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Findings: LANL Outsourcing Focus Groups 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In March 1996, a series of 24 3-hour dialog focus groups were held with randomly 
selected Laboratory employees and contractors to gain their perceptions regarding 
potentials and problems for privatization and consolidation. A secondary goal was to 
educate and inform the workforce about potentials and issues in privatization and 
consolidation. Two hundred and thirty-six participants engaged in a learning session and 
structured input exercises resulting in 2,768 usable comments. Comments were 
categorized using standard qualitative methods; resulting categories included positive and 
negative comments on four models (consolidation, spin offs, outsourcing, and corporate 
partnering) and implications for the workforce, the Laboratory, and the local economy. 
Categories were in the areas of increasinddecreasing jobs, expertise, 
opportunity/salary/benefits, quality/efficiency , and effect on the local area and economy. 
An additional concern was losing Laboratory culture and history. Data were gathered and 
categorized on employee opinion regarding elements of successful transition to the four 
models, and issues emerged in the areas of terms and conditions of employment; 
communication; involvement; sound business planning; ethics and fairness; community 
infrastructure. 

From the aggregated opinion of the participants, it is recommended that decision-makers 

Plan using sound business principles and continually communicate plans to the 
workforce; 

0 

Respect workforce investments in the Laboratory; 

Tell the workforce exactly what is going on at all times; 

Understand that economic growth in Northern New Mexico is not universally viewed 
as positive; 

Establish dialog with stakeholders on growth issues. 
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Background 
The Laboratory has always had more than one way to obtain products or services needed to meet its 
technical objectives. With the current pressures on the Laboratory to reduce its cost of doing business and 
focus more closely on its scientific and technical mission, we are reexamining the ways to obtain products 
and services from the private sector. Because the economy of Northern New Mexico is so heavily 
dependent on federal dollars, an additional goal is to find ways to stimulate the private sector economy by 
using contracts with the Laboratory as a springboard for growth. The current discussions about 
“outsourcing” models are intended to provide a framework within which to expand and refine current 
practices toward these contemporary goals. 

Lalbratory management has recognized a need for increasingly involving and communicating with the 
workforce on issues of importance for the Laboratory. To this end, a number of initiatives have been 
undertaken to engage and learn from the workforce before major institutional decisions. In keeping with 
this intention, it was determined that before establishing a task force to develop decision criteria for 
privatizing various Laboratory functions, workforce thoughts, opinions, and suggestions should be gathered 
to imfluence and enrich the process. To meet this charter, Bill Wadt was charged with assembling a team to 
address the best ways to retrieve valid information from the workforce. Vicki McCabe was named project 
leader and Marjorie Jannotta, data analyst. 

Problem 
There are many facets to the analysis of how to expand the Laboratory’s interactions with the private sector. 
Economic and business case analyses must be done, and support from the community and political leaders 
must be in place to ensure that economic development goals can be achieved. Because moving current 
Lalboratory work to the private sector necessarily has an impact on current members of the workforce, the 
perspectives, observations, and opinions of the workforce are necessary to help define the issues that should 
be studied as part of the outsourcing discussion. 

The problem to be addressed in this project was how to best gain information from the workforce that is 

addressed are reflected in these questions: 
’ representative and reliable about a potentially sensitive and widely misunderstood topic. The issues 

What does the workforce currently know about potential outsourcing models? 

What are the current impressions and concerns about outsourcing? 

What obstacles to understanding may need to be overcome to gain appropriate comments from the 
respondent group on sensitive issues? 

What is the most efficient way to gain honest feedback and opinion? 

What does the workforce think will lead to successful transitions into outsourcing models? 

How will the resulting data be treated? 

How do we best communicate the results to stakeholders, especially the LANL workforce? 

How will the resulting data be applied? 
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Design and Methods 
Respondents and Facilitators 
A focus group information gathering method was chosen to meet the purpose of the project so individual 
contact could be made to provide specific individual reactions to the four models of outsourcing, corporate 
partnering, spin offs, and consolidation (see appendix for graphics of models). Individuals were randomly 
selected from the Laboratory workforce (contractors and UC employees) by a counting method, then invited 
to attend sessions designated as “Support Staff” or “Science and Technology Staff,” scheduled on 25 half- 
days during March 1996. Knowing that turnout would be less than 50% because of recent focus group 
experiences at the Laboratory, sessions were “over-invited,” but facilitators were prepared for as many as 
24 participants. 

Twelve facilitators for the 3-hour sessions were selected from across the Laboratory based on their known 
expertise in small group management and coordination and were paired and trained to ensure each focus 
group was held according to the same guidelines. The facilitators were briefed during a pilot session, and 
periodically through e-mail and through a facilitators “script,” so that each one followed the same 
procedures during the information-gathering focus groups. 

Focus Group Activities 
The overall design of the focus groups was developed by Laboratory H R  experts in concert with NCRI, a 
consulting firm specializing in organizational change and research. The design was piloted, then refined, 
before being put into practice. Activities were guided by a script for the LLC member, a script for the 
facilitators, and pre-printed forms and overhead transparencies to ensure continuity among groups. 

