————— Original Message-----

From David

Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2007 12: 02 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Hanford

The Department of Energy is seeking public comrent regarding the
fundi ng of pension and health care benefits for workers on DCE sites.
Wiy is DOE only now concerned with this?

I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |'ve been here
for fifteen years. |In 1987, a multi-contractor pension system was
negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to this, there
were nultiple pension plans due to the nultiple contractors perform ng
work for DOE. The nulti-enployer plan was designed to save noney for
DCE. A detailed cost analysis was conveyed to DCE- Headquarters that
showed what the plan would cost to fund through 2012. DOE- Headquarters
approved the plan and, although the workers suffered a | oss of pension
benefits at the tine, the plan was accepted by the unions and the

wor kforce. It appears now that DOE is having to fulfill their
obligations to the workforce through pension benefit paynents, they
want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan altogether

DCE wants to introduce a "narket-based" plan because the DOE site

wor kers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does
DCE even know what type of work is perfornmed at Hanford? The Hanford
site is not building "wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills. W are
engaged in and exposed to one of the nost contam nated and hazardous
environnents in the world. The workforce have dedicated their lives to
cl eaning up the federal governnents environnental |egacy. Each day,
they put thenselves in harms way performing a critical service to the
United States of Anerica. Their dedication should not go unnoticed.
They shoul d expect fromtheir government the same type of commitnent
and dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worri ed about how to fund benefits plans, they need to
start within their own ranks. Their pension and nedi cal plans are
significantly higher than the very workforce they want to elimnate.

For the workforce at Hanford, the pension multiplier is 1.6 x high 5
wages X years of service.

For DOE, the nultiplier is 2.2 X high 3 wages X years of service. They
don t seemto be worried about how to fund thenselves. In fact, by
elimnating the workers pension plan, the DOE could enrich their own.
That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. |It's time the
federal governnent honor their commitnents to the workforce and abandon
any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode worker
benefits.

Thank you,

David W Reeve



————— Original Message-----

From

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 11:32 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pensi on and Medi cal Funding

I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |’ve been here
for twenty five years. In 1987, a nulti-contractor pension system was
negotiated with the union and contractors. Prior to this, there were
nmul tiple pension plans due to the nultiple contractors perform ng work
for DOE. This multi-enployer plan was designed to save noney for DOE
A detail ed cost analysis was conveyed to DOE- Headquarters that showed
what the plan would cost to fund through 2012. DCE-Headquarters
approved the plan and, although the workers suffered a | oss of pension
benefits at the tine, the plan was accepted by the unions and the

wor kforce. It appears now, since DOE is having to fulfill their
obligations to the workforce through pension benefit paynents, they
want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan altogether

Doe wants to introduce a ‘narket based plan because the DOE site

wor kers receive higher benefits than those in the private sector. The
Hanford site is not just cleaning up oil spills. W are engaged in and
exposed to one of the nobst contam nated and hazardous environnments in
the world. Qur workforce has been cleaning up the federal governnents’
environnental |egacy. Each day we put ourselves in harns way
performing a critical service to the United States of America. CQur

dedi cati on should not go unnoticed. W respectfully expect the sane
type of commtnent from our government in return for our service and
dedi cati on.

| strongly oppose this new directive, it is time for the federa
government to honor their conmtments to the workforce and abandon any
plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode worker benefits.

Thank you,

Eduardo Cervantes, MIIlwi ght

----- Origi nal Message-----

From BRAD EKSTROM

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 10:35 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect :

I have worked on the Hanford site for 14 years. | do not feel that it
is fair to change the rules in the mddle of the gane in sports, or
when you are planning for retirement on a benefit that you have earned.
You can save money el sewhere than meking your |ast dollar on the people
that serve in cleaning up the ness that you have created in our

honet own. The people here on site deserve to be treated fairly for the
hazardous work that we do and not have to worry about you bureaucrats
thinking we are trying to get sonething we don't deserve and picking



our pockets while we concentrate on staying safe in the Tank farms. It
woul d be nice to be appreciated for what we have acconplished thus far
and not be nickel and dimed to death by peopl e al ways reaching for our
wal lets. Stop the insanity. Brad Ekstrom

----- Original Message-----

From Becky Phillips

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 8:46 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Public Comrent for Pension and Medi cal Funding

I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |’ve been here
for 3.5 years. In 1987, a nulti-contractor pension system was
negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to this, there
were nmultiple pension plans due to the nultiple contractors performn ng
work for DOE. The nulti-enployer plan was designed to save noney for
DCE. A detailed cost analysis was conveyed to DCE-Headquarters that
showed what the plan would cost through 2012. DOE-Headquarters
approved the plan and, although the workers suffered a | oss of pension
benefits at the tine, the plan was accepted by the unions and the

wor kforce. |t appears now that DOE is having to fulfill their
obligations to the workforce through pension benefits paynments, they
want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan altogether

DCE wants to introduce a “nmarket-based” plan because the DOE site

wor kers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does
DCE even know what type of work is perfornmed at Hanford? The Hanford
site is not building “wi dgets” or cleaning up oil spills. W are
engaged in and exposed to one of the npbst contam nated and hazar dous
environnents in the world. The workforce have dedicated their lives to
cl eaning up the federal governnents environnental |egacy. Each day,
they put thenselves in harms way performing a critical service to the
United States of Anerica. Their dedication should not go unnoticed.
They shoul d expect fromtheir governnent the sanme type of commitnent
and dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worries about how to fund benefits plans, they need to
start within their own ranks. Their pension and nedial plans are
significantly higher than the very workforce they want to elimnate.

For the workforce at Hanford, the pension multiplier is 1.6 x high 5
wages x years of service. For DOE, the multiplier is 2.2 x high 3
wages X years of service. They don't seemto be worried about how to
fund thenmselves. |In fact, by elimnating the workers pension plan, the
DCE could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. |It’'s time the
federal governnent honor their commitnents to the workforce and abandon
any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode worker
benefits.

Thank you,

Brian Phillips



----- Original Message-----

From Kubler, Diane

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 4:16 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: FW suggestion (& disclainer)

To Whomit nmay concern:

Any and all of the following views inplied and/ or expressed reflect ny
personal beliefs as a U.S. tax payer and private citizen and are in no
way intended to reflect or constitute an expression of the U S Air
For ce/ Army/ Navy/ Mari nes, Departnent of Defense, or any and all other
government/ private agencies, |aboratories, or policies.

| realize this may be an obvi ous suggestion combined with a question

DoE has centralized and conbi ned resources; in this how many contract
contractor’s enpl oyees (under the scenario of the WAshi ngton Post
article) were equally affected? Has a study (simlar to the old A 76
Cost Study) been acconplished on the contract contractor provided
servi ces, pensions, or fringes? The old system (started in the 1940s)
of the governnent absorbing contract costs for contractor provided
enpl oyees benefits strongly appears to have out lived the notivation
needed six decades ago. Currently it appears greed is the notivation
and not to “attract scientists to work on secret projects in renmpte

| ocations, and continued through the Cold War.” The renpte | ocations
are beconming less and less. One of the first atonic bonb tests was in
a US western state — it is not renpte anynore. Suggest — A SERI QUS

COVPLETE LI FE CYCLE COST OF DO NG BUI NESSS COST STUDY

As a tax payer nost of us know that no matter how well witten a
contract (to include agreenents or nenorandum of understanding) they
can be changed, nodified, or termnated. A Sinple Law, an Act
(congress), a tax change (1’1l discuss later) can change everything.

If the solution is between the governnent (referenced as the old system
started in the

1940’ ) and the contractor parties, then look into bringing it into the
current century. A “Life Cycle Cost” analysis, cost study, or what
ever title is used, a serious study is obviously needed. It does not
take a genius to see the 1940’s scenario has outlived it’s useful ness
decades ago. Suggest — CHANGE THE CONTRACTS, A NEW LAW OR ACT NEEDS TO
BE PASSED

The *pass-through of contractor enployee benefits for the federa
government to pay for is absurd. By the very nature of this plan; the
contractor has little to zero incentive to keep the pass-through costs
down! (*Pass-through neaning the benefits, etc. the governnent pays
for which in turn the contractor dangles as the golden carrot to get
sai d

enpl oyees.) Suggestion — COULD PCSSI BLY BECOVE ANTI-DEFFI CIENT. CAN T
BE CONTI NUED BY THE VERY NATURE OF THE PLAN (I N A SENCE BECOM NG NOT
LEGAL TO CONTI NUE TO OFFER)



As for the TAX referenced above. Perhaps there could be a tax |evied
to contractors (both Prine and Sub) still operating under this old
1940’ s scenario. At least that way some of the taxes would go back
into the system Perhaps a tax can be |evied against the enpl oyees AND
the contractor’s operating off this old system |If not a federal tax,
then perhaps a state tax to put revenue back into the system Call it
a luxury or usage tax — Something that only applies to

enpl oyees/ contractors utilizing the 1940’'s scenario. A tax that would

i ncentivize the contractors/enployees to stop using this nethod. This
way it would not be denying it.just making it much less attractive &
hopeful |y nore expensive to utilize. Suggestion- TAX IT. TAX THE HECK
QUT OF IT TO MAKE I T NOT COST EFFECTI VE TO USE FOR ALL PARTI ES GAI NI NG
FROM | T.

Thank you for taking the tine to read this.

Respectful ly.

Di ane E. Kubl er

————— Original Message-----

From Kubler, D ane

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 5:02 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subject: RE: One time buy-out

To Whiomit nmay concern:

1. Ofer a one tinme buy out with the incentive of $25K . After that
time the enpl oyees nust rely upon their enployers (i.e. contractor that
t hey work for).

2. An early retirement incentive (but with reduced benefits).

3. A reduced retirenent and relocation costs paid for 1 nove within a
one year period of tinme fromretirenent.

4. Ofering 401K type incentive with the government reducing their cost
share by 25% each year for 4 years. After that it's up to the
contractor.

Usual Iy Cash $$ is one of the best incentives of all

The scenario the 1940’'s ‘notivation’ provided could realistically be in
it's 3rd generation (or nore) within fanmlies working for such
conpani es and drawi ng benefits/retirenment. Allowing it to continue is
not the answer and lunp sumincentives can notivate.

(Lunmp sum before taxes...of course)

Thank you.



