repair its system and to prepare for 
changes. 

The DOE field offices would like to receive information continually on what they can and cannot do, 
instead of waiting to find out at national workshops. 

The Department of Energy should publish success stories for all activities related to worker and commu- 
nity transition. 

The Department of Energy should enforce the use of a single set of safety standards across the complex. 

Work Force PlanninP and Restructuring 

There should be a stronger, clearer connection between work force planning and work force restructur- 
ing. 

Discussions on work force planning and work force restructuring activities should be combined at 
national workshops and at headquarters and field meetings. 

Labor unions should be involved in identifying knowledge, skills, and abilities. 

The Department of Energy should explain more clearly how identification of knowledge, skills, and 
abilities fits into restructuring. 



0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The Department of Energy should train people in the field to conduct work force planning. Such train- 
ing should include clear definitions of expectations and a clearer definition of missions. 

The Department of Energy should establish a benchmark for work force planning by examining success- 
ful practices in this area. 

It is not clear how much information headquarters really needs for the Work Force Information System. 

The Department of Energy needs to conduct an analysis of needs vs. skills 

The Department of Energy should clearly explain to the field that the new Interim Planning Guidance 
for Contractor Work Force Restructuring is not intended to be prescriptive. 

The new guidelines in the Interim Planning Guidance for Contractor Work Force Restructuring seem 
to make it more difficult for contractors to voluntarily release people. 

The Department of Energy should resolve the definition of vacancies by new contractors and subcon- 
tractors in order to enforce preference in hiring. 

There should be early involvement of all affected parties and stakeholders in work force restructuring. 

The Department of Energy should emphasize the use of the existing work force in privatization and 
outsourcing. 

The Department of Energy should encourage the use of existing employees to fill new positions when- 
ever possible. 

There are hidden costs in privatization (e.g., cost of training new employees). 

There is a loss of productivity during times of restructuring. This creates additional costs and problems 
in health and safety. 

Success in work force restructuring is as much a function of the implementation and planning process as 
it is a function of the actual contents of restructuring packages. 

DOE’S Office of General Counsel should reexamine the 45-day waiting period for workers who are 
voluntarily separating and should let workers leave earlier if they want to. 

The Department of Energy should pay more attention to issues surrounding survivors of work force 
restructuring . 
Sites should develop creative proposals for work force restructuring and should employ site-specific 
methods. 

There should be a clearly defined, agreed-upon implementation process for work force restructuring. 

The Department of Energy should offer enhanced early retirement to encourage more voluntary reduc- 
tion-of-force. So far, DOE has done well in using voluntary and retirement incentives to downsize its 
work force. 

The Department of Energy should examine the utilization of the pension benefit as a cost-effective 
enhancement of restructuring. 
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The Department of Energy should establish broader guidelines for tuition assistance benefits, and it 
should consider letting the unaffected (but possibly future-affected) work force receive these benefits. 

The Department of Energy should open education benefits to encourage the retention of employees. 

The Department of Energy should provide equal benefits for all workers. 

Labor Interests 

0 

0 

Labor should be involved as a partner, not simply as a stakeholder. 

The Department of Energy should establish a national focus group for labor issues. 

Labor unions should participate in decisions on contracting methods and on all issues affecting workers. 

Labor unions should play a role in work force restructuring and work force planning. 

There should be a standard process for making labor standards decisions, perhaps one that complies with 
Department of Labor regulations. 

The Department of Energy should include Department of Labor representatives in future stakeholder 
workshops. 

Labor standards decisions should be issued earlier than they are currently. 

The Department of Energy should recognize and resolve wage differentials. 

The Department of Energy should encourage the use of tripartite forums as a means to discuss tough, 
major issues on a partnership basis. 

There should be a labor forum (like that held on Wednesday, March 13) included as part of all Worker 
and Community Transition national stakeholder workshops. 

Labor unions should be included in Community Reuse Organization activities. 

There should be fair treatment of the building trades under Section 3 161. All employees should receive 
equal benefits. 

Communitv Transition Issues 

Community Reuse Organizations (CRO) need to develop internal policies which justify their actions and 
membership. 

CROs should develop strategic plans in which they propose how to involve a broad range of stakehold- 
ers and they clearly define their objectives. 

There should be peer reviews of proposals for community transition funding. 

The Office of Worker and Community Transition should be an advocate within DOE for community 
transition issues that fall under the jurisdiction of other Headquarter organizations. 

National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Repori 

I 
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DOE Commitments and Responses to Major Issues Raised 
After representatives of each of the three small group discussion sessions presented the issues raised at the morning’s 
sessions, Bob DeGrasse responded to the workshop participants issues and concerns by offering the commitments 
listed below on behalf of the Department of Energy. 

Work Force Planning and Restructuring 

Bob DeGrasse stated that the Office of Worker and Community Transition will work to integrate workforce planning 
and work force restructuring activities, noting that Terry Freese and Debby Swichkow will visit DOE sites to develop 
better implementation of this integration. A work force integration conference is scheduled during August in 
Washington, D.C. that will provide assistance to the Department’s contractors in incorporating an analytical 
component into their restructuring plans, lessons learned from the planning process pilots at Oak Ridge and Ohio, 
as well as work force planning implications in the contract reform arena. In response to comments on work force 
restructuring, Mr. DeGrasse explained that DOE would examine the possibility of using excess pension benefits to 
provide voluntary early retirement packages. 

Labor Relations 

DOE will review the benefits offered to construction workers, to ensure that construction workers -especially those 
with a long history of working for DOE - are fairly treated. In particular, Mr. DeGrasse noted, DOE will examine 
the enhancement of three areas of benefits for construction workers: pension, medical, and education. 

Mr. DeGrasse explained that the 45-day waiting period for voluntary separations is a legal issue. DOE does not want 
to stop its workers from taking other jobs, however, and the argument to waive the 45-day period was eloquently 
made. 

With regard to other labor concerns, Mr. DeGrasse emphasized that DOE will serve as a source of feedback and will 
help improve communication among parties. While DOES position is that there is not a single, national solution 
to collective bargaining issues, good communication can improve the economic situation at DOE sites, so it is 
important to encourage information sharing and interaction among labor groups. With this in mind, the Office of 
Worker and Community Transition will work to promote communication among tripartite groups, first by 
sponsoring a meeting in June or July of 1996 involving specialists from across the complex, then by exploring other 
ways to foster interaction. 

In response to the comments made at this workshop, DOE will consider the following labor issues more carefully: 
the work force planning process, privatization, separating workers, and labor standards. DOE will seek the support 
of the contractor community and of DOE site management on these issues and will get their feedback before 
proceeding further. In particular, DOE will consider the concern of ensuring consistency in labor standards 
throughout the DOE complex. Finally, DOE will consider integrating organized labor into Community Reuse 
Organizations in a more formal way. 

Communitv Transition Activities 

In the area of community transition, Mr. DeGrasse noted that DOE and its stakeholders can move reuse forward more 
precipitously. It is important, he noted, for DOE to accomplish community transition effkiently, so that there will 
not be unnecessary delays or mistakes in the progress. The DOE Office of Field Management can play a role in 
facilitating communication and resolution on facility reuse issues, and the Office of Worker and Community 
Transition will work with that office on property issues. The Office is preparing revised guidance that will increase 
accountability in the field, headquarters and the Community Reuse Organizations by clarifying roles and 
responsibilities among program participants. It will serve as a means for expediting the decision-making process. 

