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INTRODUCTION

This report presents a descriptive ;maly'shs of tuition-a:!.d programs admin-
istered by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) contractors. The DOE contractor
system represents over 100,000 employees and includes over 60 laboratory, pro-
duction, maintenance, ana support facilities, each of which are operated‘by
independent conéractcr organizations under the direction of DOE field and proj-
ect offices. Located througpout the United States, DOE contractars represent
individual labor forces that range from as few as 100 employees to as many as
8,000 employees. DOE contﬁgctors iﬁclude single companies, private corpora-
tions with bfanch operations, universities, and university-affiliated entities.
They each provide a sbecific service or perform a stated function for the U.S. '
Department of Energy. So essential is their role that one former pOE director
‘stated that "muéh.of the vital energy--technology expertise requ;réa to
accomplish the department's missioﬁs exists in the university and industrial
sectors as well as in DOE facilities™ (USDOE, 19793).

As do most érivate companies in the United States, DOE~contracting com-
panies finance education and training for their employees. They provide
in-house programs, such as short courses, seminars, and cénferenees, to support
their business and production needs. They design-tuition-aid programs to
finance employee educational advancement and 3elf-development. Some companies
orrer'supblemental support for intern-program participants and for employee
éducatibnal sabbaticals. The mixture of these educational alternatives offered
by any 'specific DOE~contracting company depends upon several variables, i.e.,
the company's objectives, its training needs, its administrative capabilities,
its budget levels, employee educational objectives, local educational institu-
tions' offerings, and the caliber of the local labor force.

Mo,stﬁlarge companies throughout the United States offer tuition-assistance
programs to allow their employees to enroll in courses and/or degree programs
at local educational institutions. They realize that the increasing complexity
of Jobs, the growing interdisciplinary natupe of Jobs, and the speed at which
Jobs change and become obsolescent dictate continual training and educational )
ppgrading to remain current. They reimburse employees for all or part of their
costs for specific job-rélated and/or degree-oriented courses. They design

their tuition-aid programs to meet some or all of the f‘ollowiné company

‘ objectives: )




1. To encourage employees to complete courses that will improve
their on-the-job’ productivity

2. To increase employee knowledge for wider responsibilities and
higher-level positions.

- 3. To ensure a ?ontinuai reserve of proficient personnel in
specific job:categories, especially in rapidly changing
technological: areas.

k. To provide enﬁloyees with educational and training oppor-
tunities that companies cannot possibly encompass within their
own internal educational structures.

5. To enable_employees more freedom in pursuing their individual
career interests.

The purpose of this report is to analyze DOE contractors' employee tuition- ,

aid programs on a systemfwide basis. When considered germane, two independent
variables are used to aggregate survey responses for comparison purposes.

' These are the function of the raciliti and the size of facility workrlorce.
Whenever feasible, results are compared to. documented studies or‘tuition-aid
programs in privaté,industry in the U.S. (0'Meara, 1970; Lusterman, 1977;
Miner, 1978; National Manpower Institute, 1978; Goriin, 1981).

The prime beneficiaries of this research effort are DOE contractors. This
report will provide the aggregated data on tuition-aid programs both within'and
outside of the DOE contractor systan. Thus, contractors can compare their
tuition-aid programs to those DOE tuition-aid programs of other DOE contrac-

tors. They also can compare the DOE tuition-aid programs to tuition-aid pro-

grams operated by U.S. private industry.

METHODOLOGY

This tuition-aid sﬁudy was initiated under the auspices of Training
Resources and Data Exchange (TRADE), a network of DOE contractor personnel
designed to increase communication-and the exchange of ideas, information, and

resoﬁrces in the field of human resource development. (For more extensive

a
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information on TRADE, see Appendix A.) Oak Ridge Associated Universities
(ORAU), an active TRADE participant, designed and conducted this survéy of DOE
contractor tuition-aid programs and produced the final report: ¢

To assure clarity and uniformity in conducting this study, a working
definition of company-sponsored tuition-aid programs was adopted and printed on
the survey instrument: ‘

An employee tuition-aid plan is any formal program through
which an organization offers financial assistance to some or all
of its employees to encourage them to complets courses of study on
or off company premises. The assistance covers a substantial
portion of the tuition charged by the educational institution or
private company conducting the course; it may also allow for
laboratory ;fees, books, transportation, or other related expenses..
The courses (whether taken at company request or on the initiative
of eligible employees) have to bear at least an indirect relation-
ship to the employee's present or possible future job or.be -
necessary for a job-related graduate or undergraduate degree

(O'Meara, 1970).