Di ane Kubl er

----- Original Message-----

From larry weingarten

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 5:30 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Contractor benefits

These benefits were prom sed to us.
A retired Sandi an

Larry Wi ngarten

————— Original Message-----

From Henpfling, WIlliamF

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 8:18 AM

To: contractor pensions

Cc: Di Meglio, Denise J; Aronson, Sanuel (BNL)
Subj ect: Pensi on/ Medi cal Chal |l enges in DOE

I am WIIliamHenpfling, the HR Director at Brookhaven Nationa
Laboratory and would Iike to submt the follow ng conments in response
to the aforementioned notice in the Federal Register. Brookhaven

Nati onal Laboratory is also going to subnmit a paper regardi ng our view
of the issues that are associated with DOE' s requirenent for
contractors to do sem -annual Benefits-Value studies and Cost Studies.
A nunber of other contractors share our view that these one-size-fits-
al |l approaches are flawed and | do not want to repeat the sane
argunents that ny peers have already made. There are, however, two
other points that | would like to address. The first concerns ny view
of how Human Resources operates in the DOE contractor system and the
key role we play in managi ng costs while attenpting to renmain
conpetitive. The second point I1'd like to cover is the effectiveness
of the oversight role played by the DOE-Site O fice managemnent.

Managi ng Human Resources functions in today's environnment is an
incredibly conplex task. The conpetition for talent is fierce. Qur
nati on does not produce a sufficient nunber of bright, young Scientists
and Engi neers to neet the country's needs. The Labs are conpeting with
each other, universities, and high technology industries to recruit the
best and brightest to neet the country's challenges. At the sane tine,
t he | aboratories have been operating under flat-flat or declining
budget for many years. W' ve reduced staff, found nore innovative ways
to acconplish our tasks, and | ooked for every possible way to save
noney.

Most | aboratories have acknow edged the key role that is played by
Human Resources in the nanagenent of their operations. W HR Directors
sit at the table with senior |evel nanagers in our institutions and we



grapple with the conpeting dilemm of keeping costs at a reasonable
level in order to avoid |layoffs while maintaining sufficiently
attractive benefit/salary plans to conpete for talent. O course,
retention of highly qualified staff in such a conpetitive marketpl ace
for talent is also part of this equation. |'ve been HR Director at

Br ookhaven since COctober of 2000. Since that time, our |aboratory has
shrunk by al nrost 500 FTE's to our present |evel of ~2,600 FTE' s. But
nore to the point of this neno, |'ve overseen significant cuts in the
overal |l benefits packages that we offer to enpl oyees. None of the

af orenmenti oned cuts were done in response to DOE Order 350.1. Rather
t hey were done because we, as responsi ble managers, realized that our
choices were to either cut costs or have crippling staff reductions.

W' ve made substantial changes to our nedical, retirenment, and other
enpl oyee wel fare plans since 1999 and have, as a consequence, reduced
our costs by nore than $21, 000,000. (A summary of those changes
follows this paper) Interestingly enough, sone of the changes we nade
had the effect of increasing our ben-val index, despite the fact that
t hey

resulted in significant dollar savings. I am concerned that an
overly-proscriptive approach regardi ng how benefits shoul d be
adnmi ni stered in the DOE contractor system does not take into account
the fact that HR Directors are, by and |large, proactive nenbers of
managenent teans. We are nmaking sone very difficult decisions, at the

ground level. W are all trying to maintain the very delicate bal ance
t hat exi sts between hol ding down costs, avoiding |layoffs, and
mai nt ai ni ng conpetitive salary and benefit plans. | maintain that we

perform our jobs despite the requirenents of 350.1 or the shel ved
351. 1.

That said, |I'mnot suggesting that there should be no oversight by the
Departnent of Energy. | believe that the HR conmunity understands the
need for oversight and clearly accepts the role that DOE plays in terms
of being stewards for the taxpayer. This leads to ny second point
about the role played by the DOE Site Ofices. | would point to ny
relationship with our Site Contracting O ficer as a good nodel for the
entire system

We neet regularly and are very open with one anot her about what is
going on in our respective worlds. As a consequence, we've devel oped a
good understandi ng and a healthy working relationship. That's not to
say that tension doesn't arise fromtinme to time over our (at tines)
conpeti ng needs or demands. But by and | arge, we both operate fromthe
basi s of mutual understanding. Because of our open relationship, he
fully understands that | am nmaki ng deci sions that affect the bal ance
bet ween cost and recruitnment. He al so understands that |'m nmaking

t hose deci sions even when not required to do so by DOE Order 350.1. In
nmy view, the Site Contracting Officer is the individual who should be
serving as HQ s "legs on the ground." The Site Contracting O ficer
has



a good picture of our total conpensation picture, how our salaries
stack up, and local pressures (such as taxes, cost of nedical delivery
in the community, local costs of living, etc.).

| believe that sone form of benefits/conpensation netric is necessary
for DOE to be able to say that they are perfornming their role as
stewards. But that metric should be viewed merely as a tool. A re-
wor ked approach to view ng benefits, as part of total conpensation
across the conplex should not be proscriptive. Rather, in ny view, the
Site Contracting Oficers should be given a fair anount of l|atitude and
shoul d be brought into discussions about these issues with the people
in headquarters. There are many factors at play in the various |ocales
and the people in HQ cannot be expected to have a full understandi ng of
what is occurring at each site.

What follows is a full description of the proactive steps taken by

Br ookhaven National Laboratory in an effort to nanage our costs while
mai ntai ning plans that are attractive enough to enable us to conpete
for the world-class staff that would be worthy of a DOE Nationa
Laboratory.

SUMVARY OF BENEFI T PLAN MODI FI CATI ONS AND OTHER COST SAVI NGS 1999 -
2007

1/ 1/ 99 Benefit Modifications

* Repl aced CIGNA indemity medical plan with PPO plan for
enpl oyees and non- Medi care retirees

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS: $4, 600, 000

1/ 1/ 01 Benefit Modifications

* Eligibility for retiree nmedi cal coverage was nodified for

enpl oyees who were hired on or after 1/1/01 to a minimum age of 55 with
10 or nore years of service. Age plus service nust equal 70 or nore.
Previously the service requirement was 5 years.

* The long-termdisability plan benefit was nodified from 50% of
base pay to 60% of base pay.



* 401(a) retirement plan eligibility was nodified to exclude age
30 and 3 nonths of service. The new requirenent is age 21 and 2 years
of service

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS
Unabl e
to Estimate

1/ 1/ 02 Benefit Modifications

* The nedi cal contribution structure was nodified to go from3 to
4 pay categories.

* Co- paynments for the nedical prograns were increased from$5 to
$15 for non-1BEW enpl oyees and retirees.

* Coverage for prescription drugs was nodified froma 2-tier
structure to a 3-tier structure for non-IBEW enpl oyees and retirees.

* Enpl oyees who retired on or after 1/1/02 are now required to
nmake what ever contribution the Laboratory may require. It is no |onger
frozen at the time of retirement.

* Dual coverage for nedical and dental plans was di scontinued
prospectively.

* The Cigna dental PPO plan was added as an option for non-|BEW
enpl oyees.

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS: $2, 600, 000

* 1/1/03 Benefit Modifications

* The nedi cal contribution structure was nodi fied and i s now
based

on both pay and plan cost for non-1BEW uni on enpl oyees.

* The nedi cal contribution structure was nodi fied for enpl oyees
who retired on or after 1/1/02 to be 20% of plan cost.

* The Cigna nedical plan deductible was increased from $250 per
person ($500 per family) to $500 per person ($1500 per famly).

* The Cigna nedical plan out-of-pocket maxi rumwas increased from

$1200 per person ($2400 per famly) to $2500 per person ($7500 per
famly).

* The availability of out-of-network pharmaci es was el i m nated
for

the Cigna nedical plan.

* A $100 per person prescription drug deductible was inplenented
for the Cigna and VWtra nedical plans.

* Medi cal and dental benefits were offered to same-sex donestic
partners for non-|IBEW and non- SCSPA enpl oyees and retirees.

* The severance plan was nodified to reduce the benefit for

vol untary reductions-in-force for non-|BEW enpl oyees.

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS: $5, 913, 000

1/1/04 Salary Action



* Del ayed annual sal ary increase plan by 3-nonths.

ONE- TI ME SAVI NGS: $2, 000, 000

1/ 1/ 04 Benefit Modifications

* The nedical contribution structure was nodified and i s now
based

on pay for |BEW uni on enpl oyees.

* The Cigna dental PPO plan was offered to | BEW enpl oyees.

* Medi cal and dental benefits were offered to sane-sex donestic

partners for |BEW enpl oyees.

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS:
Cost neutra

* Modi fi ed severance pay plan so that nmaxi num anount of severance
payabl e to any enpl oyee is $45,000. Savings nentioned bel ow were for
fiscal year 2005. Future annual savings woul d be based upon the numnber
of layoffs.

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS
$1, 200, 000

* Reduced t he nunber of vacation days that could be carried over
fromone fiscal year to the next froma nmaxi nrumof 24 to 20.

ONE- TI ME SAVI NGS: $1, 100, 000

1/ 1/ 05 Benefit Mbdifications

* The Iife, long-termdisability, and accidental death and

di smenber nent i nsurances were noved from Cigna to Prudential, thus
reduci ng the cost of coverage.

* The Cigna nedical plan was noved froma mi ni mum premni um

i nsurance arrangenment to a self-insured arrangenent, thus reducing the
adm ni strative costs of coverage.

* The Cigna PPO nedical plan was noved to an OAP nedical plan for
non- | BEW enpl oyees to access deeper discounts with providers.
* The Cigna prescription programwas nodified to use an alliance

with Aon to access deeper discounts on prescription drugs.
* The Vytra nedical plan was noved froma fully-insured HVO



nedi cal plan to a self-insured PPO nedi cal plan for non-IBEW enpl oyees
to access deeper discounts with providers.

* Stop 1 oss insurance was inplemented for the self-insured

nmedi ca

plans with C gna and VWtra, thus providing a cap on extraordinary

cl ai ms.

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS: $2, 425, 000

1/1/ 06 Benefit Modifications

* Ofice visit co-paynents were increased from$15 to $20 for a
primary care physician and $30 for a speciali st

* The co-paynent for a 30-day supply of prescription drugs

i ncreased from $5/ $15/ $30 (generic, brand-nane formul ary, brand-name
non-formulary) to $10/$25/$40. It is double of the above anmounts for a
90 day numil-order supply.

The age limt for dependent children attending full-tinme schoo
was set at 23. Previously, there was no age Iimt. (nmedical and denta
pl ans)
* Dual coverage was elininated (medical and dental plans)

* The benefit credit was elimnated fromthe Cl GNA nedi cal plan

* Retirees who previously had a $100 per person ($300 per famly)
deducti bl e were noved to a $500 per person ($1500 per famly)

deducti ble. Their out-of-pocket naxi mumwas al so i ncreased from $900
per person to $2500 per person ($7500 per famly)

A vacation buy plan was added. This encourages the use of |eave
wi t hout pay but spreads the inpact to the enpl oyee over the entire
cal endar year (versus just the paycheck in which the tinme is taken).