Mr. DeGrasse concluded by thanking participants for their efforts to find solutions to the many issues facing the 
Department and its stakeholders. 



APPENDIX A 
FINAL PARTICIPANTS LIST 

Beverly B. Adams 
Deputy Director, Human Resources 
Westinghouse Savannah River Company 
Savannah River Site 
703-A, Room A- 135 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-725-845 1 Fax: 803-725-1991 

George W. Benedict 
Assistant Manager for Construction and Engineering 
Oak Ridge Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 2001 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8791 
Phone: 423-576- 1838 Fax: 423-576-9667 

Bob Agonia 
Director, Industrial Relations Division 
Nevada Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 98518 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518 
Phone: 702-295-1005 Fax: 702-29 2367 

Leo Berroteran 
President 
International Association of Machinists and Aerospace 
Workers, 
Local 990 
Allied Signal Federal Manufacturing & Technologies 
P.O. Box 419159 
Kansas City, MO 64141-6159 
Phone: 8 16-997-3625 Fax: 816-997-7016 Warren R. Anderson 

Industrial Relations Director 
MK-Ferguson of Oak Ridge Company 
P.O. Box 201 1 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-201 1 
Phone: 423-574-2877 Fax: 423-241-3203 

Lewis C. Attardo 
Executive Director 
Savannah River Regional Diversification Initiative (SRRDI) 
P.O. Box 696 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-593-9954 x 1409 Fax: 803-593-4296 

Bernard Ayers 
Procurement Analyst 
7000 W. Van Giesen #123 
W. Richland, WA 99353 
Phone: 509-967-2068 Fax: 509-967-2069 

Marilyn Balcombe 
Industrial Psychologist 
ORISE 
13518 Ansel Terrace 
Germantown, MD 20874 
Phone: 30 1-9 16-223 1 Fax: 202-653-5414 

Bob Baney 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-3751 Fax: 202-586-1540 

Robert J. Bardsley 
Industrial Relations Officer 
Idaho Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
785 DOE Place 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Phone: 208-526-0688 Fax: 208-526-5969 

Toby C. Bickmore 
Industrial Relations Specialist 
Nevada Operations Office/Industrial Relations Division 
U.S. Department of Energy 
2769 S. Highland 
P.O. Box 985 18 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518 
Phone: 702-295-1012 Fax: 702-295-2367 

Greg Bischak 
Science Applications International Corporation 
18 E. Walnut Street 
Alexandria, VA 22301 
Phone: 703-549-8339 Fax: 703-728-0826 

Thomas A. Biscup 
International Representative 
Laborers’ International Union of North America 
905 16 th Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006-1765 
Phone: 202-942-2329 Fax: 202-737-2754 

John Blakley 
Vice President 
Pantex Plant International Guards Union of America 
Mason & Hanger Guard Union 
5112Harvard 
Amarillo, TX 79109 
Phone: 806-359-8891 Fax: 806-355-2806 

Lerold W. Blaskey 
Manager, Human Resources 
Bechtel Nevada 
2621 Losee Road 
P.O. Box 98521 
North Las Vegas, NV 89030 
Phone: 702-295-4874 Fax: 702-295-2448 



Rick Blea 
Business Agent 
Plumbers and Steamfitters Union, Local 412 
5 10 San Pedro Drive SE 
Albuquerque, NM 87108 
Phone: 505-265- 15 13 Fax: 505-265-7127 

Mike Bolles 
Deputy Director for Communications and Economic Devel- 
opment 
Rocky Flats Field Oftice 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 928 
Golden, CO 80402-0928 
Phone: 303-966-2473 Fax: 303-966-6633 

David 0. Bolling 
Anderson County Executive 
Anderson County Government 
100 N. Main Street 
Courthouse, Rm. 208 
Clinton, TN 377 16 
Phone: 423-457-5400 ext. 200 Fax: 423-457-549 1 

Ray Borkowski 
Program Manager 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems 
P.O. Box 2003 TCM 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831 
Phone: 423-435-3237 Fax: 423-435-3271 

Terry Bowers 
Ironworker and Rigger, Union Rep. 
Facilities Management Organization 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems Y-12 Plant 
P.O. Box 2009 
Oak Ridge, TN 3783 1 
Phone: 423-574-6487 

Thomas M. Braun 
Labor Relations Manager 
EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, Inc. 
P.O. Box 3000 
Miamisburg, OH 45343-3000 
Phone: Fax: 513-847-5261 

William A. Brien 
President United Plant and Guard Workers Union 
Lockheed Martin Utility Services, Inc. 
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
P.O. Box 1410 
Paducah, KY 42002- 14 1 0 
Phone: 502-441-6246 Fax: 502-441-6704 

Kenneth W. Briggs 
Director, Human Resources Division 
Ohio Field Office 
US. Department of Energy 
P.O.Box 3020 
Miamisburg, OH 45343-3020 
Phone: 513-865-3791 Fax: 513-865-4312 

Wavery Brown 
Manager, Human Resources 
Battelle 
Battelle Boulevard 
P.O. Box 999 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-372-6477 Fax: 509-372-6479 

Pamela Brown 
Hanford Analyst 
City of Richland 
P. 0. Box 190 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-943-7348 Fax: 509-943-5666 

Lyle Brown 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-043 1 F ~ x :  202-586-8403 

Fred Brueggeman 
Assistant Security Administrator for Intergovernmental 
Relations 
Los Alamos County 
P.O. Box 30 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
Phone: 505-662-8080 Fax: 505-662-8079 

Ed Burgess 
Director of Regional Office 
South Carolina Department of Commerce 
P.O. Box 927 
Columbia, SC 29202 
Phone: 803-737-0407 Fax: 803-737-0418 

Donald H. Bushey 
Business Manager 
International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 280 
P.O. Box 807 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-946-5101 Fax: 509-946-0430 

DeAnne Butterfield 
Executive Director 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
5460 Ward Road, Suite 205 
Arvada, CO 80002 
Phone: 303-940-6090 Fax: 303-940-6088 

Allen Callaway 
Fernald Atomic Trades & Labor Council Representative 
FERMCO 
7400 Willey Road 
P.O. Box 538704 
Cincinnati, OH 45253-8704 
Phone: 5 13-648-5074 Fax: 513-648-5083 
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Ruby Campbell 
Program Specialist 
U.S. Department of Labor 
1371 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30034 
Phone: 404-347-3495 Fax: 404-347- 1938 

Bruce Campbell 
Assistant to General Manager- Advisory Board 
Boatmen’s Bank Building, Suite 420 
Mason & Hanger 
701 South Taylor Street 
Amarillo, TX 79101 
Phone: 806-372-4662 Fax: 806-372-4663 

Tim Carlson 
Executive DirectorResident 
NTS Development Corporation 
2340 Paseo Del Prado 
Suite D108 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
Phone: 702-257-7900 Fax: 702-257-7999 

Scott Carter 
Economic Adjustment Specialist 
Economic Development Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
14th & Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20230 
Phone: 202-482-3901 Fax: 202-482-3742 

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 

Steven Carter 
Director, Economic Development 
Ohio Valley Regional Development Commission 
740 2nd Street 
Room 102 
Portsmouth, OH 45662 
Phone: 614-354-7795 Fax: 614-353-6353 

Jim Cayce 
Office of Associate Deputy Secretary for Field Management 
Office of Project and Fixed Asset Management (FM-20) 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-0072 Fax: 202-586-0233 

Chee Chang 
Safety and Health Department 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
25 Louisiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington,, DC 20001 
Phone: 202-624-6963 Fax: 202-624-8 125 

Ernest Chaput 
Deputy Manager 
Savannah River Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-725-2405 Fax: 803-725-1910 

Manuel Chavallo 
Program Management Specialist 
MAC Technical Services Co. 

Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-376-32 17 Fax: 509-376-8 142 

Michael Church 
President 
Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers, International Union, Local 

P.O. Box 4936 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-4936 

P.O. BOX 1427 BS-31 

3-288 

Phone: 423-483-3745 Fax: 423-483-1507 

Jeanne Cisco 
Operations Representative 
Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers, International Union, Local 

1865 Prosperity Road 
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Phone: 614-289-2405 Fax: 6 14-286-2 126 
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Manager, Human Resources 
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P.O. Box 419159 
Kansas City, MO 64141-6159 
Phone: 8 16-997-5575 Fax: 816-997-7016 

Michael J. Cleghorn 
President 
Independent Guard Association of Nevada 
705 Glen Abbey Circle 
P.O. Box 41 
Las Vegas, NV 89107 
Phone: 702-259-44 10 Fax: 702-259-0010 

Steve Colburn 
Ironworker Rigger 
Oak Ridge Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 1103 
Kingston, TN 37763 
Phone: 423-376-1037 

Herb Coleman 
Wackenhut Services 
P.O. Box W 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-952-7029 Fax: 803-952-3681 



Brian T. Condit 
President 
New Mexico Building & Construction Trades Council 
105 Texas, SE 
Albuquerque, NM 87 108 
Phone: 505-255-8653 Fax: 505-255-8655 

Harold Comer, Jr. 
Manager, Oak Ridge K-25 Site 
K-1001, Mail Stop 7134 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2003 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7134 
Phone: 423-576-0129 Fax: 423-576-5997 

A. Tom Cordova 
Project Leader 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 1663 
Los Aiamos, NM 87545 
Phone: 505-667-4536 Fax: 505-665-5419 

Mark Coronado 
Management Analyst 
Richland Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
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Phone: 509-376-3502 Fax: 509-376-8 142 

Joel Cote 
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Savannah River Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
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Phone: 803-725-2933 Fax: 803-725-7631 

Jeanne Crouch 
Environmental Training and Consulting International 
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Phone: 303-321-3575 Fax: 303-321-4569 

Daniel D. Cudaback 
President/ CEO 
Eastern Idaho Economic Development Council 
683 N. Capital Avenue 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Phone: 208-522-2014 Fax: 208-522-3824 

Moses Cummings 
United Plant Guard Workers of America, Local 330 
Wackenhut Services Inc. 
3942 Crest Drive 
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Phone: 706-798-6992 Fax: 803-47 1-9295 

Robert D’Angio 
Manager, Human Resources Division 
Human Resources Division, Bldg. 185 
Brookhaven National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 5000 
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Phone: 516-344-21 13 Fax: 5 16-344-3 195 

Mike Dabbert 
Financial & Administrative Specialist 
Portsmouth Site Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
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Piketon, OH 45661 
Phone: 614-897-5525 Fax: 614-897-2982 
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Manager 
KPMG Peat Marwick 
2001 M Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20036 
Phone: 202-332-7255 Fax: 202-833-8929 

Richard Dayvault 
Principal Scientist 
Rust Geotech, Inc. 
P.O. Box 14000 
Grand Junction, CO 8 1502 
Phone: 303-248-6375 Fax: 303-240-6040 

Robert W. DeGrasse, Jr. 
Director 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
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Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-7550 Fax: 202-586-8403 

Thomas B. DePriest 
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US. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-2946 Fax: 202-586-7373 
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Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
US. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
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Sr. Human Resources Representative 
Lockheed Martin Utility Services, Inc. 
P.O. Box 628 
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Paul Dickman 
Albuquerque Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 5400 
Albuquerque, NM 87 185 
Phone: 505-845-43 13 Fax: 505-845-5439 
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Senior Vice President, Economic Transition 
TRIDEC 
901 N. Colorado 
Kennewick, WA 99336 
Phone: 509-735-1000 Fax: 509-735-6609 

Thomas M. Disse, Jr. 
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Oak Ridge, TN 37830 
Phone: 423-482-9024 Fax: 423-483-9206 

Pat Dixon 
Economic Development Representative 
Economic Development Administration 
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Cincinnatti, OH 45253-8704 
Phone: 513-648-3723 Fax: 5 13-648-5247 

Marty M. Dondelinger 
Manager of Work Force Restructuring 
Kaiser-Hill 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
P.O. Box 464 
Golden, CO 80402 
Phone: 303-966-2725 Fax: 303-966-6 154 

Ray Dum 
Business Agent 
Sandia National Laboratory 
Security Police Association 
512 Cham0 N.E., Suite “A” 
Albuquerque, NM 87108 
Phone: 505-265-7809 Fax: 505-265-0647 

Nick Dvorak 
Contractor Industrial Relations Specialist 
Chicago Operations Officeflechnical and Administrative 
Services Group (TAS) 
U.S. Department of Energy 
9800 S. Cass Avenue 
Argonne, IL 60439 
Phone: 708-252-2317 Fax: 708-252-2919 

Robert A. Eddins 
Technical Advisor 
Rod Rodriguez, Inc. 
1204 Glade Hill Drive 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 
Phone: 423-482-9024 Fax: 423-483-9206 

John J. Edmonson 
Director, Office of Contractor Human Resource Management 

Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-9008 Fax: 202-586-9016 

HR-524.1 

Edward L. Ewing 
President (Chief Steward) 
Hotel Employees Restaurant Employees, Local 64 
Allied Signal Federal Manufacturing & Technologies/Kansas 
City 
2000 E. Bannister Road 
P.O. Box 419159 
Kansas City, MO 64141-6159 
Phone: 8 16-997-2000 Fax: 8 16-997-34 1 1 

Kathleen Fear 
PersonneI Management SpecialistKontrac tor Industrial 
Relations Program 
Pittsburgh Energy Technology Center 
U.S. Department of Energy 

Pittsburgh, PA 15236 
Phone: 412-892-6230 Fax: 412-892-4876 

P.O. BOX 10940 MS 922-139 

David Fee 
Principal Analyst 
Star Mountain, Inc. 
3601 Eisenhower Avenue 
Alexandria, VA 22304 
Phone: 703-960-7000 Fax: 703-960-7009 

Jeffrey Finkle 
Executive Director 
National Council for Urban Economic Development 
1730 K Street, N.W. Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20006 
Phone: 202-233-4735 Fax: 202-233-4745 

Garry Flowers 
Vice President for Industrial Relations 
Fluor Daniel 
134 Merchant Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45246 
Phone: 5 13-772-2000 Fax: 513-326-3108 