Employee tnition-aid programs generally provide financial assistance and
work-hour adjustments for off-site courses held during work hours and are
taught by outside-of-plant personnel. They may encompass educational
sabbaticals, internships, and retraining programs. Employee tuition-aid
prograns are not student-loan programa. They are not in-plant courses for
training campany employees on_company premises during work hours. .

A duestionnaire was developed and mailed with a cover letter to 516D0E
contractor sites in July 1980 (see Appendix B). This questionnaire was
patterned arter one used in 1977 by the National Manpower Institute (NMI)

The NMI study was performed under contract with the National Institute of
Education. The NMI‘study's objectives were to determine the axtent of
utilization of union-management negotiated tuition-aid programs and to identify
barriers that tend to reduce worker participation in such programs (NMI, 1978).
Even though the NMI study focused -upon tuition-aid from the narrow perspective
of tuition-aid programs negotiated as part of union-management bargaining
positions, the NMI study's survey instrument provided a relevant and useful
model for gathering information on tuition-aid plans within the DOE.contractor

network.

1Currently the National Institute for Work and -Learning.
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Each questionnaire was addressed to a TRADE liaison committee member who
was. asked to assume responsibility for its completion. Requested information
related to the objectives, administration, funding, employee participation, ahd
perceived ektects of that DOE contractor's company-sponsored tuition-aid
program. In addition. po- completing the questionnaire, DOE contractors were
asked to provide any available written information that would give further ex- .
planations about the operations orethir company-sponsored tuition-aid pro-
grams. Of particular interest were the follqwing four aspects of DOE con-

tractor tuition-aid programs:

»

- 1. Bequirements for Tuition Aid. What conditions and/or

requiruments must employees meet, such as grade. point
averages, employment status, company service time, and
availability of other financial resources, to qualify for
tuition aid?

2. Allowable Expenses. What courses, fees, course materisl,

costs, and/or associated feea are reimbursed to employees?

3. Level of Reimbursement. What portion of employee tuition

. costs do DOE contractors pay?

4. Other Educational Options. In addition to tuition-aid

programs, what other educational alternatives do DOE
\ contractors offer to their employees?

/

/ After some rollgw-ﬁp, 42 completed questionnaires were returned, repr;—
senting 82% of the 51 DOE gontractors contacted. More than three-fourths of
these respondents attached written information about their tuition-aid
programs. A search of other resourcés provided relevant, Lut limited,
information on five additional DOE contractor tuition-aid programs. Therefore,
this report contains‘tuition-aid program information for ‘47 DOE contractor
sites, 92% of the total contacted. (An alphabetical listing of these DOE
facilities and contractors appears in Appendix C.) Thirty-nine (83%) of the
participants submitted copi;s of their company-sponsored tuition-aid plang.
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SURVEY PARTICIPANTS

gory.

.

New Jersey, New York, and Texas.

with fewer than 1000 employees (<1000).
Twenty-three (49%) of the DOE contractor survey participants represent R&D
contractors. Thirteen (28%8) are P facilities; while eleven (23%) represent M&S

contractors. Each of these functional types is well represented in this sur-

used- for the site locations in Figure 1.
ically located throughout the contiguous United States with concentrations in

-California, Nevada, New Mexico, Ohio, Tennessee, and Haahingtod. Other states

represented include Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,

For more meaningful interpretation of DOE contractor tuition-aid pfograms,
survey paéticipantsjare categorized by facility function and by workforce size.
Geographic locations are designate& within state boundaries.- Facility func-
.tions include three groups: research and development (R&D), production (p),
and maintenance and support (M&S). .Facility workforce size is divided also
into three groups: those DOE contractors reporting more than 3000 employees
(>3000), those reporting between 1000-3000 émpléyees (1000-3000), and those

vey, as all 51 DOE contractors who were contacted originally can be function-
ally categorized as 45% R&D, 31% P, and 24% M&S. Table 1 presents
alphabetically the DOE facilities within each functional (R&D, P, M&S) cate-

The numbers and configurations assigned to each DOE facility in Table 1 are

The survey participants are geograph-

o

TABLE 1. DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID . ‘
SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY FACILITY FUNCTION

Facilities

-—t

Ames Laboratory
2 Argonne National Laboratory

% Brookhaven National Laboratory

4 Comparative Animal Research
Laboratory

5 EG&G Energy Msasurements Group

6 Exxon Nuclear Laboratory

-

3.