ANNUAL ESTI MATED SAVI NGS: $1, 501, 000
8/ 1/ 06 Benefit Mbdifications

* Requi red | BEW enpl oyees who retired after 7/31/06 to go into
non-uni on nedi cal plans and pay 20% of plan cost
savi ngs not deterni ned

1/ 1/ 07 Benefit Modifications

* For SCSPA:

Current Plan



1-1-07 Pl an

Medi cal office visit co-paynments
$15

$20 PCP/ $30 speciali st

Prescription drug deductible
$0
$100/ per son

$300/ fani |y

Prescription drug co-paynents
Range $5/$10/$25 to
$5/ $12/ $35 based on pl an

Range $10/ $25/$40 to $15/ $30/ $50 based on pl an

Qut - of - net wor k deducti bl e
(Cl G\A)

$250/ per son

$500/ fam |y

$500/ per son

$1500/ fami |y

Qut - of - pocket maxi mum
$1200/ per son
$2400/ f ami | y
$2500/ per son

$7500/ f ami | y

Dual Coverage & Benefit Credit
I ncl uded

El i m nat ed



Age for dependent children in F/ T school (Medical)
Unlimted for Cl GNA
Q her plans: 23-25

Age 23 for all Plans

Type of Medical Plan
Cl GNA PPO

Cl GNA CAP PPO with additional discounts for BNL

Medi cal Plan Contributions
Base sal ary: weekly cost
<$30K: $5.22/7.98/10.73
$30-40K:  $7.43/11/14.85
$40- 60K:  $9. 63/ 14. 30/ 19. 25
$60- 80K: $12.67/19. 03/ 25. 37

$80K+:  $16. 48/ 24. 74/ 32. 98

Enpl oyee/ EE+1/ Fam | y
Base sal ary: weekly cost
<$40K: $7.25-31.96

$40- 70K:  $10.87-47.94
$70- 100K:  $13.77-60. 73

$100K+: $17.40-76.71

Enpl oyee/ EE+1/ Fam | y

Range based on pl an sel ected



Dental Plan Dual Coverage
I ncl uded

El i m nat ed

Age for dependent children in F/ T school (Dental)
Unlimted for EBS.
Q her plans: 23-25

Age 23 for all plans

* For | BEW

o] Moved the I BEWgroup fromthe Cigna OAP to PPO nedical plan
This would result in additional savings due to the network change

o] Moved the I BEWgroup fromthe Wtra fully-insured HMO to
sel f-insured PPO

savi ngs not det erm ned

TOTAL SAVI NGS FROM ABOVE ACTI ONS

$21, 300, 000

----- Oiginal Message amended to add disclainmer-----
From Jan Tweed

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 12:27 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Contractor Pensions

Wil e | understand the financial inpacts of continuing to fund the
pensi ons and nedi cal benefits of M&O contractor enployees, | think it
woul d be a disservice to our nation to elimnate or significantly
reduce these benefits. H ghly qualified workers seek out the

| aboratories for many reasons, and these benefits are key to recruiting
and retaining this excellent work force. The price is snmall when
conpared to the nore than 60 years of commitment by these outstanding
wor kers. The Federal government has trenendously benefited fromthe
acconpl i shnments and scientific excellence of these workers.

The views expressed in these comments reflect nmy personal beliefs as a
private citizen and are not intended to reflect or constitute an
expression of Agency [or |aboratory or conpany] policy.



————— Original Message-----

From Huddl eston, Stevan J

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 3:59 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: FW Public Comrent for Pension and Medi cal Funding
| mportance: High

The Department of Energy is seeking public comrent regarding the
fundi ng of pension and health care benefits for workers on DCE sites.
Wiy is DOE only now concerned with this?

I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |'ve been
here for thirteen years . |n 1987, a multi-contractor pension system
was negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to this,
there were nultiple pension plans due to the multiple contractors
perform ng work for DOE. The multi-enployer plan was designed to save
noney for DOE. A detailed cost analysis was conveyed to DOE-
Headquarters that showed what the plan would cost to fund through 2012.
DCE- Headquarters approved the plan and, although the workers suffered a
| oss of pension benefits at the tinme, the plan was accepted by the
uni ons and the workforce. |t appears now that DOE is having to ful fil
their obligations to the workforce through pension benefit paynents,
they want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan altogether

DCE wants to introduce a "narket-based" plan because the DOE site
wor kers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does
DCE even know what type of work is perfornmed at Hanford? The Hanford
site is not building "wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills. W are
engaged in and exposed to one of the nost contam nated and hazardous
environnents in the world. The workforce have dedicated their lives to
cl eaning up the federal governnents environnental |egacy. Each day,
they put thenselves in harms way performing a critical service to the
United States of Anerica. Their dedication should not go unnoticed.
They shoul d expect fromtheir government the same type of commitnent
and dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worried about how to fund benefits plans, they need
to start within their own ranks. Their pension and nmedical plans are
significantly higher than the very workforce they want to elimnate.

For the workforce at Hanford, the pension multiplier is 1.6 x high 5
wages X years of service. For DOE, the multiplier is 2.2 X high 3
wages X years of service. They don't seemto be worried about how to
fund thenmselves. |In fact, by elimnating the workers pension plan, the
DCE could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. |It's time the
federal governnent honor their commitnents to the workforce and abandon



any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode worker
benefits.

Thank you,

St evan J Huddl est on

----- Origi nal Message-----

From Cox, Gordon L

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 3:37 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: RE: PENSI ON AND POST- RETI REMENT BENEFI TS

The views expressed in these comments reflect nmy personal beliefs as a
private citizen and are not intended to reflect or constitute an
expression of Agency [or |aboratory or conpany] policy.

| have been enployed by DOE contractors at Hanford for 30 years. M
decision to do this was based largely on the prom se that if |
continued to be enployed until retirenment age, that my pension would be
cal cul ated on a expressed formula. Also, that | would be eligible for
continued health care benefits at a specified cost to ne. | was al so
prom sed that at retirenent | would be entitled to an expressed anount
of life insurance. You have already reneged on that commtnent.

The cost of keeping your pronise was predictable 30 years ago, and the
implication that these costs are sonmehow a big surprise, is not at al
credi bl e.

DCE represents nore than just a business. It is the United States
government, and even under the current administration, nust keep it's
conmtrments. Especially when those conmtnents are to the very people
who have invested their entire working life in the goals and m ssions
of the DCE

Gordon L. Cox

----- Original Message-----

From Wngfield, Mchael C

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 3:35 PM
To: contractor pensions



Subj ect: RE: Conment

M ke W ngfield

The views expressed in these cormments reflect nmy personal beliefs as a
private citizen and are not intended to reflect or constitute an
expression of Agency [or |aboratory or conpany] policy.

I ama 3rd generation Hanford worker. M father just passed away | ast
May of asbestosis. His father passed for an undeterm ned | ung problem
When the 3 of us took on a life's conmitnent to work at one of the nost
dangerous places on the planet it was with the understandi ng our
government woul d take care of us. Now, at the dusk of my career you
are consi dering abandoning me. W had a deal. M working life for a
conmitment fromyou to make ny retirenment sonmewhat confortable. Please
don't abandon those people that have given so nuch for their country in
cold war and clean-up efforts. Keep our pensions and nedical benefits
the sane. That was the deal.

From: Steven A Eide

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 2:44 PM
To: contractor pensions
Subject: RE: Comments on DOE Contractor Pensions and Medical Coverage

| think all DOE contractors and DOE employees should receive the same level of benefits. That level
should be similar to other government and private organizations.

"The views expressed in these comments reflect my personal beliefsas a
private citizen and are not intended to reflect or constitute an expression of
Agency [or laboratory or company] policy."

----- Original Message-----
From: Steven A Eide

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 9:38 AM
To: contractor pensions
Subject: Comments on DOE Contractor Pensions and Medical Coverage



| think all DOE contractors and DOE employees should receive the same level of
benefits. That level should be similar to other government and private organizations.

Steven A. Eide

————— Original Message-----

From Taylor, Crystal J

Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 11:21 AM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: FW Public Comrent for Pension and Medi cal Funding
| mportance: High

The Department of Energy is seeking public comrent
regardi ng the funding of pension and health care benefits for workers
on DOE sites. Wiy is DCE only now concerned with this?

I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State.
I've been working here for a total of 10 years. [In 1987, a nulti-
contractor pension systemwas negotiated with the union and the
contractors. Prior to this, there were multiple pension plans due to
the nmultiple contractors performng work for DOE. The multi-enpl oyer
pl an was designed to save noney for DOE. A detailed cost anal ysis was
conveyed to DOE-Headquarters that showed what the plan would cost to
fund through 2012. DOE-Headquarters approved the plan and, although
the workers suffered a | oss of pension benefits at the time, the plan
was accepted by the unions and the workforce. It appears now that DOE
is having to fulfill their obligations to the workforce through pension
benefit paynents, they want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan
al t oget her.

DCE wants to introduce a "narket-based" plan because the
DCE site workers receive higher benefits to those in the private
sector. Does DOE even know what type of work is performed at Hanford?
The Hanford site is not building "wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills.
We are engaged in and exposed to one of the npbst contam nated and
hazardous environments in the world. The workforce have dedi cated
their lives to cleaning up the federal governnents environnmental
| egacy. Each day, they put thenselves in harnms way performing a
critical service to the United States of America. Their dedication
shoul d not go unnoticed. They should expect fromtheir governnent the
sanme type of conmmitnent and dedication in return for their service.



If DOE is so worried about how to fund benefits plans, they
need to start within their own ranks. Their pension and nedical plans
are significantly higher than the very workforce they want to
elimnate. For the workforce at Hanford, the pension nultiplier is 1.6
x high 5 wages X years of service. For DOE, the multiplier is 2.2 X
hi gh 3 wages X years of service. They don't seemto be worried about
how to fund thenselves. |In fact, by elimnating the workers pension
plan, the DOE could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adanmantly oppose this new directive. It's
time the federal governnment honor their commitnents to the workforce
and abandon any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode
wor ker benefits.

Thank you,

Crystal J. Tayl or

----- Original Message-----

From Craig E Hall

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2007 11:08 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect :

Adjust D.O E. 's pensions and benefits before the contractors. This at
| east would show you really want to reduce the benefits costs even for
your own peopl e.

From: Hendricksphoto

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2007 9:38 PM
To: contractor pensions; Senator Murray) Murray
Subject: Funding of pension and health care benefits for workers on DOE sites.

The Department of Energy is seeking public comment regarding the
funding of pension and health care benefits for workers on DOE
sites. Why is DOE only now concerned with this?