Erika Forbes 
Science Applications International Corporation 
901 D Street, S.W., Suite 201 
Washington, DC 20024 
Phone: 202-488-6610 Fax: 202-488-3158 



Raymond Frankoski 
Director, Human Resources 
Westinghouse Gov' t & Environmental Services Co. 
P.O. Box 355 
Pittsburgh, PA 15230 
Phone: 412-374-4661 Fax: 412-374-5515 

Terry Freese 
Deputy Director 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-5907 Fax: 202-586-8403 

David R. Fuller 
President 
Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers International Union, 
Local 

670 Springwell Lane 
P.O. Box 494 
Paducah, KY 42002-0494 
Phone: 502-554-08 12 Fax: 502-443-7943 
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Mark Gahler 
Director and Program Manager 
Rocketdyne Division 
Energy Technology Engineering Center 
P.O. Box 7930 MS TO38 
Canoga Park, CA 9 1309-7930 
Phone: 818-586-5326 Fax: 8 18-586-5 1 18 

John G a b  
United Plant Guard Workers of America 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 
P.O. Box 628 
Piketon, OH 45661 
Phone: 614-897-2331 xt 6400 

Delores A. Gaines 
Employee & Labor Relations Manager 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 
One Cyclotron Road 

Berkeley, CA 94805 
Phone: 5 10-486-6747 

MS 51-208 

Fax: 510-486-4072 

David Gallay 
Logistics Management Institute 
2000 Corporate Ridge 
McLean, VA 22102-7805 

Jerry Gallegos 
Personnel Specialist 
Sandia National Laboratories 
P.O. Box 5800 
Albuquerque, NM 87544 
Phone: 505-844-3030 Fax: 505-845-0097 

George Gartrell 
Ohio Field Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1 Mound Road 
Miamisburg, OH 45342 
Phone: 5 13-865-505 1 

Michael H. Gibson 
Vice President 
Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers Union, Local 7-4200 
3742 Fern Drive 
P.O. Box 3000 
Franklin, OH 45005 
Phone: 5 13-746- 1459 Fax: 513-865-5066 

Gary R. Giesick 
Industrial Relations Specialist 
Naval Petroleum Reserves 
28590 Highway 119 
Tupman, CA 93276 
Phone: 805-763-6091 Fax: 805-763-6318 

Sheri Giger 
HR Representative 
Westinghouse Savannah River Company 
703-A, Room A129 
P.O. Box 616 
Aiken, SC 29808 
Phone: 803-725-7774 Fax: 803-725-773 1 

Eugene Gillespie 
Site Manager 
Portsmouth Site Office 
US. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 700 
Piketon, OH 45661 
Phone: 6 14-897-200 1 Fax: 614-897-2982 

William Gilyard, I11 
Contractor Industrial Relations Specialist 
Office of Procurement and Contractor Human Resources 
Savannah 
River Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-725- 1544 Fax: 803-725-7631 

Michael Goldman 
Laboratory Counsel 
Director's Office Bldg. #460 
Brookhaven National Laboratory 
40 Brookhaven Avenue 
P.O. Box 5000 
Upton, NY 11973-5000 
Phone: 516-344-3324 Fax: 516-344-7875 

Kevin Gorman 
Director, Administration 
BDM Oklahoma, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2565 
Bartlesville, OK 74003 
Phone: 91 8-337-4322 Fax: 918-337-4365 
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John K. Haberthy 
Grievance Committeeman 
Local 66 
United Plant Guard Workers of America 
P.O. Box 628 
Piketon, OH 45667 
Phone: 6 14-372-0400 Fax: 614-289-2471 

Robert L. Hamilton 
Technology Transfer Coordinator 
Oak Ridge Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 2001 
Knoxville, TN 37831 
Phone: 423-576-7723 Fax: 423-576-6363 

Jim Hanna 
Director, Industrial Relations 
FERMCO 
7400 Willey Road 
P.O. Box 538704 
Cincinnati, OH 45253-8704 
Phone: 5 13-648-4884 Fax: 5 13-648-3777 

Jerry M. Harden 
President 
United Steelworkers of America, Local 8031 
9584 W. Kentucky Avenue 
Lakewood, CO 80226 
Phone: 303-985-4017 Fax: 303-966-43 17 

Michael Hargreaves 
Director, Human Resources and Information Management 
Division 
Rocky Flats Field Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 928 HRIMD 
Golden, CO 80402-0928 
Phone: 303-966-3359 Fax: 303-966-3321 

George R. Harley, III 
Director, Human Resources 
Westinghouse Savannah River Company 
Building 703-A, Room A-218 
P.O. Box 616 
Aiken, SC 29808 
Phone: 803-725-8455 Fax: 803-725-1991 

Thomas E. Heiserman 
Vice President, Human Resources 
Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies 
2525 Fremont Street 
P.O. Box 1625 
Idaho Falls, ID 83415-3200 
Phone: 208-526-4441 Fax: 208-526-5561 

William F. Hempflig 
Labor Relations Manager 
Personnel Division 
Brookhaven National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 5000, Bldg., 185 
Upton, NY 11973 
Phone: 516-344-2878 Fax: 516-344-3195 

Lew Henderson 
Director, Manpower Research and Monterey Operations 
BDM Federal, Inc. 
225 Normandy Road 
Seaside, CA 93955 
Phone: 408-393-8700 F a :  408-393-8706 

David Allen Henderson 
CommunitylEconomic Development Specialist 
Ohio State UniversityRike County Ohio 
Piketon Research and Extension Center 
1864 Skyville Road 
Piketon, OH 45661-9749 
Phone: 6 14-289-207 1 Fax: 6 14-289-459 1 

Ralph Hennard 
President 
International Guards Union of America Local 14, 
FEMCO 
7400 Willey Road 
P.O. Box 538704 
Cincinnatti, OH 45253-8704 
Phone: 513-648-9535 Fax: 513-648-5599 

David W. Hepner 
Manager Community Affairs 
Savannah River Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-725-1206 Fax: 803-725-5968 

John V. Herrera 
Group Leader 
Human Resources 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
MS P298 
P.O. Box 1663 
Los Alamos, NM 87545 
Phone: 505-667-4536 Fax: 505-665-5419 

Connie Hettel 
Human Resource Information System Manager 
Bechtel Hanford Inc. 
3350 George Washington Way 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-375-9683 Fax: 509-372-9417 

John S. Hirsch 
Senior Consultant 
Battelle-Pacific Northwest Laboratory 
P.O. Box 999 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-375-2277 Fax: 509-375-2899 

Elizabeth Hocking 
Analyst 
Argonne National Laboratory 
955 L’Enfant Plaza S.W. 
Suite 6000 
Washington, DC 20024 
Phone: 202-488-2425 Fax: 202-488-2471 
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Barbara A. Hoffer 
Contractor Industrial Relations Specialist 
Richland Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
825 Jadwin Avenue 

Richland,WA 99352 
Phone: 509-376-9906 

P.O. BOX 550, A1-55 

Fax: 509- 376- 53 3 5 

Nancy Holt 
Administrative Officer 
Bartlesville Project Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 1398 
Bartlesville, OK 74006 
Phone: 9 18-337-4408 Fax: 918-337-4418 

Joyce G. Hopper 
Manager, Human Resources 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 