Devy

Contractor

Iowa State University
University of Chicago and Argonne
Universities Association
Associated Universities, Inc.
University of Tennessee

EG&G, Inc., Las'Vegaa Area Operations
Exxon Nuclear ‘Idaho Co., Inc.
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12
13
14
15

T 16

17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

.25

26
27

28.

29
30
3
32
33

3y

35

36.

TABLE 1.

‘DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID

SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY FACILITY FUNCTION (continued)

F&oilitiegu

-3

Fermi National Accelerator
Laboratory

* General Atomic Company
Feneral Electric Ccmpany

thfQ;d Engineéring Develnpment
Laboratory

Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Lovelace Medical Foundation

Oak Ridge Associated Universities

Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Pacific Northwest Laboratory

Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory

Sandia National Laboratory (CA)

Sandia National Laboratory (NM)

Solar Energy Research Institute

Stanford Linear Accelerator Center

Production (P)

Energy Technology Engineering
Center

Hanford Production Operations

Kansas City Plant

Mound Facility

National Lead Company of Ohio

Oak. Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant

Facilities

Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant
Pantex Plant

Pinellas Plant

Portanouth Gaseous Difruqion Plant
RMI Company

Rocky Flats Plant

Y-12 Plant

Contractor

dnfversitibs Research Assoc.; Inc.

General Atomic Company

General Electric Company - Nuclear
Division

Westinghouse Electric Corporation

EG&G Idaho, Inc.

University of California-
University of California
University of California
Lovelace Medical Foundation

Oak Ridge Associated Universities
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division
Battelle Memorial Inatitute
Princeton University

Western Eléctric Company

Western Electric Company

Miduast Research Institute
Stanford University

Rockwell International, Energy
Systems Group-

Rockwell Hanford Operations

Bendix Corporation

Monsanto Research Corporation

National Lead Company of Ohio

Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division

Contractor

' Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division

Mason and Hanger - Silas Mason Co.,
Inec. -

General Electric Company - Nuclear
Division

Goodyear Atomic Corporation

RMI Company

Rockwell International, Energy

Systems Graup
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear‘Division

N
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TABLE 1. DOE LONTRACTOR TUITION-AID r ~ d
P SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY FACILITY FUNCTION (continued) £ ' ‘
e * o m.tnrnmm acd. .‘iumm...(mm > 5
I Facilities i ' k' s ' Contraotor Lo o '
37 Chicago. Operations Lummus (C. E.) Corporation v )
38 Las Vegas Area’ Computer Science Cooperation : 3
39 Las Vegas Area Fenix and Scisson, 1inc. :
40 Las Vegas Area ) Reynolds Electrical and Engineering -
41 Las Vegas Area Wackenhut Servicis, Inc. .
42 Los Alamos Area . Zia Company
43 Oak Ridge Area Rust Engineering Corporation
44 Richland Area . BCS Richland, Inec. )
45 Richland Area ) ) Hanford Envirommental Health /
Foundation , .
46 Richland Area . Jones (J. A.) Construction Services N
47 Richland Area Vitro Engineering .
IO
44/fas ™
47
. o) ®
. @@ . : @ . @ 7 %® @
010) @ ®
. (l?) (”) - i £
@ .
\ .
@
[C )
O Avsearch and Devatopment Fecihity ‘ , @
O Production Facinty .
[ Memtenance snet Suppont Facnity
Numbeey ounmnd 10 DOE contracten bsted Tothe 1,
DOE C ! Survey P pant Listing
by Faclity Function ™
R Figure 1. State Distribution of DOE Contractor 1980 Tuition—Aid
Survey Participants by Facility Function.
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The total employee population of the 47 participating DOE contractor sites
at the time of this survey in July 1980 was 108,721.

For comparison, the FY80

total population\of all 62-.DOE government-owned contractor-operated (GOCO)

facilities was 113,779 (USDOE, 1980).

Yo ‘
Table 2 presents alphabetically the DOE

facilities nithin each workforce size (»3000; 1000-3000, <1000) category.

[N

N

3 TABLE 2. DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID
¢ SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY WORKFORCE SIZE

! B w

Facllities -

Argoniae National Laboratory.

Brookhiven Nationql‘Laboraﬁory

General Electrib Company

Hanford Engineering Development
Laboratory .

Hanford Production Operationa B

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

Kansas City Plant

Las Vegas Area

‘Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

Lawrence Livermoreé Laboratory
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory

Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant

Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant
Rocky Flats Plant

Sandia National Laboratories (NM)
Y-12 Plant

Chicago Operations
EG&G Energy Measurements Group
Energy Technology Engineering Center

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory

<

1000-3000 Employees

v

" Contractgr

University of Chicago and Argonne
Universities Association )

Associated Universities, Inc.