I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State . 1°ve been
here for nineteen years. In 1987, a multi-contractor pension
system was negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to
this, there were multiple pension plans due to the multiple
contractors performing work for DOE. The multi-employer plan was
designed to save money for DOE. A detailed cost analysis was
conveyed to DOE-Headquarters that showed what the plan would
cost to fund through 2012. DOE-Headquarters approved the plan
and, although the workers suffered a loss of pension benefits at the
time, the plan was accepted by the unions and the workforce. It
appears now that DOE is having to fulfill their obligations to the
workforce through pension benefit payments, they want to re-
negotiate (eliminate) the plan altogether.

DOE wants to introduce a "market-based" plan because the DOE
site workers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector.
Does DOE even know what type of work is performed at Hanford ?
The Hanford site is not building "widgets" or cleaning up oil spills.
We are engaged in and exposed to one of the most contaminated
and hazardous environments in the world. The workforce have
dedicated their lives to cleaning up the federal governments
environmental legacy. Each day, they put themselves in harms way
performing a critical service to the United States of America .
Their dedication should not go unnoticed. They should expect from
their government the same type of commitment and dedication in
return for their service.

IT DOE is so worried about how to fund benefits plans, they need to
start within their own ranks. Their pension and medical plans are
significantly higher than the very workforce they want to eliminate.
For the workforce at Hanford , the pension multiplier is 1.6 X high 5
wages X years of service. For DOE, the multiplier is 2.2 X high 3
wages X years of service. They don"t seem to be worried about how



to fund themselves. In fact, by eliminating the workers pension
plan, the DOE could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, I adamantly oppose this new directive. It's time the
federal government honor their commitments to the workforce and
abandon any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode
worker benefits.

Thank you,
Tim Hendricks

----- Origi nal Message-----

From CLAY GOSNEY

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2007 6:16 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Fw Public Comrent for Pension and Medi cal Funding

Citrus Punch

The Department of Energy is seeking public comrent regarding the
fundi ng of pension and health care benefits for workers on DCE sites.
Wiy is DOE only now concerned with this?

| worked at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. | retired
after 40 years of service. 1In 1987, a nmulti-contractor pension system
was negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to this,
there were nultiple pension plans due to the multiple contractors
perform ng work for DOE. The multi-enployer plan was designed to save
nmoney for DOE. A detailed cost analysis was conveyed to DOE-
Headquarters that showed what the plan would cost to fund through 2012.
DCE- Headquarters approved the plan and, although the workers suffered a
| oss of pension benefits at the tinme, the plan was accepted by the

uni ons and the workforce. |t appears now that DOE is having to ful fil
their obligations to the workforce through pension benefit paynents,
they want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan altogether

DCE wants to introduce a "nmarket-based" plan because the DOE site
wor kers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does
DCE even know what type of work is perfornmed at Hanford? The Hanford



site is not building "wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills. W are
engaged in and exposed to one of the npbst contam nated and hazar dous
environnents in the world. The workforce have dedicated their lives to
cl eaning up the federal governnents environnental |egacy. Each day,
they put thenselves in harms way performing a critical service to the
United States of Anerica. Their dedication should not go unnoticed.
They shoul d expect fromtheir governnent the same type of commitnent
and dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worri ed about how to fund benefits plans, they need to
start within their own ranks. Their pension and nedi cal plans are
significantly higher than the very workforce they want to elimnate.

For the workforce at Hanford, the pension multiplier is 1.6 x high 5
wages X years of service. For DOE, the multiplier is 2.2 X high 3
wages X years of service. They don't seemto be worried about how to
fund themselves. |In fact, by elimnating the workers pension plan, the
DCE could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. |It's time the
federal governnent honor their commitnents to the workforce and abandon
any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode current and
retired persons worker benefits.

Thank you,

Cl ay CGosney

————— Original Message-----

From courtland smith

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2007 5:58 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Fw. Public Comrent for Pension and Medi cal Funding

Citrus Punch

The Departnent of Energy is seeking public coment regarding the
fundi ng of pension and health care benefits for workers on DCE sites.
Wy is DOE only now concerned with this?



I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |'ve been here
of f and on since 1985,right now | have 15 years. In 1987, a multi-
contractor pension systemwas negotiated with the union and the
contractors. Prior to this, there were multiple pension plans due to
the nmultiple contractors performng work for DOE. The multi-enployer
pl an was designed to save noney for DOE. A detailed cost anal ysis was
conveyed to DOE-Headquarters that showed what the plan would cost to
fund through 2012. DOE-Headquarters approved the plan and, although
the workers suffered a | oss of pension benefits at the time, the plan
was accepted by the unions and the workforce. It appears now that DOE
is having to fulfill their obligations to the workforce through pension
benefit paynents, they want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan

al t oget her.

DCE wants to introduce a "narket-based" plan because the DOE site

wor kers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does
DCE even know what type of work is performed at Hanford? The Hanford
site is not building "wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills. W are
engaged in and exposed to one of the npbst contam nated and hazar dous
environnents in the world. The workforce have dedicated their lives to
cl eaning up the federal governnents environnental |egacy. Each day,
they put themselves in harms way performing a critical service to the
United States of Anerica. Their dedication should not go unnoticed.
They shoul d expect fromtheir governnent the same type of commitnent
and dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worried about how to fund benefits plans, they need to
start within their own ranks. Their pension and nedi cal plans are
significantly higher than the very workforce they want to elimnate.

For the workforce at Hanford, the pension multiplier is 1.6 x high 5
wages X years of service. For DOE, the multiplier is 2.2 X high 3
wages X years of service. They don't seemto be worried about how to
fund thenmselves. |In fact, by elimnating the workers pension plan, the
DCE could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. |It's time the
federal governnent honor their commitnents to the workforce and abandon
any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode worker
benefits.

Thank you,

————— Original Message-----

From Sara Jordan

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2007 2:53 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Re: DOE' s request for coments on DOE Notice 351.1



Concern re DOE Notice 351.1 - Contractor Pensions for Retirees in Qak
Ri dge

Pl ease do not further degrade DOE s already unfair practices for Gak

Ri dge contractor retirees. |Instead, we need to grant OR retirees the
pensi on i nprovenents that current enpl oyees have received, and to
institute at | east of nodi cum of adjustnent to reflect the increases in
cost of living that have occurred since we retired.

DCE conmuni cati ons al ways stress the alarm ng costs of unfunded
liabilities across the Wapons Conplex. But that is not the case with
Oak Ridge retiree pensions! Qur OGak Ri dge pension fund has been

pl entiful for decades, currently having around $600 MIIlion beyond

proj ected needs, and we are very frustrated with being m streated

(deni ed regular cost-of-living adjustnments) in spite of these avail able
funds. Since 1984 (over 20 years!) there has been no contribution from
DCE' s budget into the Cak Ridge mmin pension fund. Al enpl oyee
benefits and enhancenments have been paid for by fund investment

returns, including for new enployees. Qur fund is not in financia
trouble; it is sinply being hoarded while retirees suffer continua
erosion of their financial security.

Furthernore, retirees are not even being granted pension inprovenents
that current enployees receive. |n 2004, the pension nultiplier factor
was i nproved from1.2 to 1.4, and the surviving spouse option reduction
was reduced from 10%to just 2%a very nice inprovenent, but only for
current enpl oyees, not for the retirees who are |anguishing with

pensi ons of ever-dim nishing purchasing power. W need these

i mprovenents plus COLAs, and the funds are al ready avail abl e.

Finally-in virtually all its conmunications, DOCE inappropriately quotes
financial nunmbers that m x up pension costs with nedical costs. True,
nedi cal costs are a worry for all of us, but at least in Gak Ridge

t hose

medi cal funds come froma different source from our pensions. The
continued insistence on mxing the two i ssues serves only to increase
the anger and frustration at DOE' s di shonesty and bad faith in dealing
wi th thousands of |oyal enpl oyees who served for decades during the
Cold War and until recent years.

Pl ease help us. W cannot believe that it would be the intent of
Congress or the citizens of this country to follow a policy that is so
bl atantly bi ased agai nst seniors who defended this country through
years of effort and contribution to DOE progranms. \We urge your pronpt
attention to the benefits of retirees in Gak Ridge and hope that you
will get others to assist you in obtaining an equitable policy. W wll
be grateful for your strong support of the need for pension relief in
OGak Ri dge

Thank you,
Sara R Jordan



————— Original Message-----

From ROD BERRY

Sent: Sunday, April 08, 2007 10:56 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Public Comment for Pension & Medical Funding

The Department of Energy is seeking public comrent regarding the
fundi ng of pension and health care benefits for workers on DCE sites.
Wiy is DOE only now concerned with this?

I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |'ve been here
for 31 years. |In 1987, a multi-contractor pension system was
negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to this, there
were nultiple pension plans due to the nultiple contractors perform ng
work for DOE. The nulti-enployer plan was designed to save noney for
DCE. A detailed cost analysis was conveyed to DCE-Headquarters that
showed what the plan would cost to fund through 2012. DOE- Headquarters
approved the plan, and although the workers suffered a | ost of pension
benefits at the tine, the plan was accepted by the uni ons and the work
force. It appears now that DOE is having to fulfill their obligations
to the work force through pension benefit paynents, they want to re-
negotiate (elimnate) the plan all together

DCE wants to introduce a "narket-based" plan because the DOE site

wor kers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does
DCE even know what type of work is performed at Hanford? The Hanford
site is not building "wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills. W are
engaged in and exposed to one of the npbst contam nated and hazar dous
environnents in the world. The work force have dedicated their lives
to cleaning up the government's environmental |egacy. Each day, they
put thenselves in harnms way performng a critical service to the United
States of America. Their dedication should not go unnoticed. They
shoul d expect fromtheir government the sane type of conmmtnent and
dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worried about how to fund benefit plans, they need to
start with their own ranks. Their pension and medical plans are
significant higher than the very work force they want to elimnate for
the work force at Hanford, the pension nmultiplier is 1.6 X high 5 wages
X years of service. For DOE the nultiplier is 2.2 X high 3 wages X
years of service. They don't seemto be worried about how to fund
thenselves. In fact, by elimnated the worker's pension plan, the DOE
could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. It's time the
federal governnent honors their commtnents to the work force and
abandon any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode worker
benefits.

Thank You,

Rod J. Berry



————— Original Message-----

From Cherri DeFigh-Price

Sent: Sunday, April 08, 2007 1:59 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: omrents on DCE Contractor Pension prograns

Thank you for extending the tine for commenting on the DOE contractor
pensi on program

| have worked at the DOE Hanford site for 33 years and have seen nany
changes. Contrary to the local press, | believe that the Departnment of
Energy should require the contractors to establish portable, 401-K (or
simlar) prograns for all new DCE contractor staff hired. | do not
think it is "unfair' since the people hiring on will know what they are
getting.