Piketon, OH 45661 
Phone: 614-897-4401 

P.O. BOX 628, MS-7600 

Fax: 614-897-6273 

Robert Hottel 
Manager, Economic Development Initiatives 
Westinghouse Savannah River Co. 
227 Gateway Drive 
Aiken, SC 29803 
Phone: 803-652-1821 Fax: 803-652-1898 

John P. Howanitz 
Construction Manager 
Bechtel Construction 
Savannah River Site 
704-N Room 6 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29808 
Phone: 803-557-4107 Fax: 803-557-5407 

Kris Jarvis 
Research Fellow 
Logistics Management Institute 
2000 Corporate Ridge 
McLean, VA 22102 
Phone: 703-917-7204 Fax: 703-917-7476 

Dickie Johnson 
Business Service Representative 
Kentucky State District Council of Carpenters, AFL-CIO 
623 Comanche Trail 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
Phone: 502-875-1474 Fax: 502-875-3409 

Cleveland Jones, Jr. 
Director, Human Resources Management 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2003 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7117 
Phone: 423-574-83 17 Fax: 423-574-6368 
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Peter Karcz 
Physical Scientist 
Office of Environmental and Regulatory Analysis (EM-75) 
US. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-0488 Fax: 202-586-9732 

Pete Kelley 
Manager, Public Affairs 
FERMCO 
P.O. Box 538704 
Cincinnati, OH 45253-8704 
Phone: 5 13-648-4089 Fax: 513-648-4011 

Jim H. Key 
Environmental, Safety, & Health Union Representative 
Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers International Union, 
Local 

P.O. Box 1410 
Paducah, KY 42001- 14 10 
Phone: 502-441-6576 Fax: 502-441-6024 
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Duane E. Klotz 
Manager, Human Resources Information Systems 
Battelle, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 999, MSIN KI-78 

Phone: 509-375-258 1 Fax: 509-375-4455 

Ron Knisley 
Office of Environmental Management (EM-70) 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 

Irene Kornelly 
Director 
Office of Business Development 
Colorado Statewide Defense Initiatives 
1625 Broadway, Suite 1710 
Denver, CO 80202 
Phone: 303-892-3840 Fax: 303-892-3848 

Gloria Kwei 
Manager, Human Resources 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

Livermore, CA 94551 
P.O. BOX 808, L-727 

Phone: 5 10-422-9362 Fax: 510-423-5665 

Jody 
Research Associate 
Boston University School of Public Health 
80 E. Concord Street 
Suite B3 
Boston, MA 021 18 
Phone: 617-638-4620 Fax: 617-638-4857 
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Ed LaPorte 
Vice President Controller 
BDM Oklahoma, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2565 
Bartlesville, OK 74003 
Phone: 91 8-337-4277 Fax: 9 18-337-4365 

J.R. Lawson 
Vice President 
International Guards Union of America Local 3 
Protective Services 

P.O. Box 2009 
Oak Ridge, TN 
Phone: 423-574-7732 

Y-12,9710-3, MS-8212 

Fax: 423-574-7100 

Barry Lawson 
Barry Lawson Associates 
P.O. Box 26 
Peacham, VT 05862 
Phone: 802-592-3949 Fax: 802-592-3950 

Richard Lawson 
United Plant Guard Workers of America 
EG & G Mound Applied Technologies, Inc. 
1 Mound Road 
P.O. Box 300  
Miamisburg, OH 45343-3000 
Phone: 5 13-865-328 1 Fax: 5 13-865-3099 

Robert LeChevalier 
Site Manager 
Energy Technology Engineering Center 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 7929 
Canoga Park, CA 9 1309 
Phone: 8 18-586-5417 Fax: 8 18-586-6335 

Sally Leiser 
Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Energy 
900 Commerce Road East 
New Orleans, LA 70123 
Phone: 504-734-4487 Fax: 504-734-4350 

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 Fax: 303-966-3321 

Patrick Lilard 
Resources Program Manager 
Kansas City Area Office 
2000 E. 95th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64131 
Phone: 816-997-7176 Fax: 816-997-5059 

Walt Lips 
Office of Defense Programs (DP-40.2) 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586- 1806 Fax: 202-586-1873 

Andrew S. Loebl 
Director, Center for Environmental Technology 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2003 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-7173 
Phone: 423-574-0101 Fax: 423-574-5086 

Eric A. Loy 
Chief Steward 
Atomic Trades and Labor Council 
Lockheed Martin Energy Research Corporation 
P.O. Box 2008 
Oak Ridge, TN 3783 1-6307 
Phone: 423-574-5678 Fax: 423-574-4142 

John Lynch 
National Association of Installation Developers 
4333 Upland Drive 
Alexandria, VA 223 10 
Phone: 703-922-7015 Fax: 703-922-4869 

Mary Madison 
Manager, Human Resources 
The National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) 
1617 Cole Boulevard 
Golden, CO 80401-3393 
Phone: 303-275-43 10 

Charles J. Mannila 
Assistant General Managermirector of Support 
Protection Technology Los Alamos 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 1400 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
Phone: 505-665- 1 177 Fax: 505-665-7759 

Charles Maples 
President 
Knoxville Building and Construction Trades Council 
516 West Vine Avenue 
Knoxville, TN 37902 
Phone: 423-525-5270 

Fax: 303-275-4316 

Fax: 423-525-9696 

Stephen Marlo 
Manager, Washington Office 
Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation 
1201 Connecticut Avenue, NW #850 
Washington, DC 20036 
Phone: 202-466-74 15 Fax: 202-466-2673 
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Norman Martinez 
Economic Development Director 
Rio Aniba County 
P.O. Box 4214 FVS 
Espanola, NM 87533 
Phone: 505-753-7451 

Kenneth Matzkin 
Economist 
Office of Environmental Management Policy (PO-9) 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue. S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-2954 Fax: 202-586-1737 

R.D. Maynard 
President 
Idaho State Building and Construction Trades 
P. 0. Box 1284 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
Phone: 208-232-8492 Fax: 208-232-8493 

Michael McDowell 
Rocketdyne Division 
Energy Technology Engineering Center 
MS TO38 
Canoga Park, CA 91309-7930 
Phone: 818-586-1000 xt 5256 Fax: 505-586-51 18 

Shane McFather 
CompensatiodBenefits Manager 
Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Co., Inc. 
P.O. Box 30020 
Amarillo, TX 79177 
Phone: 806-477-3785 Fax: 806-477-6976 

Curt McGee 
Manager 
Bechtel Nevada 
P.O. Box 98521 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8521 
Phone: 702-295-0143 Fax: 702-295-3020 

Neal McGregor 
Security Officer (President, UPGWA, Local #251) 
Allied Signal Federal Manufacturing & Technologies/Kansas 
City 
P.O. Box 419159 
Kansas City, MO 64141-6159 
Phone: 816-997-3601 Fax: 816-997-2664 

William B. McLendon 
President, OPEIU Local 25 1 
Office and Professional Employees International Union 
540 Chama NE, Suite 4 
Albuquerque, NM 87 108 
Phone: 505-255-8 101 Fax: 505-255-8227 

Eileen McNeely 
Research Assistant Professor 
School of Public Health 
Talbot 3C 
Boston University 
80 E. Concord Street 
Boston, MA 021 18-2394 
Phone: 617-638-5071 Fax: 617-638-4857 