The sequential activities of the focus groups based on post-pilot revisions were as follows: 

First Hour: 
Incoming respondents noted their ‘koncerns about outsourcing” on 5”xT cards, which were 
posted in front of the room; 

Introduction (scripted) by a member of the Laboratory Leadership Council, a directorate body of 
the Laboratory, including materials on how the comments and opinions will be used by the 
Laboratory; 

Videotaped overview to the rationale for working with private industry by Laboratory Director Sig 
Hecker ; 

QuestiodAnswer session conducted by the LLC member regarding Dr. Hecker’s comments; 

Videotaped explanation of four possible models, with graphics, by Jim Jackson, Laboratory 
Deputy Director, and wrap-up videotape segment by Dr. Hecker; 

Final Q&A and comments by LLC member, who then left the session. 

0 

0 

Second Hour: 
0 

0 

Introduction and instructions for focus group activities by facilitator; 

Each team took one model and then discussed and explored the following with the aid of a 
facilitator if necessary: 

Positives and negatives of the model and its impact on the workforce, 
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Positives and negatives of the model and its impact on the Laboratory as a whole, 

Positives and negatives of the model and its impact on the local economy (tri-county area), 
and 

Ideas for elements to be included in transitioning to the model. 

Teams charted their thoughts both on preprinted flip charts and duplicate tablet-sized sheets, and 
then selected a member to present their collective thoughts to the respondent group in a short ‘ 

presentation. 

Thrird Hour: 
0 

0 

Each team presented their thoughts and opinions about their model; 

On the transition flip chart, team members voted on the three issues they thought were most 
important for each model, using a dot voting system. 

The facilitator offered a summary of the groups’ thoughts and explained that the group would 
receive a written synopsis and how group members could continue to offer input. 

Participants completed an evaluation of the focus group process, which included a semantic 
differential item on perceptions about the degree to which respondent input would be used by 
senior administration. 

0 

0 

D,afa Analysis 
Each session’s input as recorded on the initial response cards, flip chart transcriptions, and evaluations was 
labeled and forwarded to a data entry person. After 24 sessions were completed, the data analysis began, 
with two analysts examining the data and searching for categories, trends, and outliers. Each element of the 
data was treated in the following ways, based on standard qualitative data analysiskategorization methods. 

- Inltial ResDonse Cards Representing a snapshot of the “initial mind-set” of the respondents, these cards 
were analyzed according to categories that emerged from examination of the cards themselves (that is, no 
pre-set categories existed). The information on these cards was taken to represent general concerns in the 
participants about any type of outsourcing activity. 

- Remonse Sheets The positives and negatives of each model were categorized into trends and themes, 
which were consistent for all models. Each type of impact (on the workforce, on the Laboratory, on the 
local economy) was analyzed separately, as were responses from the Support Staff and Science and 
Technology Staff. All categorized data were entered into an Excel spreadsheet for tabulation. 

T h e  categories that emerged reflect the consistent observation of respondents that the “positive” and 
“negative” categories were highly situational depending on how a certain issue was addressed. 

Binsition Sheets The “successful transition” items for each model, complete with dot-voting results, were 
tabulated according to whether they were generated by Science and Technology Staff or Support Staff, and 
again common categories and themes emerged. Each respondent was allotted three votes per model, so that 
the most important transition issues, in the perceptions of the respondents, could be identified and 
prioritized. 

Ev:aluation The respondent evaluations of the process (including any S’x7” initial response cards that 
contained evaluative comments about the sessions) were categorized and subjected to a frequency analysis. 
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The results from each data collection method or instrument were examined for internal consistency of 
responses and for outliers which may not represent trends in the data, but which were prevalent, insightful, 
or creative. These are summarized in the next section. 

Participant demographics 
UC employees and contract workers were chosen randomly, based on a counting routine, to receive 
invitations to participate in the sessions. Although invitees were selected randomly, self-selection occurred 
based on the invitees’ decisions to participate. Sessions were held for those who work directly on the 
Laboratory’s scientific and technical projects as either Technical Staff Members or Technicians. Separate 
sessions were held for those who perform nonscientific support or administrative work in furtherance of the 
Laboratory’s missions. Because the support and administrative functions of the Laboratory have been the 
focus of recent efforts to reduce the cost of doing business by changing the composition of the workforce, 
more sessions were held for this population, and more individuals were invited. 

LANL Workforce Sector Invited Participated (%) 
Science and Technology 232 72 (31%) 
(S&T) 
Administrative and Support 389 164 (42%) 
(Support) 
Total 621 236 (38%) 

Demographic data were not collected on individual participants. However, facilitator observations were 
that the S&T group seemed to include more long-standing members of the workforce, including 
“Laboratory Associates,” retired Laboratory staff who return to work on an intermittent basis to assist with 
skills transfer and special projects. 

The relatively low participation from both groups is typical of participation seen in similar efforts. A brief 
survey of those who were invited to, but did not attend, the first week’s sessions reveal the following 
reasons for not attending (multiple responses possible): 

Had other work that he/she determined was more important - 24% 

Was on vacation, sick leave, business travel, jury duty, etc. - 20% 

Didn’t get the invitation in time - 20% 

Other reasons (unable to arrange coverage of office, on assignment away from Lab, forgot to 
go) - 14% 

Thought that decisions about outsourcing had already been made - 1 1 % 

Did not think hisher input would be seriously considered - 8.5% 

Was worried about participation coming back “to haunt” h i d e r  - 3% 

None indicated that they were uninterested or had been discouraged by their supervisors from attending. 
Most indicated an interest in attending a make-up session. 