The argument of a strong site-specific pension program has been the
need to retain the right technical staff. Gven where DOE is with it's
programs (where there is very little production -- tritium- going
on), it would be both in the DOE best interest and in future enpl oyees
if their retirenment funds were both PORTABLE and within their own
control

Ri ght now, the DOE site specific pension prograns are |like mni gol den
parachuits for the enpl oyees, discoraging themto go where their

tal ents can best serve themin disposing and treating the Departnent of
Energy | egacy wastes. As we shut down sites (hopefully continuing that
endeavor) would it not be best for the enployees to be encouraged to go
to the 'next DOE cleanup site' on the list, rather than fighting to
keep jobs at sites (like

Hanford) where there is little work.

We are not running large speciality processing facilities at nost

pl aces. The training needs to be repeated every few years. |If the

enpl oyor is treating the workers well and the work is neaningful, they
will conme (and

stay) regardl ess of whether the pension is site specific or nore
portabl e.

I know that nost of the press feedback you have gotten has been to
continue the very expensive, non portabl e pension prograns. Please
recogni ze we do not all believe that.



| encourage you to establish (via your contracting process) a nore
portabl e, industry based retirenent program

Thank you.

Cherri DeFigh-Price

From: TheMatrix

Sent: Saturday, April 07, 2007 3:34 PM
To: contractor pensions
Subject: Comment on Contractor Employee Pension and Medical Benefits Challenge

Hello;

| am an employee of Sandia National Laboratoriesin Albuquerque, New Mexico. | have
the following comments regarding the referenced challenge.

1. Our management has aways told us that our benefits for Medical and Retirement are
based on market surveys of similar organizations both commercia and government.
They indicated that our retirement plan is within an acceptable range of the market
survey. Infact on anumber of occasions, management indicated that they would not
enhance or improve our retirement plan because it was comparable to that market
survey. Now the DOE is proposing that our pension isto costly. If fact Sandia has not
had to contribute toward the retirement plan for more than 20 years and is not likely to
have to contribute for at least another 5 to 10 years. Sandia's plan isnot out of line with
similar plans offered by those companies in our market survey. No changes are
warranted!

2. A similar point can be made about Sandia's medical benefits. We as employees have
been contributing toward the plan premium for a number of years and paying copays for
services. Each year our premium share and copays change based on medical costs.
Sandias plan isfair to employees and the taxpayer.

3. Thereal issue with DOE's pension and medical benefit budget problemsis the rapid
rise in medical costs not retirement plans. Cutting medical benefitsis not the solution.
Improve the way medical services are managed and delivered. For example, when | go to
the doctor, medical records are not available from one office to another or to the patient.
Thereisfar to much paperwork associated with medical services. Every timel visit a
doctor's office a copy of my insurance card is made and a receptionist checks mein.

Why can't | just scan my card and automatically be authenticated for insurance coverage
and the appointment? DOE staff should be working with members of Congress to pass
legislation that changes the way medicine is administered and medical information is
sequestered rather that trying to reduce employee benefits.

4. 1f DOE reduces employee benefits there is going to be an effect on hiring the best and



brightest scientists to work on national security problems. We are told that Sandia's
budgets will be reduced in the future as our work shifts from nuclear weapons to other
national security problems. Sandiais going to have trouble hiring the necessary talent to
meet these challenges if they can't continue to offer competitive employee benefits.

Thanks Y ou.

————— Original Message-----

From Scott KI ekar

Sent: Friday, April 06, 2007 5:56 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pension Pl an

I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |'ve been here
for thirteen years. In 1987, a nulti-contractor pension system was
negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to this, there
were nmultiple pension plans due to the nultiple contractors perform ng
work for DOE. The nulti-enployer plan was designed to save noney for
DCE. A detailed cost analysis was conveyed to DCE- Headquarters that
showed what the plan would cost to fund through 2012. DOE- Headquarters
approved the plan and, although the workers suffered a | oss of pension
benefits at the tine, the plan was accepted by the unions and the

wor kforce. |t appears now that DOE is having to fulfill their
obligations to the workforce through pension benefit paynents, they
want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan altogether

DCE wants to introduce a "narket-based" plan because the DOE site

wor kers receive higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does
DCE even know what type of work is performed at Hanford? The Hanford
site is not building "wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills. W are
engaged in and exposed to one of the npbst contam nated and hazar dous
environnents in the world. The workforce have dedicated their lives to
cl eaning up the federal governnents environnental |egacy. Each day,
they put themselves in harms way performing a critical service to the
United States of Anerica. Their dedication should not go unnoticed.
They shoul d expect fromtheir governnent the same type of commitnent
and dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worried about how to fund benefits plans, they need to
start within their own ranks. Their pension and nedi cal plans are
significantly higher than the very workforce they want to elimnate.

For the workforce at Hanford, the pension multiplier is 1.6 x high 5
wages X years of service. For DOE, the multiplier is 2.2 X high 3
wages X years of service. They don't seemto be worried about how to
fund thenmselves. |In fact, by elimnating the workers pension plan, the
DCE could enrich their own. That appears to be the case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. |It's time the
federal governnent honor their commitnents to the workforce and abandon
any plan, now and in the future, to systematically erode worker
benefits.

Thank you,



Scott B. Kl ekar

----- Original Message-----

From Gail Sewel

Sent: Friday, April 06, 2007 9:07 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pension Benefits

I find it unconscionabl e that DOE would continue to deny its contractor

wor kers the same benefits that it and Congress enjoys; i.e., increases
in retirement benefits associated with off-setting inflation. After
all, it is neither Congress nor DOE enpl oyees who are actually working

on site and bei ng exposed, inadvertently or not, to hazardous
mat eri al s.

I will be contacting ny representatives in Congress to urge themto
correct this inequity and urging nenbers of AARP to join in our battle.
I woul d hope that DOE would see its way clear to encourage this change.

Si ncerely,

Gi |l Sewel |

————— Original Message-----

From Donald MIIer

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2007 4:44 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: DOE Notice 351.1 concerning pension plans and health

Sirs:

Al t hough the official informati on being provided to retirees about
protecting the pension fund seens well founded, the critical problemwe
retirees face is the silence we heard from our enployers about the
retiree payments being fixed before retirement.

It seens the decision to stop funding the retirenment reserve from
contractor paynents was ill conceived. A nbdest contractor paynent into
the fund each year would permit the introduction of a nodest CP

rel ated annual increase in payments to retirees.

We do not expect a 100%correlation, nor do we expect to live in
poverty after giving 35 to 40 years to the nation's defense and
scientific | eadership

My 1994 retirenment nonthly check is now worth about half what it was
then. My wife receives a small increase in her teachers retirenment from
Tennessee each year which hel ps.

The national retirenent fund situation is a poor exanple for this great
country to set. DOE is in a position to take a positive step and set
the exanple for others as well as being fair to its contractor
retirees.



Thank you

Donald R Ml ler

————— Original Message-----

From Jerry Smith

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2007 3:46 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Public Comrent on Contractor Pension and Health Pl an
Rei mbur sement

It seens to ne as taxpayer that DCE should take the | owest responsible
bid for fixed terms or jobs. | am agai nst any open-ended agreenents to
fund enpl oyee benefits for enployees of the contractors. |If the
contractors can't do that, why do we need then? W might as well hire
t he enpl oyees directly.

Jerry Smith

————— Original Message-----

From Hamtcpres . . .

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2007 12:33 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pension and Medi cal Benefit Public Conmmrent

The Departnent of Energy is seeking public coments regarding the costs
associ ated with the pension and medi cal plans on DCE sites.

| have been a worker at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State for
twenty-eight years. In 1987, a nmulti-contractor pension plan was

i ntroduced and

negotiated with the union and the contractors. Prior to 1987, there
wer e

nmul ti ple pension plans at Hanford due to the nultiple contractors

per form ng

various job activities for DOE. The multiple pension plans were at a
significant

cost to the federal government. The new pension plan was designed to
save the

federal governnent and the taxpayers a significant anount of nopney.
The

parameters of the new pension plan required approval from DOE-
Headquarters, who

were given the opportunity to review the plan, the cost savings and

t he

projected funding that would be required to adninister the plan up to
2012. After

consi derabl e review, DOE-Headquarters approved the plan and the
associ at ed

fundi ng. Although the workforce suffered a | oss of pension benefits at
the tine,



all interested parties approved the new pension plan.

Now that DOE is having to fulfill their obligations to the workforce
t hr ough

pensi on benefit paynents, they want to re-negotiate (elimnate) the

pl an

al t oget her. Wiy is DOE so concerned about this now? They were fully
cogni zant of
the funding that would be required to adm nister the plan. DOE is only
concerned about how to fund the workforce pension plans. Wiy is the
sane concern not

directed to within their own offices? The DOE pension plans are

enri ched
with retirement benefits, significantly higher than the workforce, and
at a
significantly higher associated cost.If DOE wants to reduce retirenent
cost s,
they can start by elimnating unnecessary and non-productive workers
t hat reside

within the Forestall Building. Elimnating DOE headcount woul d save
t he
federal governnent and the taxpayers noney, noney that could be
forwarded to the

personnel that actually performa critical service to the United States
of
Aneri ca.

The Department's new policy for pension and medi cal benefits is going
to be
a serious detrinent to the interests of the Local, State, and Federa

agenci es

that are commtted to the clean-up mission at Hanford. The Departnents
continuing efforts to restructure the benefit programs will have an
adver se

i mpact on the retirenment security of the workforce that are dedicated
in the
conpl etion of such m ssion

The wor kforce at Hanford is exposed to and responsible for one of the
nost

hazardous and contaninated sites in the world. G ven the unique

conpl exity of

the cl ean-up mssion and the continuous exposure to radi ol ogi cal and
cheni ca

hazards, the workforce nust be assured that their service to the

f eder al

government will not go unnoticed. The pension and medi cal benefit
progranms at

Hanf ord were designed to provide incentives that would recruit and
retain a

highly skilled workforce. Recruitment and retention of an experienced,
hi ghly

trai ned, know edgeabl e and dedi cated workforce is essential for
fulfilling the

noral and | egal obligation of the federal governnent to clean up
Anerica's



nucl ear | egacy at Hanford. The preservati on of established benefit
prograns is

critical for a stable workforce that has resulted in safe, efficient
and wel |

docunented cl ean-up efforts.

The pension and nedical prograns at Hanford represent a commtnent from
t he
federal governnent that enployees perform ng extrenely dangerous and
hazar dous

work will be appropriately conpensated for their efforts. The

i ntroduction

of a "two-tiered" benefit program which provides different benefits
for

identical work, will disincentivize the workforce from maki ng | ong-
term

conmtrments to performsuch work. This will nmpst assuredly result in
del ays of clean-up

efforts, TPA M Il estones, and an unnecessary increase in costs to the
Ameri can taxpayers.