Kenneth Meek 
Director, Contracts & Financial Mgmt. Division 
Naval Petroleum Reserves 
28590 Highway 119 
Tupman, CA 93276 
Phone: 805-763-6065 Fax: 805-763-63 18 

John T. Menvin 
Manager, Human Resources 
FernaldFElUvlCO 
498 Circle Freeway, Suite 150 
Cincinnati, OH 45246 
Phone: 5 13-648-6442 Fax: 513-648-6906 

Mike Mescher 
Office of Worker and Community Transition (WT-1) 
Forrestal Building 
US. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-3924 Fax: 202-586-1540 

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: 208-528-5560 

Don Mitchell 
Business Service Representative 
Kentucky State District Council of Carpenters, AFL-CIO 
623 Comanche Trail 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
Phone: 502-875-7474 Fax: 502-875-7474 

Beverly Mitchell 
Employee Relations Administrator 
Wackenhut Services, Incorporated 
P.O. Drawer W 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-952-7041 Fax: 803-952-9042 

John Monrean 
Manager, Labor Relations 
Bechtel Northwest Corporation 
3350 George Washington Way 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-375-4683 Fax: 509-372-9417 



Darwin J. Morgan 
Director, Public Affairs Office 
Nevada Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
2753 South Highland 
Las Vegas, NV 89109 
Phone: 702-295-3521 Fax: 702-295-0154 

Jeff Murphy 
Project Leader 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
7000 East Avenue 
L195, Bldg 1677 
Livermore, CA 94550 
Phone: 5 10-423-6691 Fax: 5 10-422-2654 

Steve Murphy 
Assistant Manager DOE Worker Training 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters Union 
5610 Westfield 
Yorba Linda, CA 92687 
Phone: 714-970-6635 Fax: 714-970-6624 

David M. Navarro 
Rocky Flats Labor Management Council Member 
United Steelworkers of America Local 8031 
7850 Yates Street 
Westminster, CO 80030 
Phone: 303-427-6 134 Fax: 303-427-3382 

Michael L. Ned 
Vice President 
Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers Union, Local 3-689 
1942 Torbalake Drive 
P.O. Box 467 
Piketon, OH 45661-0467 
Phone: 614-289-2405 Fax: 614-289-2 126 

Phillip A. Niedzielski-Eichner 
Executive Director 
Energy Communities Alliance 
1655 N. Fort Myer Drive, Suite 700 
Arlington, VA 22209 
Phone: 703-8 18-2434 Fax: 703-8 18-2437 

Richard P. O’Neill 
Industrial Relations 
SPR New Orleans 
U.S. Department of Energy 
900 Commerce Road East 
New Orleans, LA 701 18 
Phone: 504-134-4930 Fax: 504-734-4427 

Linda M. Obrting 
Facilitator 
Pinellas Plant Community Reuse Organization 
P.O. Box 2908 

Phone: 8 13-541-8426 Fax: 8 13-541-8822 
Largo, FL 34649-2908 

Chris Oldnettle 
Auditor 
Office of Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Energy 
900 Commerce Road East 
New Orleans, LA 70123 
Phone: 504-734-4144 Fax: 504-734-4350 

Claude L. Oliver 
Benton County Treasurer 
Benton County Washington 
P.O. Box 630 
Prosser, WA 99360 
Phone: 509-786-2255 Fax: 509-786-5628 

Connie Olson 
Recruiter 
Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Co., Inc. 
P.O. Box 30020 
Amarillo, TX 79177 
Phone: 806-477-3458 Fax: 806-477-5568 

Helen Ordway 
Transition Team Member 
Naval Petroleum Reserve 
P.O. Box 1392 
Bakersfield, CA 93302 
Phone: 805-395-6400 Fax: 805-395-6403 

Felix Ortiz 
Branch Chief, Contractor Human Resources 
Albuquerque Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 5400 
Albuquerque, NM 87 185-5400 
Phone: 505-845-4207 Fax: 505-845-4715 

Ken Osborne 
Program Manager - Community Economic Development 
U.S. Department of Energy 
850 Energy Drive 
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563 
Phone: 208-526-0805 Fax: 208-526-8789 

Brett Osiewicz 
Economic Development Specialist 
National Council for Urban Economic Development 
1730 K Street, NW 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20006 
Phone: 202-223-4735 Fax: 202-223-4745 

Bobbi Pace 
CarpenterNevada Test Site 
Bechtel Nevada Corporation 
Losee Road 
Las Vegas, NV 89106 
Phone: 702-295-3762 Fax: 702-295-3616 



Patty Parizzi 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
10oO Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-7550 Fax: 202-586-8403 

Lane Parker 
Labor Representative 
Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board 
236 Breezy Hill Road 
P.O. Box 2462 
Graniteville, SC 29829 
Phone: 803-648-0729 Fax: 803-648-0720 

Robert Patterson 
Facilities, Security and Safeguards Division 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 1663 
Los Alamos, Nh4 87545 
Phone: 505-667-6131 Fax: 505-665-8777 

L. Bonita Patterson 
Division Manager, Job Development 
Kaiser Hill Rocky Flats 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 464 
Golden, CO 80402-0464 
Phone: 303-966-8201 Fax: 303-966-538 1 

Terry L. Perez 
President, OCAW Local 2-652 
Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers International Union 
P.O. Box 50659 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405 
Phone: 208-523-6229 Fax: 208-524-9901 

Robert C. Perk0 
Labor Relations Manager 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

P.O. Box 808 
Livermore, CA 9455 1-9900 
Phone: 510-422-9501 Fax: 5 10-423-5665 
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Regi Phelps 
Director, Labor Relations 
Bechtel Nevada Corporation 
Losee Road MS NV021 
Las Vegas, NV 89106 
Phone: 702-295-0173 Fax: 702-295-3222 

James K. Phiuips, Jr. 
Vice President 
Oil Chemical & Atomic Workers International Union 
P.O. Box 28 1200 
Lakewood, CO 80228 
Phone: 303-987-2229 Fax: 303-987-1967 

Christine A. Phoebe 
Director, Administrative Division 
Golden Field Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1617 Cole Boulevard 
Building 17/3 
Golden, CO 80401-3393 
Phone: 303-275-4752 Fax: 303-275-4788 

Robin Piers 
Major Labor Relations 
Kaiser-Hill Rocky Hats 
P.O. Box 604 
Golden, CO 
Phone: 303-966-7591 Fax: 303-966-2169 

Sandi Pike 
Industrial Relations Specialist 
Savannah River Operations Office 
US. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box A 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-725-5904 Fax: 805-725-763 1 

Clayton L. Plemmons 
International Representative 
Laborers International Union of North America 
5845 Live Oak Parkway, Suite B-1 
Norcross, GA 30093-1738 
Phone: 770-263-7662 Fax: 770-446-6970 

Kenneth W. Powers 
Assistant Manager for Administration 
Nevada Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 98518 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518 
Phone: 702-295-3 126 Fax: 702-295- 1876 

C. Gene Pressoir 
Economic Development Specialist 
Pinellas Area Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 2900 

Phone: 813-541-8062 Fax: 813-541-8370 
Largo, FL 34649-2900 

J. Gordon Quillin 
President 
The Alpha Group & Associates, L.L.C. 
170 Mountain View Court 
Louisville, CO 80027 
Phone: 303-546-6390 Fax: 303-440-6162 

Tom Reynolds 
AuditorIBusiness Manager 
Laborers’ International Union 348 
Central Washington Building & Construction Trades Council 
P.O. Box 1530 
Pasco, WA 99301 
Phone: 509-547-7553 Fax: 509-547-4313 



Dennis Richard 
Chairman, Workers Impact Committee 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
United Steelworkers of America, Local 803 1 
8459 W. 95th Drive 
Westminster, CO 80021 
Phone: 303-966-4768 Fax: 303-966-7255 

Fred J. Rivera 
City Manager 
City of Espanola 
P.O. Box 37 
Espanola, NM 87532 
Phone: 505-753-8642 Fax: 505-753-2523 

Michael M. Robinson 
Manager, Employee Relations Department 
Wackenhut Services, Inc. 

