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

From Andy Lang

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 10:30 AM

To: contractor pensions

Cc: Andy Lang

Subj ect: Response to request for info on holding costs down on govt
contractor pensions

Hel | o.

| saw the brief article in the March 26th Washi ngt on Post regardi ng the
very high costs of government contractor pensions and the request for
hel p through this e-nail

These high costs are partly because the benefits tend to be high and
partly due to the way actuaries determ ne them

| ama retired life, health and pension consulting actuary--and a huge
critic of actuari es.

It is well known anbng pension actuaries but nowhere el se, that for
pensi on plan sponsors that get reinbursenments fromtax dollars, such as
Medi care eligible physicians groups and hospitals, governnent
contactors, including the huge defense industry, and for public
utilities, pension actuaries tend to use very liberal actuari al
assunptions in their annual actuarial valuation reports where IRS

m ni num fundi ng requirenent are required.

Whil e the nost inportant of these assunptions is the interest
assunption, there are plenty of others that can increase these
contributions a lot, including the salary increase assunption, the
turnover assunption (low turnover increases contributions) and the
assuned retirenent age.

Actuaries are masters of manipul ation of assunptions to get what the
client wants and get big bucks for doing it too--and this is not just
i n pensions either

Regarding the latter for exanple, high priced individual health

i nsurance policies that pay on average only 60-65% back to the
policyholder (with some as little as 30%, and | evel prem um cash val ue
whol e life insurance polices that are often sold as 'investnents' but
pay only around 50% of the prem uns back to the policyholders on a
present val ue basis--both often sold by agents in nisleading or
fraudul ent ways--are par for the course.

On pensions there are nmany ways to hold them accountabl e--but this has
never been done before well, if at all

I will be drafting a nmajor letter for a retiree unbrella group (

aut hori zed to do | obbying) soon on the major flaws in the defined
benefit pension industry accounting rules and | aws that have hel ped
screw participants out of nore than a trillion dollars, anong ot her
things (Google nme, Andy Lang pension actuary, and find and read ny 7
page letter to the I RS on Cash Bal ance pension conversions to |earn al
about these abom nations) and al so hold them accountabl e by shining a



bright light on their doings--and howto fix all of these things. Not
that | will be holding nmy breath on fixing them

Actuaries are far fromthe only ones that have caused this once nighty
i ndustry to nearly coll apse--but they have been major contributors
nonet hel ess.

Di scl osure is the key.

This involves getting the annual actuarial valuation reports--
her et of ore kept hi dden--having the Enrolled Actuary prepare a statenent
on each key actuarial assunption as to howit was arrived at, doing the
same for non-reinbursenent pension clients in simlar pension positions
and conparing them and nunber of other things.

.Also corporate retiree nedical plans have never been funded properly,
get too little investrment returns as a result, and thus cost a lot nore
with costs also increasing dramatically in the future. The reasons they
have never been funded properly is that it was not permtted under
Reagan due to the tax losses. Actuaries did try and fix this in the
80s, but were not permtted.

The sane things exists under Medicare and Social Security, which is why
they are such a huge national problem

Actuaries are the second bi ggest reason why these systens are not being
financed properly. Actuarial Advance Fundi ng using an Actuarial Cost
Met hod known as The Entry Age Normal Cost is the right way to finance
them both and woul d reduce their costs sharply.

The reasons you do not hear about this is that life insurance actuaries
and their industry want to privatize Social Security to sel

i ndi vidual s those vastly overpriced products, while health insurance
actuaries and their industry want to do the sane wi th Medicare--and, by
the way--are succeeding as we speak. Wat do you think all those

cut backs to doctors and hospitals are all about? They want to drive
providers into the hands of the health insurance industry and nany are
doi ng just that.

If you wish to know nore, | would be pleased to talk to you. The letter
I mentioned on the defined benefit pension industry problenms | will be
preparing will likely be made public before your May 11 deadli ne.

And | will also be working on a simlar letter for the Senate Finance
Conmittee on howto fix both Social Security and nedical care--not just
Medi care but the whole wasteful system all $1.9 trillion dollars of
it.