General Electric Company -~ Nuclear
Division

Westinghouse Electric Corporation

Rockwell Hanrord Operations
EG&G Idaho, Inc. .

Bendix Corporation

Reynolds Electrical & Engineering
University of California

University of Galifornia
University of California

Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division
Goodyear Atomic Corporation ¢

_ Rockwell International, Energy

Systems Group
Vastern Electric Company
Unicn Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division

€

~

.

Lummus (C.E.) Corporation

EG&G, Inc., Las Vegas Area Operations

Rockwell International, Energy N
-Systems Group

Universities Research Assoc., Inc.




TABLE 2.

DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID

SURVEY PARTICIPANT LISTING BY WORKFORCE SIZE (continued)

Facilities .

General Atomic Company

Mound Facility

Pacific Northwest Laboratory
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant
Pantex Plant

Pinellas Plant

“Sandia National Laboratories (CA)
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center

Contractor

General Atomic Company

Monsanto Research Corporation

Battelle Memorial Institute

Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division

Mason and Hanger - Silas Mason Co.,
Inc.

General Electric Company - Nuelear
Division

Western Electric Company

Stanford University

<1000 Employees

Ames Laboratory

Comparative Animal Research Laboratory
Exxon Nuclear Laboratory

Las Vegas Area .

Las Vegas Area

Las Vegas Area

‘Los Alamos Area

Lovelace Medical Foundation :
National Lead Company of Ohio

Oak Ridge Area

Oak Ridge Associated Universities
Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory
Richland Area
Richland: Area
‘Richland Area
‘Richland Area
RMI Company
Solar Energy Research Institute

v

Iowa State University

University of Tennessee

Exxon Nuclear Idaho Co., Inec.
Computer Sciences Corporation
Fenix and Scisson, Inc.

Wackenhut Services, Inc.

Zia Company '

Lovelace Medical Foundation
National Lead Company of Ohio

Rust Engineering Corporation

Oak Ridge Associated Universities -
Princeton University '

BCS Richland, Inc.

Hanford Environmental Health Found.
Jones (J.A.) Construction Services
Vitro Engineering Company

RMI Company

Midwest Research Institute

=

The total number of participatlng DOE contractor taeilities in eaeh of the

three workforce categoriea appears in Table 3.

R&D faeilities were -largely

represented in the >3000 employee group, although sizable representations

appeared in the 1000-3000 and the <1000 groups,
Eroduction facilities were well represented

the category of <1000 employeei.
in both the 1000-3000 and the

Most M&S contractors fell into

5000 groups.




10

TABLE 3. DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID
SURVEY PARTICIPANTS BY WORKFORCE SIZE AND FACILITY FUNCTION

Workforce size Facility Fupction

(# employees) R&D P M&S Totals
<1000 T - 2 9 18 (38%)
1000-3000 6 5 1 12 (26%)
>3000 10 6 1 17 (36%)

Totals 23 (49%) 13 (28%) 11 (23%) 47 (1008%)

FINDINGS AND COMPARISONS

Prevalence

DOE contractors provide educatidn and training‘opportunities for theiﬁ
employees, even though the U.S. Department of Energy does not require it.
Tuition-aid programs are oneé of the many educational activities financed and
implemented by these contraé%ors. All 47 survey participants repcrt the
existence of a tuition-aid program at their facilities.

Other tuition-aid surveys found widespread prevalencé‘drﬁtuition-aid
progranms within U.S. companigs. A Conference ﬂoard styéy based upon 610
respor;ses from companies selected as representative'of‘ all U.S. major
inéﬁatnies and. as representa%ive of all U.S. firms of at least 500 employees
found that tuition-aid programs were present in 89% of the rgspohdent firms
(Lusterman, 1977). A Bureau of National Affairs Personnel Policies Forum
survey indicated that 90$,or éhe 141 reporting companies operated tuition-aid
programs fbr reimbursement of employee educational expenséa. This represented
a slight increase over their 1974 BNA-PPF survey, in which 88% of the '
responding compapies reported tuition-aid benefits (Miner, 1978). A more
recent survey of The Conference Board found that 90% of 1396 respondents
prbvided tuition-aid programs for full-time white-collar workers, exempt and
nonexempt, and almost 80% had such programs for full-time blue-collar workérs

(Gorlin, 1981).

.