P.O. Box Drawer W 
Aiken, SC 29802 
Phone: 803-952-7600 

MS 708- 1B 

Fax: 803-952-9042 

Richard Rons 
Benefits Project Coordinator 
Argonne National Laboratory 
9700 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, E 60439-4832 
Phone: 708-252-2993 Fax: 708-252-9396 

Robert T. Rowe 
Manager, Human Resources 
Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Co., Inc. 
P.O. Box 30020 
Amarillo, TX 79177 
Phone: 806-477-3764 Fax: 806-477-6552 

Joseph Roybal 
Business Agent IGUA-69 
Protection Technology Los Alamos 
International Guards Union of America 
P.O. Box 1400 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
Phone: 505-667-4532 Fax: 505-665-7759 

Amanda Rucker 
Kenrob and Associates 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1 OOO Independence Avenue, S . W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-5023 Fax: 202-586-1540 

Ray Ruiz 
Business Manager 
Ironworkers L.U. 495 Building Trades 
2425 Baylor 
Albuquerque, NM 
Phone: 505-242-9124 Fax: 505-842-1013 

Randy Runyon 
Planner, Assistant Executive Director 
Community Action Committee of Pike 60 
941 Market Street 
Box 799 
Piketon, OH 45661 
Phone: 614-289-2371 Fax: 614-289-4291 

Dominic Sansotta 
Team Leader, Contractor Programs Team 
Richland Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-376-7221 

A1-55 

Fax: 509-376-5335 

Toni M. Sawyer 
Sr. Human Resources Representative 
Training and Development/HR 
West Valley Nuclear Services Co., Ind. 
10282 Rock Springs Road 
P.O. Box 191 
West Valley, NY 14171-0191 
Phone: 7 16-942-4949 Fax: 716-942-4889 

Tom Schaffer 
Secretaryrnreasurer 
HAMTC 
3100 George Washington Way 
Richland, WA 
Phone: 509-373-6093 

Connie Schroyer 
Senior Consultant 
HayGroup 
4301 N. Fairfax Drive, Suite 500 
Arlington, VA 22203 
Phone: 703-841-0079 Fax: 703-841-0330 

Jeanie Sedgely 
Public Involvement Coordinator 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
5460 Ward Road, Suite 205 
Arvada,CO 80002 
Phone: 303-940-6090 Fax: 303-940-6088 

Thomas Shoemaker 
Principal 
EBS 
1901 Mason Hill Drive 
Alexandria, VA 22307 
Phone: 703-768-4782 Fax: 703-768- 1785 

Tom Short 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 1663 MSPll9 
Los Alamos, NM 87145 
Phone: 505-665-6725 Fax: 505-665-7257 

National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report 



Don Shumaker 
Metal Trades Council of Amarillo 
Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Co. 
2915 South Birmingham 
P.O. Box 30020 
Amarillo, TX 79177 
Phone: 806-477-3483 Fax: 806-477-6169 

Howard A. Sieber 
Manager, Human Resources Strategic Affairs 
Westinghouse Hanford Company 

P.O. Box 1970 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-376-9658 

Robert G. Sisterman 
Manager, Human ResourcesLabor Relations 
Wackenhut Services Inc. 
2950 S. Highland Drive, Suite “E’ 
Las Vegas, NV 89109 
Phone: 702-295-081 1 Fax: 702-295-1838 

Laurel Smith 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

M / S  B3-07 

Phone: 202-586-409 1 Fax: 202-586-8403 

Kenneth A. Sprankle 
Program Manager 
Ohio Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1 Mound Road 
P.O. Box 0066 
Miamisburg, OH 45342 
Phone: 513-865-3649 

Edward J. Stahlman 
Senior Research Engineer 
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 

P.O. Box 999 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-372-4346 Fax: 509-372-4378 

Randall Staudacher 
Senior Consultant 
Conversion Projects 
Westinghouse Hanford Company 

P.O. Box 1970 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-372-2360 Fax: 509-372-2454 

MSIN: K8-23 

M / S  H8-64 

Fax: 509-373- 1010 

F a :  513-865-4489 

Tonya M. Sumo 
Technology Transfer Specialist 
Industrial Partnership Office 
Los Alamos National Laboratory 
MIS C333 
P.O. Box 1663 
Los Alamos. NM 87545 
Phone: 505-667-5774 Fax: 505-665-3 125 

Deborah Sullivan 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-0452 Fax: 202-586-1540 

Rhonda G. Sullivan 
Technical Advisor 
Rod Rodriguez, Incorporated 
255 S. Tulane Avenue 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 
Phone: 423-482-9024 

Cindy L. Sundblad 
Principal Scientist 
Rust Geotech 
1191 1 Coral Dawn Road, N.E. 
Albuquerque, NM 87 122 
Phone: 505-845-4853 Fax: 505-845-5942 

Fax: 423-483-9206 

Peter Swenson 
Division Manager, Economic Conversion 
Kaiser-Hill Company 
P.O. Box 464 
Golden, CO 
Phone: 303-966-721 1 Fax: 303-966-4845 

Debby Swichkow 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
US. Department of Energy 
loo0 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-0876 Fax: 202-586-8403 

Tim E. Taylor 
Matrix Management Inc. 
4456 Post Oak Tritt Road 
Marietta, GA 30062 
Phone: 770-587-4950 Fax: 770-5 18-6192 

Ted Tegeler 
Recording Secretary and Chairman of Safety Committee 
United Steelworkers of America Rocky Flats, Local Union 
803 1 
29294 Spruce Canyon Drive 
Golden, CO 80403 
Phone: 303-966-5800 Fax: 303-966-3319 

I National Stakeholder Workshop Summary Report 
-~ 

1 



Denise Jolene Terrazas 
Systems Operator 
BDM Federal, Inc. 
225 Normandy Road 
Seaside, CA 93955 
Phone: 408-393-6700 Fax: 408-393-8706 

Samuel D. Thorpe, Jr. 
Human Resources Consultant 
Westinghouse Savannah River Company 
703-A, Room A1 17 
P.O. Box 616 
Aiken, SC 29808 
Phone: 803-725-1986 Fax: 803-725-773 1 

Margo Triassi 
Industrial Relations Specialist 
Oakland Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1301 Clay Street, Room 700N 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Phone: 5 10-637- 1843 Fax: 510-637-2008 