For a heads up on all of this, and a | ot nobre, contact ne.

| have been doing this for 17 years full time, pro bono--ever since
left the pension industry as a Principal at Towers Perrin, disgusted
at what actuaries were doing in killing defined benefit pension plans--

an invention ironically they once had the nost to do with inventing and
evol vi ng.

Funny what sone will do for nmoney. - Andy



----- Ori gi nal Message-----

From marybliss@..

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 10:48 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: DCE Pensi ons

To Whom It May Concern:

The circunstances for DCE needing to pay good sal aries and benefits to
attract the "best and brightest"” to its renote research locations is
still true. The United States still needs technical advancement in
areas where the free nmarket econony sees no "profit". However, nankind
may profit from advancenent in Arns Control, non-proliferation and

def ense research. A governnent nmust plan and prepare for a great
nunber of things. There is no point in sending noney to Universities
to fund graduate research if the graduates can find no fulfilling

enpl oynent. They cannot all teach the next generation. This is why
Anerica's graduate school s appear to be green card factories. Only
Foreign nationals are willing to make the personal sacrifices to becone
scientists in many prograns because of the added incentive to gain
green cards and US citizenship. Existing Anericans can find lucrative
and stable enploynent in other fields that require less training and
financial sacrafices.

Sincerely,
Mary Bliss

----- Ori gi nal Message-----

From Ballinger, Dale

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 9:13 AM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: coments for review on pension benefits for DOE contractors

I ama recent retiree formthe Y-12 facility in Oak Ri dge TN and have
some very strong concerns about this situation. DOE has in the last 10
years let contracts to contractors that do not really have any people
skills at all and do not really care about the people that performthe
nucl ear work and are only interested in nore noney for there upper
managenent personal. | have really been disgusted with the | ack of
respect that DCE has shown for the nuclear worker especially the ones
that have been exposed to all kinds of health risks and now you want to
take pensions and nedi cal benefits away!! Wat a hypocritical agency!!

1. If you want to take away our pensions then why don't you take
away all the DOE civil service worker pensions as well as there
unlinmted medical benefits!!

2. If you want to really save make all of the worker's come under
civil service nedical benefits and it would not come out of your budget
it automatically gets funded. W sure would not want DOCE enpl oyees to
do without or pay extra for medical benefits would we!

3. How can anyone in civil service get up and tal k about taking

medi cal benefits away and they have the best in the [ and???

4. Al so you get automatic cost if living increase with your



retirement but we do not and yet it was federal noney that funded the
retirements for all of the DOE contractors and there workers.

5. You should pay for all of the nedical benefits for nucl ear
workers to insure top |l evel workers can be retained for the arsenal
6. Why do you not settle all the clains for sick workers and get it

out of the way. You could save by just settling up and cut out all of

7. The | ast 10 years you have let different types of contracts to
contractors that was supposed to save nobney and yet you have paid

al rost double for the work that they was supposed to save not to
mention the poor safety record they have !!! Every other week there is
an article on issues at K-25 or Y-12 !!

Above are just a few comments and | hope you really take them serious
because the |l ast 10 years DCE has as far an | am concerned been a
di smal cabi net | evel agency and shows no concern for the workers at al

me give you sone facts about my life working at NASA on the Apollo
program and 31 years at the doe FACILITIES IN Cak Ri dge.

I go back every year for a QA reunion of Apollo workers and guess what?
besi des a coupl e of people who has passed away and by natural causes

not cancer or bareillious or liver cancer or breathing problems and
just horde of problens nore than 200 show up and a lot in there md
60's and early 80's are still alive that | worked directly with.

Working up here I do not have enough fingers or toes to count the
people | have worked with for 31 years that have died of horrible
cancer and health problems and now you want to take there nedica
benefits away.

I could go on and on with issues with DOE but hypocritical is
hypocriticallttirirririrtl Get off your horses and get contractors who
will really save you noney and get rid of the rinckey dink types that
you have nowt 1111l

If you really want to solve nedical costs |ook at congress. AT one tine
in this country when we had a | ot of manufacturing and did not have
contractor type of consultants and workers all the conpani es supplied
medi cal insurance and was good enough to even carry all the indigent
care. Make all contractors who enployee 5 or nore people supply

i nsurance and you will have all of the 40 plus mllion who do not have
i nsurance paying for insurance and costs will go down. Plan and sinple
nmore vol ume of people paying for insurance nore profit for insurance
and costs go down!!!