Initial response cards 
A total of 600 cards were received from respondents on which they listed their initial, general concerns 
about outsourcing. Of theses responses, 528 were usable and summarized according to these categories: 
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Loss, to include loss of benefits, loss of jobs, and other losses (28% of responses); 

Operations, to include the mechanics of decision-making by management, the transition of the current 
Laboratory to an organization using outsourcing, and issues referent to the implementation of outsourcing 
(27.3% of responses); 

Cost, to include decisions about costs, productivity issues reflecting costs, and skepticism about costs (18% 
of responses); 

“Venting,” a category established in response to comments showing frustration or cynicism about the idea 
of outsourcing, not particularly tied to any issue (12.1 % of responses); 

Cammunity, reflecting issues about the tri-county area (8.3% of responses); 

“Us vs. Them,” a category indicating concerns that outsourcing would either be unevenly applied or create 
a gap between certain kinds of employees. This category included diversity comments (6.3% of responses). 

Twenty-eight comment cards directly reflected opinions about the focus group session and were thus 
combined with the session evaluation results. The remainder of the cards (51) were either too specific 
(about a specific job function, for example) or unclear and were not used in the analysis, being defined as 
“uncategorizable.” Thus, 91.5% of the cards yielded usable data. 

For representative quotes in each category, see “Initial Response Cards” (Table 1). These quotes were 
selected because they are typical, reflect many other comments, or in some instances, because they seemed 
to well summarize the tone and attitude of the initial comments. 

Generally the initial concerns reflected a knowledge of outsourcing based on rumor, speculation, and 
personal concerns about losses in a potential outsourcing effort. The initial response themes echo some of 
the: concerns that generally appear in the LANL organizational surveys about the Laboratory’s future, as 
well as current issues. Some include: valuing of people by management, coping with uncertain futures, 
being informed about Laboratory direction and decisions, issues regarding trustworthiness of management, 
and direction of the Laboratory. 

The themes and categories were also refined and made more specific in the other two iterations of 
respondent comments, summarized in the following sections. 
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INITIAL RESPONSE CARDS 

Science & 
Tech nology 

(Total 
Comments: 

167) 

Support 

(Total 
Comments: 

354) 

Total Responses: 146 
28 % 

they are being ‘kicked out’ of UC and UC 
benefits.” 
“We will turn good jobs into low paying, part- 
time bad jobs.” 
“Trying to makc MEC cost competitive killed 
it.” 

“Will salarics and benefits be comparablc to 
uc ’ s?” 
“People who are outsourccd will lose loyalty to 
the Laboratory and its mission.” 

Total Responses: 142 
27.3 % 

“Thc question should be: ‘How does 
outsourcing contribute to our mission?’, not 
‘how do wc share a shrinking pot of money?”’ 
“How do we ensure that the Lab’s 
subcontractors are performing?” 
“Lack of Laboratory consistent dircction over 
time will make vendors hesitant to embrace 
cooperation and investment in Laboratory’s 
efforts.” 

n=53 15% I n=17 4.8% I n=30 8.5% 

“Most important factor for succc\s-takc care 
of workforce.” 
“Nccd to analyze what got us to bc less 
productivc. If the barricrs to productivity 
continue, outsourcing will not help. If we can 
remove the barricrs oursclvcs, why do we need 
to outsource and duplicate thc management 
structure?” 
”What measures will be used to know that the 

Total Responses: 94 
18 % 

“Cost savings may be false if only dollars, not 
time, are considered.” 
“Using the Lab as a ‘middle man’ will increase 
the cost to the customer.” 

“If dollars stay the same, how can we pay 
people more, create growth, and be more 
productive?” 
“Are we really comparing cost for UC 
employees vs. contractors fairly and 
accurately?” 
“How will Lab measure its productivity after 
all outsourcing takes place?” 

I Morale, good people, brainpower. 
22 werc about retircmcnt. 
33 1 were about rctircment. 
4Docs not include 28 responses catcgorizcd in Evaluation Summary or 5 1 responses that wcre uncategorizable (SCC text). 
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INITIAL RESPONSE CARDS 

Science & 
Technology 

(Total 
Comments: 

167) 

Support 

(Total 
Comments: 

Teta! Respcnses: 53 
12.1 % 

TGh! Respenses: 43 
8.3 % 

I VENTING COMMUNITY 

I 
n=27 16.2% 

Lack of trust in nianagcmcnt 

n=36 10.2% 

1 Lack of trust in managcmcnt 

n=25 15% 

“Can’t buy comniunity 

“Outsourcing is highly 
affect ion.” 

politicized, not based on business 
practices.” 
“Good jobs arc an efficient way 
to put dollars into the economy.” 

n=18 5.1% 

“Do wc want cconomic 
devclopmcnt in this arca?” 
“How will you keep an 
outsourccd function in NNM?” 
“How will state politicians 
involve themselves? Do they 
havc LAM, and NNM at heart?” 

US vs. THEM 

6.3 % 
Tda! Respenses: 33 

n=4 2.4% 

2-class society 
Resentment between companies 

‘Docs not include 28 responses categorized in Evaluation Summary or 51 rcsponses that were uncatcgorizablc (scc tcxt). 