Don Trost 
Science Applications International Corporation 
901 D Street, S.W., Suite 201 
Washington, DC 20024 
Phone: 202-488-6615 Fax: 202-488-3776 

William A. Truex 
Leader, Industrial Personnel Group 
Personnel Division, Oak Ridge Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 2001 
OakRidge,TN 37831-8791 
Phone: 423-576-0662 Fax: 423-576-6964 

Bill Valdez 
Senior Staff Advisor 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
Phone: 202-586-4479 Fax: 202-586-4904 

Robert I. Van Hook 
Executive Vice President 
Lockheed Martin Energy and Research 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
P.O. Box 2008 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6241 
Phone: 423-574-4322 Fax: 423-241-3205 

Marissa Verceles 
Human Resources Manager 
Office of the President Laboratory Administration 
University of California 
300 Lakeside Drive, loth Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-3550 
Phone: 5 10-987-9004 Fax: 510-839-3831 

Marvin Vigil 
Planning Director 
City of Espanola 
P.O. Box 37 
Espanola, NM 87532 
Phone: 505-753-2377 Fax: 505-753-2523 

Dallas W. Viles 
Pipefitter Union Rep. 
A.T.L.C. Union 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2009 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831 
Phone: 423-574-6487 Fax: 423-574-5 182 

Barbara Wade 
Contractor Industrial Relations Specialist 
Rocky Flats Field Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
HRIMDB131 
P.O. Box 928 
Golden, CO 80402-0928 
Phone: 303-966-3317 Fax: 303-966-3321 

David M. Walker 
President 
Quantum Technology, Inc. 
192 Covered Bridge Drive 
Smyrna, GA 30082 
Phone: 770-434-8910 Fax: 770-434-8910 

Lewis Waters 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
US. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-2005 Fax: 202-586- 1540 

Jim Watts 
President 
Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers, Local 1-369 
Hanford Guards Union, Local 121 
1305 Knight Street 
P.O. Box 524 
Richland, WA 99352 
Phone: 509-943-8441 Fax: 509-943-8443 

R.G. “Ron” Weatherred 
Director of Special Projects 
Fluor Daniel 
134 Merchant Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45246 
Phone: 5 13-326-3342 Fax: 5 13-326-6829 

Brian Weber 
Manager Labor Relations 
Wackenhut Services 
Savannah River Site 
P.O. Box W 
Aiken, SC 
Phone: 809-952-7997 



Debbie Wersonick 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-0354 Fax: 202-586-1540 

Janice West 
Technology Deployment Manager 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 

Oak Ridge, TN 37830-8084 

Edgar West 
Business Manager 
Ironworkers, Local 709 
409 Grange Road 
Port Wentworth, GA 3 1407 
Phone: 9 12-964-693 1 

P.O. BOX 2009, Bldg. 9203, MS-8084 

Phone: 423-574-8755 Fax: 423-576-5925 

Fax: 912-964-880 

Gerald W. Westerbeck 
Consultant 
Logistics Management Institute 
2000 Corporate Ridge 
McLean; VA 22102-7805 
Phone: 703-917-7216 Fax: 703-917-7476 

Ted Wheeler 
Pike County Auditor 
Pike County 
Pike County Courthouse 
Waverly, OH 45690 
Phone: 614-947-4125 Fax: 614-947-5065 

Janice Wiedemann 
Assistant to Executive Director 
State of Nevada Commission on Economic Development 
2340 Paseo Del Prado 
Suite D108 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 
Phone: 702-257-7900 Fax: 702-257-7999 

Natasha Wieschenberg 
Office of Worker and Community Transition 
Forrestal Building 
U.S. Department of Energy 
lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
Phone: 202-586-5830 Fax: 202-586-8403 

Bill Wilcoxsen 
President 
Central Washington Building & Construction Trades Council 
P.O. Box 1530 
Pasco, WA 99301 
Phone: 509-547-7553 Fax: 509-547-43 13 

Leslie Wildesen 
Environmental Training and Consulting International 
2325 Eudora Street 
Denver, CO 80207 
Phone: 303-321-3575 Fax: 303-321-4569 

Douglas Wilfon 
MTC President 
Sandia National Laboratories 
P.O. Box 5800 
Albuquerque, NM 87185-1025 
Phone: 505-268-3242 Fax: 505-265-7934 

Daniel Wilken 
Assistant Manager for Administration 
Oak Ridge Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 2001 
Oak Ridge, TN 3783 1 
Phone: 423-576-9603 Fax: 423-24 1-4439 

Michael C. Willard 
Director of Staffing 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems 
241 W. Tyrone Road 
P.O. Box 2002 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6501 
Phone: 423-576- 1389 Fax: 423-576-9308 

Martin Wdhite 
Program Manager 
Mason & Hanger-Silas Mason Co., Inc. 
Pantex Plant (1 1-2) 
P.O. Box 30020 
Amarillo, TX 79177 
Phone: 806-477-3712 Fax: 806-477-5447 

Charles Williams 
President, Local 146 
United Plant Guard Workers of America 
321 Whispering Drive 
P.O. Box 3000 
Trenton, OH 45343-3000 
Phone: 513-854-1363 

R. Mack Wilson 
Vice President, Human Resources 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems 

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8007 
Phone: 423-574- 16 12 Fax: 423-574-3742 

P.O. BOX 2009, MS-8007 

David F. Witschi 
Director, Economic Adjustment Division 
Economic Development Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
H-7327 Herbert C. Hoover Building 
Washington, DC 20230 
Phone: 202-482-2659 Fax: 202-482-3742 

44 



Kent L. Wolford 
Human Resources Manager 
Johnson Controls World Services Inc. 
1350 Central Avenue 
P..O. Box 50 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
Phone: 505-667-4266 Fax: 505-667-2405 

Janita Wutzke 
Recording Secretary 
Hanford Guards Union 
IGUA Local 21 
121 NW Crescent 
Sunnyside, WA 98944 
Phone: 509-837-5718 Fax: 509-376-2077 

R. Keith Wood 
Liaison to Savannah River Site CRO 
Westinghouse Savannah River Company 
227 Gateway Drive 
Aiken, SC 29803 
Phone: 803-652- 18 1 1 Fax: 803-652-1848 

Robert D. Worrell 
Director, Employee Relations and Benefits 
Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2009 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831-8007 
Phone: 423-574- 161 5 Fax: 423-574-3742 

Jim Worthington 
Nuclear and Hazardous Materials Specialist 
Sheet Metal Workers International 
30330 80th Avenue, N.W. 
Stanwood, WA 98292 
Phone: 360-629-4348 Fax: 360-629-4086 

Vincent Yermal 
Training Officer 
County of Los Alamos 
2300 Trinity Drive 
P.O. Box 30 
Los Alamos, NM 87544 
Phone: 505-662-8043 Fax: 505-662-8000 

Lawrence Young 
Executive Director 
Community Reuse Organization of East Tennessee 
1400 Oak Ridge Turnpike 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 
Phone: 423-483- 1321 Fax: 423-483-1678 

I 

I 

I 



. 

APPENDIX B 

DOE CONTACT LIST 
OFFICE OF WORKER AND COMMUNITY TRANSITION CONTACTS 
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