Leave the nucl ear worker benefits alone and give retires a raise and

Dal e Bal Ii nger

PS

I will be sending this to ny state representative M. Duncan as well as
my two state senators M. Al exander and M. Corker as well

----- Ori gi nal Message-----



From nvrpc

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 9: 09 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pensions and nedi cal

I would say that as of Jan 1st, 2008 all new enpl oyees need to be

of fered a 403b only with nmaybe a 6% contri bution and do away with the
pension plan entirely. It is obvious that this is the way the world
is going anyway. We will just all sinply work until we are dead.

As far as medical is concerned | can only see two ways to keep this
under control. W either put a cap on what doctors and hospital can
charge or we go to socialized nedicine where we all pay at the punp,
but before you do that you have to stop giving free nedical to all of
those who do not have insurance. That would nmeans illegal aliens,
wel f are peopl e and people who are just parasite.

So the answer is. No nore pensions after Jan 1st, 2008 and Soci ali zed
nmedi ci ne. There is no other way to handle this.

Al'l of those who have done their 20-30 years with your firm should
get nedical for their entire remaining life life

Al'l others have to deal with the new America. It is better to drop
the hatchet fast and nmake it painless then to linger this on, |eave
peopl e wi th hope

Thanks

----- Ori gi nal Message-----

From Don Buckl es

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 2:57 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: contractor pensions

Many of the contractor enployees that are reaching retirenent age (62-
65) cane from commercial power plants or the Navy nucl ear program

Many of these workers were recruited when the plans were announced in
| ate 1980s that the Hanford site was going to be cleaned up. One of
the recruiting tools was the lure of good benefits.

The enpl oyees that are 60 to 65 now were then (in 1987) 40 to 45.

Al nost ten years later (1996), Fluor and DOE started the Enterprise
company concept and mapped many of these enpl oyees over to the new
conpanies with "outside the fence benefits". That would nmake these
wor kers about 50 to 55 when they were faced with the decision to start
new careers or relocate. They were lured with good benefits and then
after coming to the Hanford site, these benefits were taken away.

Take a good | ook at how nmany of the Enployees at Fluor Hanford are
affiliate enployees from Fluor Government Group. They are workers that
were mapped over to the enterprise conpany in 1996 and are now over ten
years later still performing the same jobs they did ten years ago but
with un-equal benefits. Wth the average age of the work force at



Hanford (about 55), they are reluctant to pick-up and start all over
again. Ask the Hanford Advi sory Board how they feel this inpacts
wor ker safety.

Wth broken prom ses of benefits, | would not recommrend Hanford as a
career nove for any new col |l ege graduates.

The cost of DOE enpl oyee benefits are also a concern, but | don't see a
nove to privatize these enpl oyees.

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

From Visitzr@..

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 1:43 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: DOCE Contractor Pensions

A newspaper article in the Tri-City Hearld (March 28, 2007) has

i ndi cat ed

that comments on DCE's ongoi ng eval uati on of retirenment and medi ca
benefits to

enpl oyees of contractors at Hanford and other DCE sites can be sent to
t he

above emai| address.

Havi ng gone through the process of DOE altering ny retirenent benefits
after

20 years of service at Hanford and at age 50 (think enterprise

conpani es), |

have strong feelings on this subject. Fortunately for nme, only ny
retirenent

nmedi cal insurance benefits were taken away fromme, not ny pension
benefits -

which | amnow trying to live on. However, |oss of nedical benefits is
costing

ne and ny famly nore than $1000/ nonth, which does have a mmj or inpact
on my

standard of living. This was a dishonorable thing for DOE to have done
to

t housands of Hanford enpl oyees.