~ 

n=29 8.2% 

Diversity 
UC and contract 

* S&T and support 
Managers and eniployees 
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Positive and Negative Responses by Model 

-1 

The process work of the respondents was summarized by small teams in three pre-printed charts for each 
potential outsourcing model. The summary tables and outcome graphs of these charts are included further 
in this document. 

After an initial text analysis, it was determined that the most coherent categories for sorting of opinions 
were “By Impact on the Workforce,” “By Impact on the Laboratory,” and “By Impact on the Local 
Economy.” For purposes of these exercises, “workforce” was defined as all UC employees and contractors; 
“local economy” was defined as the tri-county area. There were 536 workforce comments, 559 Laboratory 
comments, and 500 local economy comments for a total of 1,595 usable responses. 

Each of these impact categories was examined in the light of six “positive” and seven “negative” categories 
that were selected based on the frequency of comments in each area and the clear areas of content that 
emerged as team opinions were explored. While many of the categories are self-explanatory, several are 
annotated. 

I Positive Categories Negative Categories 
KeepIGain Jobs Lose Jobs 
Increase Expertise Decrease Expertise 
Better individual job situation 
Increase QualityEfficiency Decrease QualityEfficiency 
Good for Local Economy 
(no corresponding category) 

Lose salary, benefits, security 

Detrimental to Local Area 
Lose Lab CulturekIistory 

“Increase expertise” refers to increasing the expertise at the Laboratory. 

“Increase Quaiity/Efficiency” includes cost and productivity issues. 

“Good for Local Economy” included comments ranging from increase in tax base to positive effects on the 
housing market and more attention by politicians. 

“Decrease Expertise” refers to losing Laboratory expertise. 

“Lose salary, benefits, security” included topics referring to working in a more risky environment or 
having to relocate out of the tri-county area. 

“Decrease Quality/Efficiency” includes cost and productivity issues. 

“Detrimental to Local Area” includes negatives revealed about stress on the local environment, growing 
too much, increasing activism, and paying higher taxes on increased property values. 

“Lose Lab Culture/History” included a broad range of change and loss from the traditional Laboratory; it 
centered on issues of loss of control in ES&H and liability areas and loss of identity as a premier Research 
and Development Lab. This category was unique in that it had no corresponding “positive” category. 

The accompanying tables well summarize the findings. However, it is important to note that, generally, the 
respondents drawn from Support were more interested in overall quality of life issues while the Science and 
Technology teams expressed a focus on mechanics of implementation and their individualistic projects and 
programs. However both groups had clear opinions that were mutually supportive on many issues. 
Following is a brief text summary. For details, refer to the following tables and graphs. 

Workforce Impact, Positive 
Almost half of the comments saw a potential for a better overall job situation, while a quarter saw the 
potential for an increase in quality and efficiency (including cost savings or increased Laboratory funding). 
Minor areas of agreement (about 9%) included the potential for gaining or keeping jobs and expertise. 
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Workforce Impact, Negative 
Almost forty percent of comments were concerned about losing salary, benefits, and security, while one out 
of five expressed concern about loss of Laboratory culture, tradition, or history. Twelve percent saw the 
potential for lower quality and efficiency, and 7% felt there could be an detrimental effect on the local area. 

Latboratory Impact, Positive 
Over a third of comments reflected a potential increase in quality and efficiency, and 37% believed that 
outsourcing could result in increased dollars or be less costly; a fifth saw the potential for increased 
expertise at the Laboratory. 

Larboratory Impact, Negative 
Over a third of the comments in this category concerned loss of Laboratory culture or history, while a fifth 
saw potential for lowering the Laboratory’s quality and efficiency. Just under 10% of respondents saw 
negative impacts in the areas of loss of expertise, loss of jobs, or increased Laboratory cost. 

Local Economy Impact, Positive 
The largest positive category for the local economy was in this area (over 60% of responses); a fifth noted 
that jobs could be gained or increased, and the potential for increasing expertise was also noted. 

Local Economy Impact, Negative 
Well over half of the comments (62%) indicated that the impact on the local area could be negative (this 
includes but is not limited to economic impact; most issues were about quality of life). A fifth noted that 
jobs could be lost, while about 9% of comments were concerned about loss of salary, benefits, security, 
quality, or efficiency. 

Idiosyncratic Results for Each Model 
In ,addition to looking at the data in terms of overall categories and positiveshegatives, it is useful to look at 
each individual model for idiosyncratic results. There were fewer model-specific themes than expected, 
possibly because respondents did not fully apprehend the characteristics of each model beyond a superficial 
understanding. However, examining each model results in the following observations. 

Consolidation 
Major concerns included whether LANL would be allotted its “fair or greater” share of work and whether 
coinmunication about daily operations could adequately occur over distances. Consolidation raised issues 
about loss, particularly that of Laboratory identity, and loss of jobs and related benefits to the local area 
should LANL work be allocated elsewhere. There was some concern that this arrangement could create 
unhealthy competition among DOE Laboratories, while a minority noted that it might aggregate political 
power, support, or dollars either into or away from the Laboratory. Gains were perceived to be potentially 
great in this category should LANL be awarded work currently being performed elsewhere. 