In closing, the Hanford Atom c Metal Trades Council is extrenely proud
to

represent a workforce that has nade severe sacrifices for their

dedi cation in

contributing to this nation's war efforts during World War Il and the
Col d

War. These workers have now shifted that same dedication to cleaning
up the

environnental |egacy as a result of their contributions to our

national defense.

Now, nore than ever, the federal governnent nust continue to support
their

efforts and not undermnine the sacrifices that were made by elimnating
wor ker

benefits.

| adamantly oppose these new directives and respectfully request and
ur ge

t he Departnent of Energy to abandon any plans, now and in the future,
to

elimnate and/or alter the Hanford pension and nedi cal benefits
programns.

Si ncerely,

David E. Ml naa, President
Hanf ord Atomi c Metal Trades Counci

————— Original Message-----

From Walter D. Hedge

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2007 11:34 AM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Fw. Advice on DCE contractor pensions.



First, pension funds and nedical cost shoul d perhaps be considered as
two different entities. Second, funding current pension plans should
not necessarily take precedence over consideration of adjusting in-

pl ace pension plans. Thirdly, pension plans w thout adequate cost- of -
living adjustnents are not adequate to sustain those currently in
retirement.

| sincerely trust that serious consideration will be giving to those
currently in retirement who are depending on their pension plans to
sustain their level of living. M deval ued pension plan is now worth
approxi nately 50% of the purchasing power it had when | retired in
1994, and the one increase that | received during nmy over twelve years
of retirenent was all absorbed by the increase in the cost of nmjor
medi cal suppl emental insurance

Wal t er Hedge

————— Original Message-----

From Keith & Judy Ki bbe

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2007 9:40 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Contractor Pensions

| submit the followi ng comments:

1) Legacy DB progranms must be maintained and managed fairly
i ndependent of the switch to DC plans for active enployees. A
majority of DOE Contractor retirees are covered by DB prograns.

2) Stop the deceiving practice of lunping all DB plans together with
heal th costs when presenting information to |egislators and the
public. This is despicable for a nunber of reasons including the
fact that they are funded by entirely different nechani sns and DOE' s
lunping themis designed to create a negative i nage towards the
retirement prograns.

3) Stop the practice of denying retirees inflation conmpensating
adj ust ment s.

4) Elimnate all language in N 351.1 that is hostile to retirees on
DB prograns.

5) Manage each sites DB plan separately. Do not punish successfully
managed funds to try to hel p unsuccessfully managed funds.

Kei t h Ki bbe

----- Original Message-----

From N ck2141 . . .

Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2007 10:40 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Contractor Retiree Pension Conments



Hel | 0 DOE- HQ

| retired as a BBW contractor enployee at the Idaho Nationa

Laboratory on

July 1, 2001 and have since been drawing a nonthly "defined benefit"
pensi on

check. At that tine, we were encouraged by DOE-1daho and BBW
management to

accept an early retirenent incentive to help "balance the budget." Mny
of who

qualified did.

You shoul d know that |daho National Laboratory retirees DO NOT receive

any
COLA increases, and all of our subsidized nedical/Rx/dental insurance
cover age

ended abruptly when we reached Medi care age at 65.

The only benefit we receive is our nonthly pension check, and that
armount
wi |l never increase.

We know that contractor retirees at several other DCE sites and

nati onal

| aboratories have a nore liberal (and expensive) benefits package. So
i f changes

are nade, please don't take a budget axe to ours. W're at the bottom
Now.

Thanks for |istening,

Forbes D. (N ck) Nichols

————— Original Message-----

From Larry and Cathy Smith

Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2007 10: 07 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Public Comrent for Pension and Medi cal Funding

| have worked on the Hanford Reservation in Washington State for the

| ast 26 years. |In those 26 years ny wife and | have been saving as
much as we can for our retirement. Part of ny planning over the years
was that | "woul d" have this retirement when ny tine cane. Now the DOE
wants to introduce a "market-based" plan, which in a nut shell, reduces
t he nunber of participants and in effect will reduce the current
retirenment budget for the future....ny future. Wiy is it so easy for
the DOE to propose changes to other "workers" retirenent, but keep
their current plan? Currently for the Hanford worker it's 1.6 x high
60 nmonths x years of service. But for the DOE it's 2.2 x high 36

nmont hs x years of service. Does the "market-based" proposal apply to
the DOE? They seemto find the funding to keep theirs solvent! | find
this to be unfair and a huge slap in the face to the workforce within
the DCE conpl ex. What ever happened to the time honored system of



being able to put in a hard working career and then be rewarded for
your faithfully service? A service that requires working around sone
of the npbst dangerous material in the world!

I close this by adamantly opposing this new directive. It's tine that
the DCE (the Federal Governnent) step up to the plate and honor their
conmtrment to the workforce, by keeping the current retirenment package,
so the people who have worked/will work in this environnment be given
the respect for the tine they have given to the Hanford Reservation
the DOE, and this country.

Respectful ly,

Lawence D. Smith

----- Original Message-----

From hcofer

Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2007 5:30 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Retirees pensions, Oak Ridge, Tn.

My nane is Harold Cofer. | worked at the Y-12 Nucl ear Weapons facility
for over 40 years. Since ny retirenent in 1989, ny pension has been
reviewed only one tine. It is way past tinme for another review and

hopefully brought into line with other Nuclear Facilities. As |
understand it, other local facilities have renpoved the "spouse option"
clause in the pension. It appears to ne that Y-12 retirees would be

i ncl uded.

My wi fe worked at Y-12 for 10 years. Her retired pay does not even pay
for her supplenental insurance. She has to wite a $147 check every
nonth to pay the insurance. This is not right. Al we are |ooking for
is fair and equal treatnent. Thank you.

----- Original Message-----

From

Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2007 10:17 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: comments on DOE Notice 351.1

Department of Energy; 1000 | ndependence Avenue SW Washi ngton, DC 20585
Subj ect: DOE Notice 351.1

My conments are in response to Federal Register; Vol. 72, No. 58;
Tuesday March 27, 2007; p. 14267. Otentines, | feel that conmenting
inthis format is like “a river into a desert”; however, | do

appreci ate the opportunity to coment this inmportant subject. Pl ease
read about my concerns.

I am not accustoned to witing like this, so please be patient with ne.
This is very inportant to me and to famlies within the Tennessee



Val | ey, especially in the OGak Ri dge/ Knoxville, Tennessee area. | know
that you are very busy, so | will be as brief as | can.

Fundanental |y, the pension plan adnmi nistered by Cak Ridge DCE is
woefully inferior to other DCE plans at the Western Labs, and has been
for decades. That is a docunented fact. |Inflation has run ranpant

t hrough the pension funds being paid to enpl oyees and enpl oyee spouses.
The DCE pension fund is currently significantly over-funded. Yet, no
cost of living increases has been provided to even cone close to the
inflation rates for the past 2 decades. | would ask you to assign sone
of your staff to research the materials and docunentation surroundi ng
these bills. This is a national disgrace and patently unfair to people
who gave their lives and careers to work for national m ssions of our
country.

My not her, Barbara Denton, will be 85 in July. She is collecting
$271.00 net dollars each nonth as a surviving spouse of ny father
Charles H Denton, who dedicated his life as a carpenter at the K-25
Gaseous Diffusion Plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee from 1945 until 1977
after spending 6 years in the Army and serving in 3 foreign canpai gns
as a Medic in the Ninth Arny. He died in 2001. This anpbunt of $271.00
net dollars has been nodestly increased a couple of tinmes in the | ast
two decades, so naturally it remains far behind the inflation rate for
the sane period of time. It is enbarrassing and di sappointing to see
such disregard for faithful and reliable service. By ignoring the
plights of people |ike ny nother, she feels scoffed at, ignored, and
essentially put on the back burner by the DOE. If you think about it
for very long, it makes you angry and hurt by what your government is
doi ng to you.

Since my own retirement fromthe DOE Cak Ridge plants in Novenber,
1999, | have received no cost of living increase or adjustnment to ny
pension at all for nearly 8 years. This just does not nake any sense
tonme. It is sinply unfair, unjust, and un-Anerican! All this with a
massive $2+ Billion pension fund for Cak Ri dge workers that is
significantly over-funded, in fact no DOE noney has gone into the
pension fund since the early 1980’ s!

| recognize that nothing | as one person can say will “convince” you to
do anything. Support for HR5362 and S2794 woul d be a good begi nni ng
and restore sone senbl ance of fairness and humane treatnent to

negl ected citizens and their fanilies in the OGak Ri dge, Tennessee area

| do love nmy country just as nmuch as you do. Please help people like
ny not her and many hundreds of others in the Oak Ridge area, who spent
their lives working at the Gak Ridge facilities, to have fair and

equi tabl e treatnment during their pension years.

| appreciate your consideration of my letter. Thank you very much.
Lynn F. Denton

----- Original Message-----

From Tom Dougl ass

Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2007 8:38 AM
To: contractor pensions



Cc: Alfred Brooks
Subj ect: Pensions

CGent | enmen:

Th pensions of retired Oak Ridgers need to be indexed upward about
18% Al the other DOE
contractors other than Oak Ri dge have al ready received such increases
over the last 20 years. Thank you.

Tom Dougl ass

————— Original Message-----

From David H Lunt

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 10:45 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Sandi a National Laboratory Pension

Dear Sir/ Madane:

I am an enpl oyee with Sandi a National Laboratories approxi nately two-
thirds of the way towards conventional retirenent.

I much prefer that Sandia National Laboratory convert the existing
defined benefit (DB) pension plan to an enhanced defined contribution
(DC) 401k pensi on.

The reasons for ny preference are:

(1) our pension plan is not indexed to inflation (no COLA)

(2) 1| would rather control ny pension funds than an enpl oyer;

(3) It is becomng industry standard (now over 50% of |arge conpanies
have defined contribution plans vs. defined benefit plans)

(4) 1 have seen the outcone and future problenms awaiting the Socia
Security entitlement and feel the sane coul d happen to a conpany
pension ( this is why | believe many conpanies are opting for DC rather
DB plans); it is in the enployer's and enployee's best interest to
satisfy their retirenment obligations in the year they accrue rather
than at sone undeterm ned future date.

(5) a DC plan allows an enployee to retire on their schedul e rather
than an age based conpany pl atform

(6) a DC plan also enhances an enployee's ability to change enpl oyers
if the enployee's skill set no | onger matches the conpany objectives -
this affords the enpl oyee the funding and opportunity to seek another
job opportunity or return to school to develop a new (future oriented)
skill set.