.& .
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Longevity

1

Tuition aid is by no means a new concept to the DOE contractor system. of
the 36 contractors who indicated the age of their company-sponsored tuition-aid

programs, 13 (36%) had operated the program for more than 20 years; 17 (47%)

Yar
YA

for between 11 and 20 years; only 6 (17$) for 10 years or less.’
The oldest reported tuition-aid program is 53 years old, even though the
DOE contractor system was only 32 years old at the time of the survey in 1980.
In this particular case, the parent company had had an operating tuition-aid .
program for 21 years before one of its divisions became a DOE contractor in
19“8; The hewest DOE contractor tuition-aid program has been operating for
only two years. Large racilities, ones with more than 3000 employees, that
perform R&D and production functions have the older tuition-aid programs.
Table 4 presents detailed categorical information on how long tu%tion—aid

programs have been provided. .
‘ TABLE 4. AGE OF DOE CONTRACTOR TUITION-AID PROGRAMS .
’ BY FACILITY FUNCTION AND WORKFORCE SIZE
Years Facility function Facililty size

1-10 - 1 - 2 3 . <1000 employees
11-20 . 1 - 4 -5
21+ 2 1 - 3
1-10 . - - - - 1000-3000 employees -
11-20 5 2 - 7
21+ 1 1 - 2
~1-10 2 1 - 3 >3000 employees
11-20. . 3 1 1 5 ‘ .
- 21+ 5 3 - 8 , .
Totals: 20 9 7 36

Private industry surveys indicate that employee tuition-aid programs did
not gain notable acceptance in business and industry until after World War II.

A National Industrial Conferenr:e Board surv;y of 178 tuition-aid programs N
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revealed only 12 in existence in 1941. Over 43% of the programs were begun
during the 1950s, while 37% were established in the 1960s (O'Meara, 1970). The
Bureau of National Affairs Personnel Policies Forum survey reported that of the
107 companies providing information on the age of thﬂir'tuition-aid programs,
* the majority were less than 16 years old, having been instituted P?tween 1961
and 1975. Of the four tuition-aid programs established befdgﬁ—ﬁ’ 0, /the oldest
began in the mid-1930s (Miner, 1978). o

Objectives

’ . 1

- Tuition-aid prcgrams are designed to promote the mutual welfare of both the
participating employees and the sponsoring companies. DOE contractors were not
asked to relate their objectives for sponsoriﬁg tuition-aid .programs. However,
they were reques o read and rate each of ten explicit organizationgl
objectives. (S¢e Appendix B, question_11.) Thirty-nine contractors completed
this section gf the questionnaire. The objectives of their tuition-aid

prog}amg rated\of greatest importance, as shown in Figure 2, are to aid
employees in personal development, to improve employee job performance, and to
prepare employees for future company assignments. Tuition-aid programs are not
widely used to conform to union-management negotiationa.

Tuition-aid programs are important to DOE contractors for updating the
skills and knowledge of specific groups of employees. Seventy-four percent
report that an important objective of their tuition-aid programs is to update
knowledge and skills of technicians. Over 608 of the DOE contractors report
that among the highest priorities of their companies are the improvements of
the khowledge and skills of scientists anﬁ engineer§ and- of managerial
personnel. Increasing the knowledge and skills of clerical personnel is rated .

of importance by 54% of the DOE contractors.
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Figure 2. Perceived Objectives of DOE Contractor Tuition-Aid Program.

Tuition-aid programs apparently help several DOE contractors to meet their
. recruitment objectives. Over 60% .of the DOE conrtractor respondents indicate .
that éheir‘tuitjon-aid programs are important in helping to recruit employees ., ‘
and to increése the attractiveness of their company benefits package.
When tuition-aid program objectives are compared by facility function, the
same general consensus.occurs. Of particular interest, hbwever, is the fact
that each facility tunction group reports for at least one of the objectives a
100% response. One hundred percent of ﬁhe i:ainténance and support facilities
view the objective of inprovihg Jjob pertormance'as "important" or "most ‘
_.important." Production facilities indicate that the major objective of all
their tuition-aid prograﬁs is to prepare for future job assignments; whereas
résearch and dévelppnent facilities report that aiding employees in personal

a 1.
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development is most impogpant. Tuition-aid programs to conform to union-

~management negotiations are given lowest ratinga-in production and in
-Eintenance and support facilities as well as in research and development

racilitiea.2 Figures 3A, 3B, and 3C present more detailed information by\\\\

facility functions.
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To recruit employees

To update knowledge and- skills of scientists and engineers
To update knowledge and skills of technicianq