Spin Offs 
This category led to discussions about spin-off companies moving out of the area, possibly prompted by this 
theme in the preceding videotape. Other thoughts were that if the company fails, the Laboratory is then left 
without the requisite expertise to continue its mission. Several discussions of how to incubate new 
businesses occurred as a result of examining this area, and past successes and failures were brought up in 
the: groups. Participants expressed skepticism about whether the requisite political and governmental 
support for new businesses exists. More than any other, this area surfaced issues of Laboratory 
participation in the areas of providing expertise, equipment, and contractual support. 
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Outsourcing 
A chief benefit perceived to outsourcing was the potential for more and better jobs located in Northern New 
Mexico, possibly leading to more lucrative and stable employment. Some concerns were the potential loss 
of control and quality of product, plus liability issues. However, many respondent teams noted that in the 
past, we had not had the desired outcome and that in the future, different outsourcing models would be 
needed (see transition models, business planning category). 

Corporate Partnering 
There was a division of opinion about whether corporate partnering would be good for the local economy or 
would be detrimental to the area. A chief concern was that jobs would be of lower quality and would pay 
less than Laboratory jobs. There was also some thought (perhaps initiated by the videotape) that the 
Laboratory might become a contracting agency rather than an entity in its own right. 

Support Staff and Science & Technical Staff 
While the majority of opinion came from support staff, the areas of agreement among “both sides of the 
house” were strong. During the positiveshegatives discussions, S&T staff seemed generally to be more 
interested in retirement (because of the self-selection process in respondent attendance, this may not be 
representative of all S&T employees; see limitations section). They also seemed to be generally more 
willing to take job risks, to relocate, and to see potential for better individual situations as an outcome of 
change than did support staff; however, support staff saw more potential for individual benefits in spin-off 
situations. 

Support staff were generally more concerned about staying in the area and about losing Laboratory culture 
and history and more interested in avoiding losses of benefits, security, and salaries than S&T staff. S&T 
staff were more concerned about losing funding, salaries, and expertise enhancement. All respondents were 
about equally interested in keeping quality and efficiency high and costs low, however. 
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Workforce Impact 

Good for Local Ecoaomy KeeplGair, lobs Positive 
6% 

Responses 

Qa 
25% 

uer indiv. job Srmatmo o w d  
44% 

Negative Responses 

39% 
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Laboratory Impact 
Good for Local Ecomm KeeplCain Jobs 

Positive Responses 

Lose Jobs 
7% Negative Responses 

c I 

8% 19% 
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Local Economy impact 

G3 cd b :b€alE 
62% 

Positive Responses 

rrease 

stiy for 

IseExpertise 
8% 

: Q u a t u y ~ l r y  
6% 

' LabKiabS for Lab 
4% 

Det UaltOI 
56% 

Negative Responses 
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Transition Summaries and Respondent Votes 
Respondents were asked to aggregate their “positive and negative” charts into transition items; in effect, to 
make recommendations about which factors need to be taken into consideration by management when 
making decisions about the models. Then, they were asked to vote in a system that prioritized items for 
each model. Thus, 2,063 votes were cast among the four outsourcing models. Each was considered a 
“message to management” about issues for consideration before decision-making about any model of 
outsourcing. 

On examination, the prioritization of items by voting in each model was looked at in combination to provide 
categories in common; idiosyncratic priorities for each model are also discussed. The major categories that 
applied to each model follow. 

Transition Categories 
0 

0 Communication 
0 Involvement 
0 Sound Business Planning 
0 Ethics and Fairness 
0 Community Infrastructure 

Terms and Conditions of Employment 

“Terms and Conditions of Employment” referred to salary, benefits, quality of work life, location of 
work. 

“Communication” involved Laboratory communication both internal and external and focused on letting 
all stakeholders have information on the status of outsourcing efforts in a regular and timely way. 

“Involvement” referred to gaining the opinions and thoughts of the Laboratory workforce and the 
community and other involved parties (“all stakeholders”) during and after the process of making changes 
involving corporate or DOE entities. 

“Sound Business Planning” was a strong category that reflected the recurrent comments advising 
conducting codbenefit analysis, engaging in proven business development methods, acquiring the advice 
and counsel of experienced advisors and management practitioners, and carefully planning any major 
transitions before implementation. 

“Ethics and Fairness” captured the concerns that outsourcing models be implemented in a way that is 
honorable to the Laboratory and to the people affected; it included comments about fairness in awarding 
contracts and considering the advisability of solutions with implications for liability, ES&H issues, or other 
regulatory oversight. 

“Community Infrastructure’’ included items reflecting the concern for the environment, for the degree of 
preparedness of the Northern New Mexico workforce, for issues of growth and property values, for the tax 
implications, and for quality of life issues such as school funding and potential overcrowding. 

Summary of Transition Results 
The clear area of concern for both S&T and Support sessions was sound business planning and practices, 
garnering about a third of the transition votes overall. Forty percent of the votes cast for sound business 
planing went to issues related to careful analysis of the costs and benefits of privatization and what should 
be privatized. Issues about competency analysis included first streamlining internal functions, determining 
impact on the Laboratory’s core competencies, and knowing what we are good at. Issues of transition and 
implementation were also important (17% of S&T votes and 29% of Support votes). Cautions about 
proceeding slowly and carefully were prevalent in this category. The S&T groups were more concerned 
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(23% of S&T vs. 14% of Support) about contracting issues. Metrics and the quality of the private partner 
weire important in both groups, but received fewer votes. 