Si ncerely,
Davi d Lunt

----- Original Message-----

From "Sal non Sl ayer”

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 10:43 PM
To: contractor pensions



Subj ect: Pension/ Medical Benefits

It amazes me how after 27 years of service with multiple contractors at
the DCE site at Hanford | am about to be screwed. People | know have
becorme sick and died at this site and now because of cost and poor

pl anni ng by these contractors the workers nust pay the price.l do not
know what the fix is but | suspect it will come at the expense of the
wor kers who dedicated their lives cleaning up your mess.

We are treating the elderly who were the backbone of this nbdern day
society |ike garbage, leaving themout in the street to die and get
haul ed away. Qur returning soldiers are feeling the pain Vietnam

Vets felt as they have returned crippled and sick and our country
turns their backs on them Yet we give billions a dollars each and
every year to countries who would just as soon cut our hearts out but
thank God they can't.Wiy is that you ask? It's sinple our country has
al ready done it!

It is tine we woke up to the fact that change needs to happen. W need
to take care of our own and the nmmjor contractors and the mlitary need
to step up to the plate and do the right thing. The workers of this
great nation have done nore than their part.Wat nore do you want us to
do?

Bruce Gradi sher

————— Original Message-----

From Jeanne Dahl

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 9:42 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Public | nput

It seems to ne that the conditions under which soneone was hired shoul d
be

mai nt ai ned for the duration of their career whether explicit prom ses
wer e

made about mmintaining themor not. Anything |ess seens |ike

bai t - and-swi t ch.

Al so, these people are dedicated patriots and often thought |ess of by
those in their conmunity because of their association with nuclear
weapons,

and deserve their conpensation. The points nmade in the Wash Post
article

about recruitment are also valid, though changing a pension program for
new

hires is not so clearly wong as is doing so for an existing enpl oyee.

Thank you for soliciting input.
————— Original Message-----

From jerry
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 3:16 PM



To: contractor pensions
Subj ect: RETI REES PENSI ON AND HEALTH | NSURANCE

DCE

| retired in 1984 with what | considered a reasonable retirenent and
health plan. Since then the deductions fromny retirenent for

I nsurance has gone up each year, far outpacing the cost of living
i ncrease. Please, as you have done in New Mexico, return to us nore of
the nonies that are in our pension fund.

Thanks,
Jerry Love

————— Original Message-----

From Ashburn, David

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 1:28 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Comments on Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 58 DCE notice
Request for public conment on Enpl oyee Pension and Medi cal Benefits
Chal | enge

| do not see why the pension paynent is so volatile and | do not see
why it is a challenge to predict the future. I ama current DOE
contractor grandfathered enpl oyee at the Paducah Kentucky Gaseous

Di ffusion Plant C ean-up. The pension paynents for the retired

enpl oyees has never increased. The current grandfathered enpl oyees have
a fixed pension plan that does not change. The new enpl oyees that are
pi cked up have no pension plan. | do understand the volatility of the
nmedi cal benefits cost. Medical cost are sky rocketing for DOE and

enpl oyees. This especially effects the retired enpl oyees whose pension
does not increase but the nedical premums do. Tax dollars is the only
source for DOE to receive nmore funds. The retires do not have a pot to
dip nedical funds from | do not have answers to increasing nedica
cost. | do think that DOE should continue with their obligation to pay
t he benefits due enpl oyees.

D. L. Ashburn

----- Origi nal Message-----

From Hanmtcpres . . .

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 10:46 AM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Public Comrent for Pension and Medical Funding

The Departnent of Energy is seeking public coment regarding the
fundi ng of

pensi on and health care benefits for workers on DOE sites. Wiy is DOE
only now

concerned with this?



I work at the Hanford Reservation in Washington State. |'ve been here
for

twenty eight years. In 1987, a multi-contractor pension system was
negot i at ed

with the union and the contractors. Prior to this, there were nmultiple
pensi on

plans due to the multiple contractors perfornng work for DOE. The

mul ti-enpl oyer plan was designed to save noney for DOE. A detailed

cost anal ysis was

conveyed to DOE-Headquarters that showed what the plan would cost to
fund

t hrough 2012. DOE- Headquarters approved the plan and, although the
wor ker s

suffered a | oss of pension benefits at the tine, the plan was accepted
by the

unions and the workforce. It appears now that DOE is having to fulfill
their

obligations to the workforce through pension benefit paynents, they
want to

re-negotiate (elimnate) the plan altogether

DCE wants to introduce a "narket-based" plan because the DOE site

wor ker s

recei ve higher benefits to those in the private sector. Does DOE even
know what

type of work is perforned at Hanford? The Hanford site is not building
"wi dgets" or cleaning up oil spills. W are engaged in and exposed to
one of the

nost contam nated and hazardous environnents in the world. The
wor kf or ce have

dedicated their lives to cleaning up the federal governnents

envi ronnent a

| egacy. Each day, they put thenmselves in harns way perforning a
critical service

to the United States of America. Their dedication should not go
unnot i ced.

They should expect fromtheir governnent the sane type of conmitnent
and

dedication in return for their service.

If DOE is so worried about how to fund benefit plans, they need to
start
within their own ranks. Their pension and nedical plans are
significantly higher

than the very workforce they want to elimnate. For the workforce at
Hanf or d,

the pension multiplier is 1.6 X high 5 wages X years of service. For
DOE

the multiplier is 2.2 X high 3 wages X years of service. They don't
seemto be
worried about how to fund thenselves. In fact, by elimnating the
wor ker s

pensi on plan, the DOE could enrich their own. That appears to be the
case.

In closing, | adamantly oppose this new directive. It's time the
f eder al



government honor their conmtnents to the workforce and abandon any
pl an, now
and in the future, to systematically erode worker benefits.

Thank you,

David E. Ml naa, President
Hanf ord Atomi c Metal Trades Counci

————— Original Message-----

From JOHN MCK . . .

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 9:42 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: DOE Notice 351.1

| ama retiree in OGak Ridge, TN, fromthe Y-12 Plant operated by BWKT.
Bel ow are ny concerns about the changes DOE is proposing to our pension
and health care benefits.

1. The pension plan for Oak Ridge retirees is not connected in any way
with noney for health care benefits and is well funded. No nobney has
been added to this fund since Union Carbide was the DOE contractor in
OGak Ridge. To confuse this fund with noney for health care benefits is
an attenpt to downgrade any changes requested by retirees to increases
i n our pensions.

2. Pensions for OCak Ridge retirees should be tied to the inflation
rate as Social Security benefits are. Wthout increases, inflation and
the rising cost of health care prem uns have eaten away the anopunt that
ol der retirees receive.

3. The cost of health care benefits is a national problem DOE woul d
serve its contractor enployees well to |obby for a national solution

In the nmeantine, if all DCE contractor enployees and retirees across
the U S. were included in a pool for health insurance purposes, perhaps
better rates could be achieved.

4. \When people are hired at any DCE facility, prom ses are made on
both sides. Pensions and health care benefits are part of the contract
when individuals sign on. DCE should honor those contracts by
attenpting to give its current enployees and retirees what was part of
the job package when people were hired.

----- Origi nal Message-----

From Bronson

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 9:41 AM
To: contractor pensions

Cc: Alfred Brooks

Subj ect :



This is a one-sided argunent. The costs associated with having al
wor k done by DOE enpl oyees was not presented. It is a very prejudiced
view. Al DCE enployees get COLAs in their retirenent packages but

t hose of us who spent a career working in a GOCO facility are being
treated |like a di sposable commodity.

Bronson Ever nman

————— Original Message-----

From BHannaf or .o

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 9:16 AM
To: contractor pensions

Cc: BHannaf or

Subj ect: Comment from 1992 retiree ORNL

By my rough estimate, based on CPl data for 1992 to 2006, my pension
has

been effectively reduced by 30% For local retirees this reduction
is a

hardship that is not shared by retirees fromother DOE contractors,
who provide

sone inflation protection. The question is why DOE continues to
support such an

i nequi table arrangenent. For many retirees their pension is a major
sour ce

of their incomne.

A related concern for local retirees has been the attenpted raid on
our

pension fund to serve as a kind of piggy bank for unfunded or
under f unded DOE

projects. Sone of the "excess" noney in the pension fund shoul d be
set aside

to provide a nmeasure of inflation protection for retirees.

Bruce Hannaford

————— Original Message-----

From jcw . . .

Sent: Monday, April 02, 2007 7:34 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Heal thy enpl oyees | ower nedical costs

Hel | o,

Recent |y Sandi a announced a site-wi de ban on tobacco, as a result of a
Lockheed policy. M suggestion is to ban tobacco at all DoE facilities
i ncluding contractor facilities. Enployee health would inprove within
a year, then | ower medical rates could be negoti at ed.

John Wit ehead

————— Original Message-----



From Bill Shepard
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2007 4:12 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect :

| retired fromMartin-Marietta in 1994, since that tine | have had
one(l) increase in nmy retirenent pay. | find this utterly ridicul ous,
when the cost-of-1iving has increase over twofold. As retirees, we
know t here i s enough nonies (over 500 million) in the retirenent funds,
that could and should allow us retirees to have cost-of-Iliving
increases. | think we are very deserving of a decent increase, that

woul d make us conpatible with other conpanies in our region
Si ncerely,

W H Shepard

----- Original Message-----

From Taskel Dishnman

Sent: Tuesday, January 04, 2000 3:57 PM
To: contractor pensions;

Subj ect: Dear DOCE Direcctor

we 12,000 retired OGak Ridge TN atom ¢ workers have had one half of one
COLA raise in about 16 years, at a tinme we have nore than $3 billion of
the tax payers dollars in a fund to have been paying us. This fund is
growi ng by about a hundred mllion dollars each year ... the fund has
nore than $500 million dollars that is not needed for future retirees.
If you'll just pay us the growh in the fund yearly, it will save many
from poverty and save the mddle class in our area of E TN.

Not only have we been chated after devoting a lifetine of work for the
country, the entire area has been cheated by perhaps as much as $800 to
a billion dollars over the years. Perhaps even worse, our elected reps
and senators don't seeminterested in hel ping us get our noney (Sen

Cor ker has not been in office long and may help us in the years to
cone, but we don't have years to suffer and waite, some are hungry/cold
and dyi ng!

Do you really approve of the people who devoted a lifetinme of service
to the country to be cheated in this manner? WII| the people now
working in service at Y-12 and the X-10 | ab be cheated in the same
manner? Let ne tell you how bed it is: Several nonths ago we rec an
of fer for dental and eye insurance fromthe retirement plan saying, "

If you don't draw enough in your nmonthly check, you will be expected to
pay the renmai nder out of pocket!" | ask you, if our checks (which
have | ost nore than half of the buying power) are so snall in the eyes

of the people you allow to abuse us, how are we expected to live on it?

Everyone knows the country is going to the dogs, but this is a problem
that you can correct and you need to do so while some of us still live
and say to the people now working, "You'll not be cheated in the future
as have been those who worked as you are to protect the country!"