To update knowledge and skills of managers

To update knowledge and skills of clerical personnel

To aid employees in personal development

To Improve job performance

To prepare for future job assignments -°

To increase attractiveness of company benefit package

To conform to negotiated union-management agreements
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Perceived ObJeEtlves of DOE Contractor Tuition-Aid Programs
for Research and Development Facilities. .
(N=19)

Figure 3A.
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for Maintenance and Support Facilities. 22{)

DO~V W -~
P

//////////////////////////J_ -
IS SIS IS/ S/ »
-

L7 = -
ﬁ;.c. P
B LECTS




16 -

Other studies have analyzed company tuition-aid program objectives. The
National Industrial Ccnference Board found that the two major objectives of 198
surveyed companies were to enable employees to get ahead in the company and to
make all eﬁployees more productive (O'Meara, 1970). In tﬁe late 1970s the
National Manpower Institute félt that an understanding of btoth company and
union perceptions of negotiated tuition-aid programs were significant for
gaining‘a general perspective on tuitipn—aid in the private sector. . ngure y

“T“ihpr“that”there“was:basic"agreement*betﬁeenhconpaniea~and~uniohs»in the NMI
study about the objectives of éuition-aid programs. Both felt that updating
knowledge and skills, improving worke} performance, and aiding'workers in their
peraonal development and growth were important objectives. For companies, "six
other objectives were of importanhe, especially preparing employees for future
-assjigrments with the company. For unions, nine otﬁer objectives rated highly,
‘with the‘objecp;ves of conforming to a negotiated agreement and of neapondipg

to local.menbership concerna valued considerably (NMI, 1978).
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The objectives éhat DOE contractors rated of- importance (aiding employees
in personal development, improving_employee Jjob performanée, and preparing
eﬁployees for future job assignments) are also highly ratéd objectives of the
tuition-aid programs of the larger universe of private industry. Both company
management and union officials view tuition-aid as valuable assistance in

improving employee skills.
. Content of Tuition~Aid Programs

Thirty-nine DOE contractors submitted copies of their company-sponsored
tuition~aid plans. Many of these DOE contractors represented decentralized
branch operations of large corporations or university-affiliated entities.
Their tuition-aid programs were adopted or modified tuition-aid plans developed
by parent companies or universities. In the survey sample over 50% of the
respondents were branches or diviaioné of larger corporations .and 21% were
university-affiliated entities. Their tuition-ai& programs, in many cases,
were initiated by parent companies and universities many years ago and since
have been adopted at DOE -contractor facilities.

Explanatory statements and procedural policies on tuition-aid often appear
in. DOE contractor employee handbooks or on handout sheets. For example, one
division of a large corpor#ﬁioh‘provided this concise general policy statement

’on tuition-aid educational assistance:

The Company has a general policy to encourage its qualified
employees, especially those trained in engineering and science, to
continue their education in fields that are of interest .to the
Company. . To provide an incentive to further education and train-
ing, the Company sponsors different educational programs at
technical school, college and post-graduate levels, which provide
for attendance in whole or in part during nonworking hours with
certain expenses of tuition and fees reimbursed by tias Company to S
eligible employees. The programs, the costs of which are to -be ,
reimbursed, are: (&) Graduate Degree Programs, (b) Undergraduate
Degree Programs, (c) Certificate Programs, (d) Single Course

‘ Support Programs, (e) Correspondence Courses and (f) College Level
Exasination Programs.

-

The tuition-aid plans reveal various course and degree program contents.
These plans present the policies and categorizations that differentiated

tuition-aid from other DOE contractor education and trairing efforts. As noted
by DOE contﬁactora, education and training consist of on-the-job activities,
. O . ) .
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on-site short céurses, craft apprenticeships, and aeﬂinars, all of which are
company~controlled and cbmpanyéconducted. These training activities cover‘ ,
speeirié topics for targeted emploxee groﬁps. They are usually short term,
job—related or job-required, and offered during normal working hours. .In
contrast, tuition-aid programs generally require long-term career development
commiiments of individual employees. Courses are taken at the request of the
-employee. Degree programs are chosen by the emblbyee. Courses are provided hy
outside-of-company sources and are scheduled after work hours.

The following eicerpta from the questionnaires or,rour DOE contractors
summarize the content of their tuition-aid programs and clarify the .
contractor's perception of the relationship of tuition-aid programs to the
overall training and education activities provided for DOE contractor
employees: '

Tuition-aid plzns are courses taken at accredited colleges,
either job-related or working toward a degree. We have training
courses for employees in plant--nat college credit; Jjob related,

however. ,

Tuition aid is employee initiated with managemént approval. In-
house training and other training is management initiated.
Tuition aid ,is provided for courses taken relevant to employee's
current or potential work assignments or for degree programs
(courses) relevant to current or potential work assignments. It
is not otherwise integrated into overall training programs.