I's DCE planning on doing sonmething like it again to others? | hope
not. If

DCE nust cut costs, | hope they will do it w thout breaking pronises to
| ong

time enpl oyees. There is no ethical problemw th cutting benefits to
what the

market will bear with new hires. But for people that have been working
for 15

or nmore years after age 45 or so, | hope DCE will continue to honor
their

retirement pledges. It is very difficult for nost 50 year olds to
change

careers. Perhaps sone sort of pro-rated system could be devel oped. |If
DCE is going

to give lunmp sum settlenents, | would hope they would be fair (as

opposed to



what we were offered 11 years ago). |If nore noney is needed, then
congr ess

needs to step up and provide it; then the American governnent can
remain

honorabl e and stop trying to rip off sone of its citizens.

Scott Cannon </ HTM_>

----- Ori gi nal Message-----

From Worker Health

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 11:12 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: DOE Pension and Medical Benefits

As a fornmer DOE nuclear facility contractor enployee | would like to
rem nd you that our governnment (you) have a responsibility to provide
adequat e financial and nmedical benefits to those who sacrificed so nuch
to the security of our nation and way of life.

Thank you for the opportunity to add ny coment.

Si ncerely,

Bruce D. Lawson

----- Ori gi nal Message-----

From Colleen Wodard

Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2007 7:58 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Comment on contractor benefits

To better manage what appears to be a unique contract benefit in the
federal sector and apparently one worth naintaining, | recommend DOE
propose to Congress that such contractor enployees (at |east new hires
if not all) be covered by the Federal Retirenent and benefits prograns.
That puts DCE in the benefits managenent role but at |east the
Department woul d be able to better integrate this contracted benefit
into its budget. Current contractor enployees can be given the choice
to nove to the Federal systemjust as the Feds were offered the
opportunity to switch to FERS when it first appeared.

Col | een Wodard, Ph.D.

From: SHERRY & LES WIMMER

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 11:26 PM
To: contractor pensions
Subject: Les Wimmer's Input on Excessive DOE Contractor Costs



| think that it is horrible, for these contractors, to get such a"SWEET HEART DEAL"
from the federal government. Thisis not prudent use of the taxpayersdollar. Asa
federal civilian worker in DOD, | see politicians make arelentless, aggressive, &
cynical effort, to contract out our jobs through A-76. The same for them attempting to
cut our benefits.

| only get asubsidy of 72%, for my medical insurance. | pay the other 28%, plus
additional costs like co-pays. | wishthat | had 100%. The same for the pensions & other
benefits. Out of pure equity & fairness, | would expect the samel!!

| suggest thast you convert these DOE contractor jobs into federal civilian positions.
That will make the work force more affordable & accountable. Y ou will see more
productivity & pride too!

For the record, | have aso contacted the offices of Sen. Harry Reid, Sen. John Ensign,
Con Jon Porter, & Con Shelley Berkely to formally complain about this outrageous
situation in DOE.

Mr. Les Wimmer

————— Origi nal Message-----

From Gary Ulery

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 10:30 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Pension Pl ans

To Whonever may read this,
I found it very interesting that DOE is conpl ai ni ng about the cost

of funding medical and pension funds. |In ny case and in others such as
Los Al anbs National Laboratory DOE self inflicted their own pain. So
now t hey are conpl ai ni ng about costs. 1In the Los Al anpbs case they

renoved or put out to bid a contract change. Prior to this tine the
retirement systemwas attached through the University of California.
The cost of putting into this account was not a high cost. But upon
the ternmination of the contract with the UC as nmanager they installed
an LLC. Now | do believe that it costs around five and one hal f
percent of ones salary for their pension plan now | do not have the
exact nunbers but | can say fairly easily that is an increase of at

| east 400 percent. So what costs DCE 1 dollar will now cost DCE 4
dollars. Geat business minds. Then we turn to the Lawerence

Li vernore contract and are about ready to do the sane thing. To ne
this should be reported as waste fraud and abuse.

So in a sinple termthat | see this, DOE has increased its
retirement obligation by 400 percent and is now thinking it pays to
much. So | amsure the next great mind their will say hey lets cut
back on their retirenent because of cost. You at DOCE drove up the cost
all by your little old self. 1In a private sector you would be
term nated

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

From monroe jeffrey

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 8:50 PM
To: contractor pensions



Subj ect: contract enpl oyees pension shortfall -coment

hi - get rid of all your contract enployees and you'll get rid of the
' pensi on' problem

----- Ori gi nal Message-----

From Don Buckl es

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 12: 03 PM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: contractor pensions

I have read that contractor pensions and nedical benefits have
i ncreased 226% si nce 2000.