The Support groups indicated that terms and conditions of employment were the next most important area 
of concern, with 30% of the total votes being cast in this category. Most items related to ensuring 
continuity of benefits eligibility and levels. Within this category, issues related to benefits were prominent, 
earning 54% of the votes. 

A major sub-theme in some sessions was ensuring that employees with many years of service do not lose the 
equity they have built in the University of California’s defined benefit plan. Issues related to job security 
earned 20% of the support votes, and the items relating to benefits preservation and continuation imply 
continuation of employment. Many of the job security items related to giving employees a fair opportunity 
to compete for jobs with the new entity, rather than outright entitlement to employment. In some sessions, 
the idea of being offered an incentive to retire or leave the Laboratory rather than transition to a private 
entity were rated highly. In the S&T sessions, issues of terms and conditions of employment were less 
important, perhaps reflecting a lower level of personal fear and anxiety about outsourcing. In the S&T 
sessions, transition incentives and job security were both more important than benefits issues. 

The S&T groups were more concerned with community issues than with terms and conditions of 
employment. These groups felt that there were significant issues around community attitudes toward 
growth that need to be addressed. Fifty-three percent of the votes in this category related to the need for tax 
incentives for businesses, advance support of political leaders, and cautions about quality of community life. 
About half as many votes (23%) were cast for ensuring that any private entity in fact benefits the local 
economy, including issues of corporate citizenship. 

Concerns about physical infrastructures, such as natural resources, roads, schools, and housing earned 13% 
of the votes. Although some individuals spoke passionately about the need for a better educated local 
workforce, this category earned only 8% of the votes. Community infrastructure issues ranked low in 
support sessions, earning 6% of the votes. 

The support sessions were concerned with communications issues (16% of the support votes). Typical 
items included the need to keep the workforce and the community informed throughout the process. An 
underlying current of needing to repair the Laboratory’s public image in Northern New Mexico was seen in 
some sessions. The combined categories of communication and involvement earned about 20% of the votes 
overall. 

Outsourcing Focus Group Findings 13 May 1996 



Transition Issues 

J 3 l b  

so 

Transition Issues - All Models 
Distribution of Items 

Terms and C o d i n s  of CorlmmitYbtrUctme 
1 la 

ation 

Community Inhstructure 
10% 

Ethics and Fairness 
6% 

Tern and Conditions of 

25% 
F l o F n t  

d a t i o n  
13% SC 

7% 

Outsourcing Focus Group Findings 14 May 1996 



Mrodel-Specific Observations 
Trimsition issues relating to the need for sound business analyses were important across all models. In 
discussions of the consolidation models, issues related to ensuring that the Laboratory gets its share of the 
pie: and to the integration of different systems were also mentioned. 

An idiosyncratic transition issue that came up frequently with regard to spin offs was the need for the 
latboratory to “incubate” spin-off businesses by providing capital, equipment, space, legal assistance, and 
bu:siness expertise to fledgling entrepreneurs. 

The S&T sessions were more concerned with business analyses that would precede decisions related to the 
outsourcing mode, while the support sessions placed more emphasis on terms and conditions of 
employment. 

When addressing the corporate partnering model, both types of sessions were most Concerned with terms 
and conditions of employment. This emphasis may reflect perceptions that large companies would place a 
higher value on corporate profits than on employees, or that only by cutting salaries, benefits, or the number 
of employees could a company perform the function more efficiently than the Laboratory. 

Slummary of Participant Evaluations 
At the end of each session, participants were asked to fill out evaluation forms indicating what they thought 
should be changed about the sessions and how carefully they thought their input would be considered; 222 
forms were collected, for a 94% return rate. The majority of the suggestions for improvement made on the 
evaluations were related to having more opportunity to study the issue of outsourcing in depth. Process 
comments made on the initial response cards were more likely to indicate skepticism about what would be 
done with input from the sessions and whether the information would be used. 

Opinions about whether participant input would be seriously considered were collected using a semantic 
differential scale. Participants could mark any point on a scale subdivided into seven parts, and more than 
50% of the responses were in the middle of the scale. There were 216 responses to the item, which 
instructed respondents to “Check the place on the line below which most closely expressed your opinion. I 
thiink the input we gave today will be . . .” Expressed in percentages: 

25.00 

20.00 

15.00 

10.00 

5.00 

0.00 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Carefully Considered ..... .. . . .. .. . . . . .. .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ., .. . . . . . . .. .. . . . . ........ Totally Disregarded 
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Response to Question: What Did You Like 
I Best About Session? 

Interaction/Participation/Discussion 
Chance to hear others’ views 

Learning 

Chance to be heard, participate, or 
express opinions 

Representative Comments 

0 Chance to share ideas 
0 Awareness of common issues 
0 Communication with fellow 

0 Working in teams 
0 Understanding the four models 
0 Becoming aware of what the Director 

of the Lab is thinking 
0 Gaining insights into the problems 
0 Participation in the process 
0 Ability to make a difference 
0 Chance to voice our opinions 

employees 

Usable 

63% 

Several of the initial response cards are categorized as part of the evaluation summary as they had comments about the 
sessions. 