The Tuition Rerund‘érogram is not a part of our regular, on-site
N training activities; it is a separate program.

DOE contractors are relatively flexible in prioviding tuition-aid for vari-
ous types of courses requested by employees. Six DOE contractor tuition-aid ‘1
plans include audit courses, while 16 allow financial assistance for corres-
pondence courses if approved by the company before ths correspondence courses
are taken. Four tuition-aid plans indicate that financial assistance is
available for job-related courses onl&, whereas 25 plans state specifically
ihat financial assistance will be granted for\courses that are either job-
related or degree-oriented.‘ Designetions of Job;related courses vary from
company to company, depending upon who is authorized to make the decisions.

Job-relatedness as a staied standard for acceptable tuition-aid courses,’
‘ﬁowever{ appears to be decreasing in the private sector. The 1970 Conference
Board report which analyzed the tuition-aid program of 200 large companies

[
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found that Job-reletednese was a requirement in 99% of the firms {0'Meara,
1970). In the 1978.Bureau of National Affairs Personnel Policies EZrumrSurvey
on Tuition-Aid, representing responses from . 141 personnel executives of both
large and small companies, 888 had tuition-aid requirements that courses must
be related to the employee's preeent or future job.. Thirteen percent required
enployee enrollment in a specific certifieete or degree program. In addition,
the dstermination of whether or ‘not coureee were job-related or degree-oriented
was made by the personnel department alone in one-sixth of the companies, by
‘the immediate supervisor in ‘one-tenth, by the department manager in another
one-tenth, by the traiping department in over one-fifth of the companies, and
by joint determinations in more than one-third or.the‘eompaniee“(uiner, 1978).
The 1981 Conference Board survey found that 75% o? the 1227 companies with
;uitioﬁ-aid programs ineieted,thaé courses eligible for tuition aid be related
to the  employee's current job (Gorlin, 1981). '

Few DOE contractore allow courses to be taken on company time. Among the
R&D facilities, nine o Jpanies allow employeee'to attend courses held during
normal work hours in special circumstances. Among production facilities, two
allow coureee to be taken during normal work hours if the courses cannot be
scheduled for any other time, ir the employee absence does not create a

hardship for the .company, and/or if working hours can be .rescheduled. Nine

production facility tuition-aid plans, however, specifically require that
courses be taken outside of normal work hours. Most M&S facilities also
require that courses be taken outeide of normal work hours.

In the private sector of U.S. industry, the privilege of released time for
taking tuition-aid program courses has often been qualified. The Bureau of
National Affairs Survey found that courses might be taken on company time in
over 40% of the companiee with tuition-aid. benefits, but only under special
circumstances such as when the course is required by the company, wher the
course is offered only at one time, or where work flow is not disrupted. Some
companies had a poliey of perlitting up to six hours per week of released time
to attend classes; others allowed employeés to take courses half on company ' n
tine and half on employee time (Miner, 1978). The Conrerenee Board survey
determined that 85% of the responding companies required oleee attendance only '
during nonworking hours. Leas than 4% of the companies allowed time off for
claas attendance, with or without pay. Twelve percent of the companies with
tvition~aid progrele, however, did allow enployeee to adjuet work schedules for

_class attendance (Gorlin, 1981).

A
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_ Administration and Financing of Tuition-Aid Programs

E;gﬂty-fiée percent of the DOE contractor tuition-aid prograps are admin-
istered by specific company organizational entities, i.e,; office départ—t
merits, givisions. Administration of the remaining programs rests with
university-affiliated_personnel and/or special edu::tion committeéé; Companies
entitle organizational ynits with similar functions differently. For this
reason, the responses reported may indicate a wider variation in organizational
placement of tuition-aid programs than is actually the case. Participaﬁt v
reébonees indicate that the major management responsibility for DOE contractor-
sponsored tuition-aid prbgrans is placed with education and training depart-
ments (28%) and with personnel services offices (26%). In addition, employee/
human/industrial relations units (13%) and employee/human resource development °

grcam (15%) manage ;ignificént portions of these tuition-aid programs.