At the sane tinme | wonder what the increases have been for the DOE
Enpl oyee pension and nedi cal benefits.

| suspect these cost increases are prinarily due to additiona
participants collecting benefits as a result of the aging |abor force
at the DCE sites.

The argunent that enpl oyee pension benefits are nore generous than
private sector enployees can al so be applied to the DOE pension
benefits.

If DOE was conmitted to lower costs in a fair and consi stent nmanner,
they would cut costs across the board (including their benefits).
I nstead, they have targeted the benefits of the Enterprise Conpanies.

————— Origi nal Message-----

From Jierree, Candice

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 11:49 AM

To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Comment on DOE Contractor Pension and Medi cal Chall enge

As an MRO contractor enployee, | was satisfied with the contents of DOE
Notice 351.1, issued on April 27, 2006. |In fact, I amin favor of an
even nore restrictive change in benefit i.e., people over 50 retain
present medi cal and pension benefits while new enpl oyees and those
under 50 nove to the market-based defined contribution pension plans
and nedical plans. This will save additional tax dollars.

However DCE progresses on Notice 351.1, please note that MO
contractors are already reducing their nedical and pension costs,
unfortunately, to people of all ages (even those who are close to
retirement) by outsourcing work to an affiliate of the parent MO
conmpany. The MO enpl oyees who are forced to work for the affiliate
have their pension and retirement medi cal coverages instantly
elimnated since the affiliate is not covered by the sane contract as
the M&O conpany. Corporate Anerican is way ahead of DOE in this regard.

Candice C. Jierree



————— Origi nal Message-----

From AE aew

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 11:44 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: contractor pensions

| read that the departnment noved | ast year to change pension and
medi cal
benefits for future contract workers, but pension experts and severa

menbers of Congress protested the policy . . . that opponents said the
governnent should not be in the business of telling enployers what
types of

benefits they may and may not offer. That’'s what they say up on the
hill.

When they decided to change the Federal governnent retirenent,
benefits,

etc., fromGCvil Service to FERS no one had a choice, and little

i nformation

was given. Now they are having conversation about changi ng who can and
cannot qualify for benefits and tinme franmes and raising the anount that
a

regul ar federal enployee would have to contribute to benefits

havi ng

said all that, why is everyone so concerned about contract enpl oyees
when

regul ar government enpl oyees have to take whatever Congress di shes out.

And of course congress has benefits that are the best in the world.

Contractors should be offered basic insurance and basic policies, and
pay at

| east half of the prem uns, they certainly make enough nmoney, if they
don’t

like it go somewhere el se and get a job, or government should stop
pussy

footing around and hire these people so they have rules to follow and a
GS

pay scale to conpensate themfor their work. Sonehow governnent has
noved

or is noving to hiring contractors for every kind of job in the

gover nnent

i nstead of hiring regular enpl oyees. These enpl oyees are in critica
and

sensitive positions and have no loyalty to the job as they are not

I ong-term

enpl oyees as sone are bought in for a project. Sonme contractors in
governnent can make a couple of hundred an hour and be flown hone on
weekends. What’'s up with that? That’'s a real nopney saving deal. Not
only

benefits, but salary should be | ooked at if they want to check
bankrupt cy of

an agency. Are all these contractors worth what they are being pai d??



————— Origi nal Message-----

From Smith, Dana

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 11:16 AM
To: contractor pensions

Subj ect: Contractor Pensions

| read with interest today the article in the Washi ngton Post regarding
pensi on programissues with the Departnment of Energy contractors.

under stand and support the comment that the government should not
dictate to contractors the type of pension and heal th-benefits prograns
that is offered by contractors. However, the contractors should not
then turn to ne and the American public, as tax payers and expect us to
bail them out when they have provided benefits greater than those

will be receiving and those to which I've contributed. Especially
those in which |'ve contributed nore funding in order to enjoy good
benefits. This is another exanple of the government attenpting to live
beyond its nmeans. Al the rest of us nust live and bal ance our lives
and benefits to our actual earnings and contributions.

John Dana Snith