WIIl you hel p us now?



More info: Frank Munger wites Qak Ridge for the | ocal paper or
corre.info the 12,000 retiree famlies web page..............

Pl eas don't make us waite any longer for help, if you do nmany of us
will be dead and the bad people will have won, TL Di shman

Copy: A copy has been kept for my records...............

————— Original Message-----

From Marie Law er

Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 4:49 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Hanford Pensions

The recent article inthe TriCity Herald is very nmisleading. | ama
retired Hanford worker and | can assure you that the contractor
pensions are not |like the pensions the government enpl oyees receive.
wor ked for 40 years and was not the | owest paid enployee. |In fact |
was one of the few wonen who was on the exenpt payroll. M pensions
are from 3 conpani es even thought | never changed nmy desk. Pl ease keep
in mnd that we never receive an increase of any kind--the pensions
remai n the sane regardl ess of the cost of Iiving.

My medi cal coverage is fromthe Flour pension. In addition with

Medi care paying much [ ess of the billed anount for medical including
prescriptions, the secondary also is paying less and |l ess and in fact
somet i nes not hi ng.

My nane is Marie L. Lawl er

----- Origi nal Message-----

From Rhoads, Donald T

Sent: Monday, April 02, 2007 9:34 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: FW Hanford News Sl ant

The following is in response the below article:

Just do what you did to the Portsnmouth Chi o sal ary enpl oyees, just do
it and let people deal with it. They can't do a thing about it, just
cut back a home and hope for the best. In Chio they (Bechtel Jacobs
Conpany, LLC - BJC and DOE) took the salary enpl oyees cost/contribution
for premuns for health insurance from6%to 20% went to a mult

enpl oyer, multi state plan which [imted conpetition which raised the
costs and let the salary enpl oyees pay the brunt of the costs. The

sal ary enployees were hit with an increase of over 600%in the past six
years, not to mention having hi gher deductibles, etc and | ess coverage.
A coupl e years ago DOE's cost actually went down while the enpl oyees
costs went up. In addition the salary enployees |lost a years worth of
vacati on because the new contractor that came (BJC) in did not know how
the site accrued vacation and the anpbunt of vacation that an enpl oyee
could earn was reduced for the md to younger enployees. Wen it was
brought up it was to late to fix, | guess or DCE did not want to. The



hourly were again not affected. One good thing is when we get cancer
now we can get $100K and free insurance, not sure it's worth it.

This all started when DCE all owed or pronbted the nulti state, nulti
enpl oyer plans to deal with an award to BJCto run the sites at

Port snout h Onhi o, Paducah Kentucky and Cak Ri dge Tennessee under an Mgl
verses MO, it may have saved DOE noney, but it cost the salary

enpl oyees at Portsnmouth dearly. QCak Ri dge enpl oyees went from 12%to
20% because they always paid a little nore to offset the state incone
tax in Ohio that wasn't a factor in Oak Ri dge and was al ways a

di fference between the sites under Goodyear/ Uni on Carbide and ot hers,
but DOE didn't consider this when BJC changed everyone. Again the
Portsnouth sal ary enpl oyees took the blunt. But then again the Qak

Ri dge Benefits group was the ones who did the plans, so guess who nade
out and who got paid incentives for this???? (BJC Cak Ridge). The DOE
Solicitation and ultimate Prime Contract required and the BJC
Transition Plan stated pay and benefits would remain substantially
equi val ent (four quarters would equal a dollar), that for the

gr andf at hered enpl oyees these were considered entitlenments and woul d
remain or extend past the two year transition period set for hiring
preference/etc. Al this was contract |anguage and enpl oyees felt they
were somewhat protected. It was changed by BJC and DOE two tears into
the contract when they | ooked at cost and any potential savings. That
is when they reworded things and said substantially equivalent really
neant at the cost to DOE. Again the hourly were not affected.

VWhen | cane to the DCE site over 20 years ago | was willing to accept
t he hazards of Uranium and the |ack of oversight by DOE and OSHA at
Port snout h because the pay and benefits were good. Now that things are
going to cleanup and DCE is not maki ng money off of production, because
they gave the facilities to USEC (who today has | ess expensive but
better benefits and pension that DOE contractors and DCE stil

rei mburses them for those costs and pays out bonuses to their

enpl oyees), DOE seens to forget the health of those that may not have
been protected over the years. O course that is probably why the
health costs have risen at the sites to treat those who are sick. It
shoul d al so be noted that if DOE had paid into the pension plan over

t he past several years, instead of letting it ride, they would have
been better off as well and not in a panic now.

Everyone understands rising costs for health insurance and is willing
to pay a fair share, but in Onhio the salary enpl oyees paid the bl unt
and offset costs for Oak Ri dge enpl oyees, because the Cak Ri dge

adm nistrators (BJC and DOE) were the ones that oversaw the plans and
changes. | also know all of this very well as | amin contracts and
have all the docurments to back it up. None of this made a di fference
when brought to DOE's attention. Fraud, Waste, and Abuse nust not apply
when it hurts the little guy and will cost DOE some nobney. It sounds
good t hough.



Under our current contract we continue to pay BJC (dearly) for nulti
state/multi conpany heal th insurance and plan adm nistration. |If DOE
woul d elimnate this and go back to the way it was before BJC both the
DCE and enpl oyees woul d save.

You m ght sense some frustration, but no one (DOE or local politicians)
seened to care what they did to the salary enpl oyees at Portsnouth,
just the hourly, so why is DOE asking for comments in Hanford before
they do it? Maybe if you determ ne sonething that is fair to all at
Hanford you could go back and hel p us sal ary enpl oyees at PORTS. |
don't expect it but its worth asking for

Thanks for your tine.

Don Rhoads

————— Original Message-----

From John Stephens

Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 10:35 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: DOE- ORO Pensi on Coment s

My net pension income decreased in January 2007 by 11% This was after
a 12% net decrease in 2006. | worked as a DOE contractor enployee for
24 years with the expectation that ny pension was secure. My pension is
qui ckly becoming nil while the funds to do sonething positive about it
froma very large benefit fund is being withheld. These funds were
never meant to support future work, but were always planned to
guarantee the futures of retired enpl oyees. the Departnent of Energy
shoul d recognize its responsibility to those past enpl oyees who have
hel ped nmake the departnment and the Country successful

John S. Stephens

————— Original Message-----

From hanpoose . . .

Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 8:45 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pensions

Ms. Stephani e Weakl ey,

Depart ment of Energy

1000 I ndependence Avenue, SW
Washi ngt on, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Weakly,
I amemailing you today because of what happened to ne and about

300 of ny fell ow enployees at the DOE Y12 plant in GCak Ridge Tn. W
were outsourced in March of 1999 and out retirenent and pensions were



taken away. What nonies that we had in our 401K s were frozen for 3
years. W are working at the sane place as before the outsource. W
have been told we have no say in the matter but what happened to us is

illegal. If this were a private conpany, the government would be up in
arns over the blantant m sdeeds DOE has put us through. Wat happened
to us is nothing but stealing. | need for you and people just |ike you

to understand that not only did they steal our retirenent but they took
about half of the people that worked here jobs too. W need out

pensi ons back so we can retire and live confortably w thout worry about
health care. We need to have a voice in this matter. | beg of you,

don't sweep this under the rug,, please listen to us and do sonething

Ms. Fonda Hanpton
Y12 Enpl oyee

Jer. 29:11 "for | know the plans |
have for you, declares the Lord.
Pl ans to prosper you and not to
harm you, to give you hope and a
future. "

————— Original Message-----

From Virgi

Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 4:22 PM
To: contractor pensions

Cc: Al fred Brooks

Subj ect :

CORE has nmmde conpel | ing arguments concerning our benefits with the
contractors and DOE stonewal ling us. As a 42 year enployee with 22
years of retirement my tinme is running out. Any pressure you could
bring in this regard woul d be greatly appreciated. Virgil O Haynes

----- Original Message-----

From MCDANI ELEW. . .

Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 2:29 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pensi on Coments

I am an Gak Ri dge National Laboratory who has been retired for 11
years. In
that time | have had one pension increase. |In increasing nmny pension

nmedi cal benefits were adjusted to where | actually took a cut in
benefits.

| feel that DOE contractor benefits should be par with retired DOE
enpl oyees. It is difficult to understand how a person who gets a COLA
can, in good

faith, decide that a contractor enployee is not entitled to one even
t hough

the noney is available. | understand that it has been a nunber of
years since



the DCE has contributed to the Qak ridge Pension fund. VWhere is this
noney
goi ng?

I f DOE expects the Cak Ridge facilities to renmain world class, they
must

attract world class enployees. The best way to attract these

enpl oyees is to

show that retired enployees are treated as world class, not cast
of f s.

Earl W M Dani e

————— Original Message-----

From BLAMBDIN . . .

Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 1:53 PM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pension Benefits for Oak Ri dge enpl oyees

Al we are asking is that DOE be FAIRto OR retires regardi ng pension
increases. | do not believe that is being done at the present tine.

For aker Lanbdi n

————— Original Message-----

From Al fred Brooks

Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2007 11: 05 AM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Requested Comments on DOE Notice 351.1

Ms. Stephani e Weakl ey,

Depart nent of Energy

1000 I ndependence Avenue,

SW, Washi ngton, DC 20585,

Dear Ms. Weakl ey,

Subj ect Requested conments on DOE Notice 351.1 re Pension Pl ans

I concur that there is a need to constrain the growh in the costs of

health care in the DOE contracts as a part of the national need to do

the sane for the entire country. As you are aware proposals to do this
forma part of the presidential canpaigns which are now starting.

However, | believe that the requirements of DOE Notice 351.1 go far
beyond this and, perhaps unwittingly, inpose an unfair penalty upon a
narrow group of retirees: those, without the protection of a negotiated
wage contract, who have recently retired or soon will retire, both
under defined benefit rules. Not only does N351.1 lint any nedica
benefits but it also limts any cost of living increases or, at |east,
it seriously discourages them This is claimed to be consistent with



past practices although in the past Union Carbi de suggested ad hoc cost
of living increases and DOE approved them This was consistent with the
Car bi de private sector actions.

To inpose these limts on this small group is unfair and to do so in
OGak Ri dge, whose trust fund renmains at the legal |lint despite 24 years
of no DOE additions, is particularly unfair. Mst federal pension
systenms, eg. Social Security and your own federal enployee plan are
typically granted automatic cost of living increases. The rul es of
N351. 1 expose us to the serious ravages of inflation which will anount

to a 70 to 90 percent reduction in buying power over 20 to 30 years
using the past rates of inflation

Si ncerely,

Al fred Brooks
Cc:

Sen. Al exander
Sen. Cor ker

Rep. Zach Wanp