Summary of Session Evaluation-Type Comments from Initial Response Cards: 
Category Representative Comments Number of Comments 

(28 total; 4 uncategorizable) 
How will you report and use the input you 
receive? 
How seriously will our concerns be taken into 
consideration? 
Are these meetings being held because they are 
politically correct? 
Decision on outsourcing has already been made. 
Just a game ... decision made. 

Process of Sessions 

Input Value 

7 (1  from S&T) 

7 (3 from S&T) 

It is a “done deal” 10 (1 from S&T) 

Hiring Tom Garcia mean[s the] decision to 
outsource is made. I 
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Category 
and 

Responses 

Representative 
Comments 

Support Science & 
(Count/ Technical 

(count/ 
percentage) 

percentage) 

Item: Ifyou 

More time 
n=:25 

Better 
defmitiodcla 
rity of terms/ 
models - 
n=23 

Participant 
Preparation - 
11417 

Input Value 
n=:l 

Done deal - 
10 iresponses 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- 
0 

0 

0 

More time with models and discussion. More time. 
Too rushed! Insufficient time for discussing burning 
issues. 
Provide some time, at least 45 minutes, for group 
discussion of some of the major concerns and 
suggestions. Also, allow some time for participants to 
form interest groups to address specific areas of 
concern. 
Give more discussion on models to make sure there is 
a clear understanding by all parties in discussion . . . 
There is no need to distinguish outsourcing from 
corporate partnering, from consolidation, from spin- 
offs. . . .. Generic Outsourcing for all 4 teams would 
be sufficient 
More concrete information on what function may be 
considered for each model, i.e. spin off will affect 
less people than a major corporate partnering. 
Provide agenda prior to session for some forethought. 
More information up front. Suggest that people get 
ideas from peers to bring to this session to share. 
More information be given up front. What has the 
Lab experienced with outsourcing? With 
corporations? Some basic premises on how it would 
be accomplished. Can we send it out or does the 
company have to move to L.A. to work? 

0 

How seriously will our concerns be taken into 
consideration? 
Are these meetings being held because they are 
politically correct? 
Tone of presentation is that decision to outsource has 
already been made and input from employees is just to 
look at how to do it. 
Decision on outsourcing has already been made. 
Just a game, decision made. 
Hiring Tom Garcia mean decision to outsource made? 

20180% 

9139% 

8147% 

4157 % 

9190% 

5120% 

14/61 % 

915 3 % 

3143% 

1110% 

Generally the feedback on the sessions and the manner in which they were conducted was positive; many 
informal comments were made to the facilitators reflecting an acknowledgment and appreciation of the 
overall design, use of materials, and organization of the session. Respondents were particularly 
appreciative of the opportunity to interact with others from across the Laboratory and for the chance to offer 
their opinions and learn more about outsourcing. 
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Facilitator Feedback and Observations 
The session design was such that a data capturing mechanism was in place for most phases of the sessions. 
The exception was the period when participants could ask questions of the Division Director who was 
present in the room. Although some participants captured their questions or concerns in this phase on the 
initial response cards, concerns expressed in this part of the session (which was designed to meet the 
secondary session goal) were not recorded separately. In addition, issues discussed during the team tasks 
and the report out added depth to the written summaries. 

Discussion issues fall into two categories - those reflective of the recent reduction in force and the 
associated personal and institutional pain and those that are roughly formed and likely to emerge again as 
they take shape in people’s minds and as outsourcing decisions are made. 

Participants in both S&T and Support sessions expressed frustration, bitterness, and anger over the division 
in the workforce that they believe has occurred because of the recent emphasis on institutional productivity. 
Although most participants appear to understand that the term “productivity” is intended to refer to how 
much science is being produced for each dollar paid by a customer, their gut-level reactions are that it is 
unfair to label some segments of the workforce as less productive and less valuable than others, regardless 
of individual skill and effort. In the S&T sessions, this was typically expressed as skepticism about or 
criticism of the methods for measuring productivity. In the Support sessions, this feeling was expressed 
more openly and personally and in a variety of ways, some of which were captured on the initial response 
cards. The support sessions’ feelings on this issue can be summarized as “I have given the Laboratory my 
best effort throughout my tenure here and have done the job I was asked to do. How can you tell me I 
wasn’t productive because management asked me to do tasks that are no longer valued?’ A related theme 
was the assumption that all individuals in S&T are “productive” by virtue of their job assignments. 

The emerging discussion items were more diverse. They included questions about whether economic 
growth of the area is really desirable, whether the local area can really sustain economic growth, and 
whether the possibility of union representation that might come with a move to the private sector would be 
good or bad. Many participants reacted negatively to the suggestion that it would be good for Northern 
New Mexico to “look a little bit more like the Phoenix area.” This included the positive aspects of a more 
diverse economy, with strong negative reactions to the increased cost of living, crime, traffic, natural 
resource depletion, and housing shortages that might accompany growth. Many felt that there was no 
practical or politically feasible way to overcome the lack of water, limited transportation systems, and lack 
of a well-trained workforce. That the issue of the area not having the infrastructure to supply new 
companies with skilled workers surfaced so often was particularly interesting, given the generally high 
educational level of current Laboratory workers. 
The facilitators were polled after the sessions for their observations on four issues: The difference between 
the S&T and Support groups, accommodations in session design, what part of the sessions were best- 
received, and what changes in session design might have been appropriate. Actual accommodations in 
session design are discussed in the section titled “Limitations of the Project”. 

The facilitators observed that the S&T sessions were more likely to question management motives for 
considering outsourcing and to express skepticism about the possibility of success in reducing costs and 
strengthening the economy as a result. The Support groups were more likely to feel personally threatened 
by outsourcing discussions, but were also more willing to contribute time and energy addressing ways to 
make a transition more successful. 

The facilitators observed that the videotaped introductions by the Laboratory Director and Deputy Director 
were well received, as was the opportunity for participants to interact directly with an LLC member. 
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Liimitations of the Project 

Departure from Original Design 
The low number of participants at some of the sessions required the facilitators to make adjustments to the 
original session design in some of the sessions. The most common modification was to have the entire 
group work on one model, then split into three smaller groups to work on the remaining three models. The 
flaw in this deviation may have been that the group discussion of the first model may have colored the 
discussions of the others. Another alternative was to split into two groups and ask each group to work on 
two models. This modification generally resulted in the groups giving the second model less thought 
because of time constraints. There were several S&T groups that were small and/or reticent about the team 
task where considerable facilitator intervention was required to draw out the discussion. In these cases, the 
positives and negatives and transition issues recorded were the summary of general discussions, rather than 
the. work of teams of participants. In all cases where modifications were made, facilitators attempted to fit 
the. opinions and concerns of the participants into the standard data collection format. The design 
modifications did not affect the quality of the data. 

Influence of Leader’s Videotape on Responses 
The other major limitation of the project is that respondents were exposed to leadership opinion and 
oulsourcing case study information before their offering their opinion, and were clearly influenced in some 
of their responses, such as in the oft-repeated notion that spin-off companies might move out of the area. 
However, given the secondary session goal of informing the workforce, the learning that occurred during 
the context-setting videotapes is deemed by the project leadership to counterbalance the effect of exposure 
to $influential information before offering individual “opinions.” 

lrnplications for Decision Makers and 
Suggestions for Further Input 
Foinr strong themes characterized the initial responses, the discussions of the positives and negatives of the 
models, and the transition issues, and these provide clear guidance for those who will take up the next 
phases of analysis and decision making. The cautionary nature of these themes can be expressed in the 
following statements: 

Conduct careful, thorough, and objective business analyses, based on well-defined goals 
before making any privatization decisions. Publicize the analysis and outcomes internally as it 
is occurring. 

Recognize the financial and emotional investments that the workforce has in the Laboratory 
and safeguard them to the extent possible. 

Share information on goals, analysis, timetables, and decisions with the workforce in detail. 
Announcing decisions, even if done early, will be insufficient. The workforce wants to 
understand the basis for decisions and the process by which they were made, as well as what 
the decisions are. 

Recognize that economic growth and development in the area is not universally viewed as 
positive, even by workers at risk of losing their current jobs. Establish dialog on the strategic 
issues of resource limitations and incentives for growth with community, political, and 
business leaders in advance, rather than as part of implementation of a specific decision. 

The Laboratory’s academic culture has long been said to foster an “observer-critic” mentality. However, 
the input sessions reported here are proof that the workforce can be engaged in thoughtful, objective, 
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balanced reflection and opinion. As analysis, evaluation, and decision making on outsourcing issues go 
forward, opportunities for structured workforce input should be sought. Examples include 

Further discussion of one or more models in light of specific goals or analysis; 

Discussions of application of models to privatization of specific functions; 

Discussions of function-specific transition issues; and 

Discussion of models for preserving equity in retirement, benefit, and salary systems. 
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A. Consolidation 
Increases efficiency by combining common functions 
with other UC (or DOE) facilities. At each location, some 
functions would shrink or be eliminated, while others 
would grow. 
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D. Corporate Partnering 

The partner takes over multiple Laboratory functions. The 
Laboratory buys back a bundle of services. The Corporate 
Partner may also outsource or spin-off the functions it has 
taken over. 
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rTransition Categories 1 
Consolidation Spin Offs Outsourcing . Cor po rate Partnerin g Category Totals 

I I I I I I I I I 1 I I I I I 

Relative Importance of Category in Context of Model and Session Type I 

Cumulative 

Communlcation 5% 2% 14% 18% 9% 2% 18% 18% 7% 8% 13% 15% 5% 10% 11% 13% 6% 5% 14% 16% 1 1 %  13% 
Involvement 9% 13% 9% 5% 0% 0% 12% iO% 13% 14% 12% 7% 3% 4% 9% 5% 7% 9% 10% 6% 9% 7% 

59% 62% 51% 49% 27% 44% 39% 38% 33% 35% 27% 30% 28% 25% 39% 33% 39% 44% 39% 37% 39% 39% 
Ethics and Fairness 2% 0% 6% 5% 9% 8% 11% 12% 4% 3% 11% 7% 18% 15% 4% 2% 8% 6% 8% 6% 8% 6% 
Community Infrastructure 14% 1 1 %  3% 4% 36% 32% 11% 7% 31% 24% 7% 4% 18% 20% 13% 10% 23% 20% 8% 6% 13% 10% 
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