4

TABLE 5. ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS OF TUITICN-AID PROGRAMS
BY FACILITY FUNCTION

_FAW

Administrative unit - - R&D ) 4 M&S JIotals
Company office/ erartnent/ division ' )
Education and training 5 T ¥ 1 13
Personnel services 5 2 5 12
Employee/human resources development 5 1 // 1 7
Employee/human/industrial relations 2 2. 7 2 6
Employment services 1 0 v 0 1
Information services 1 0 - 0 .
Subtotal 19 12 9 4o (85%)
‘University administered v 3 .0 0 3 ( 6%)
'Not indicated 1 1 2 § ( 9%)
23 13 n 47 (100%)

Totals

Table 5 shows the same general patigrn of administrative responsibilities
when DOE facilities are categorizad by function, except that neither production
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nor maintenance and aupport‘contraetorg report tuition-aid programs adminic-

'tered b§ employment services, information cervices, or universities, as do a

fu% resettch and development facilities. -

This pattern changes when DOE faqilities are categorized by aize of worlr.
force. Table 6 reveals that DOE contractora with fewer than 1000 employeeg are
repsresented in all bnut one of the administrative units; whereas medium~-sized
(1000-3000 employees) companies and those racilities with more than 3000
eﬁplé?ees concentrate their tuit;ou—aid program‘administration within one of
four company orficea/departmenta/diviaiqna, i.e., education and training,
personnel services, emplo&ee/human resource dJevelopment, and employee/human/ .

induatrial.relatiops; o .

N - ) t
' TABLE 6. ADMINISTRﬁTIVE UNITS OF TUITION-AID PROGRAMS -
BY WORKFORCE SIZE

F

Administrative unit
X £1000 1000-3000 23000 *  Iotals .

Company office/department/diviaion .

Education and training 1 .3 Q 13

Personnel services .5 0 3 y | 12 .

Employee/human resources develcpment 0 y 3 7

Employee/human/industrial relations 3 2 1 -6

Employment services. 1 , 0, 0 1

Information services L 1 0 0 1 '

Subtotal 1 12 17 4o (85%)
University administered 3 0 0 3 (6%)
Not indicated y 0 . 0 4y (9%)

Totals 18 y,,/qé‘j:) 17 47 (1008)

T
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._Approximately one-third of the DOE contractors finance their tuition-aid
programs with monies budgeted directly £or education and training function. In

these ciéeg, eaci: department or division is rinanciallx responsible for the

allovable tuition-aid expenses accumulated by its gaaigned employees. Other

a
contractors pay tuition-aid expenses indirectly through staff line‘budgepa

maneged either by personnel services,.education and training departments, or

A
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employee/humzn reeourcee.and industrial relations departments. In some caeee, oy,
contrnctore‘channel monies through central company budgets and/or through
overhead indirect funds. :
Information about the adminietration and finarcing of private industry
tuition-aid programs has been addressed in two surveys. The 1970 National
Industrial Conference Board eurvey‘reVealed that most companies assigned
tufticu-aid program administration to one or a group of executives at the
corporate level. When the responsibility was handed to a single executive, it
was given to the head_ of either the education and training department or the .
pereonnel_eenuicea_departmentl__gn_thg other hand, when this responeibility was
delegated to a group of executives, they were usually a epecially constituted
committee oompoeed of employees at both ‘the corporate and local levels:
(O'Heara, '1970). . . A
The 1978 Bureau of National Affairs su survey addressed the financing of - T
tuition-aid programs in private industry. Of the 141 companies’ surveyed, over °
one-half, 52§ of those With tuition-aid programs, allocated expenditures for
tuition aid to the departmental budgets of employees participating in the plan.
Eighteen percent‘or the companies assigned tuition-aid costs to the personnel

and industrial relations budgets; whereas only 5% apportioned these costs to
the company training and education department. In 18% of the companies with

) ‘tuition-aid programs, costs were allocated to a general account (general

expenses, overhead, a dminietrative budget), to the employee benefits fund, or .
to a completely separate line-item account. Seven percent of the participants
in this BNA survey did not indicate how their tuition-aid costs were budgeted

. (Miner, 1978).
Operations of Tuition-Aid Programe_ L

Although tuition-aid programs are generally administered by centralized

company departmente, their implementation and operations are highly dispersed

- througiisut the company. In the DOE contractor companies, as well as in private
industry, all eupervieory personnel accept some responsibilities for effective
" tuition-aid progran operation. However, the first-line supervisor of the
employee participating in the company tuition-aid program assumes the“key role.
Thie supervisor frequently providee the initial impetus for - employee tuition-
aid participation, as uell as the support and encouragement necessary for

course and/or degree coupletion. . ) )
’ . - t
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Formal approval for tuition-aid participatiog in DOE contracior racilities,
according to this TRADE survey, is required of several.eqtities'yithin the
congpactins companies. These include superyisors, department heads, general
pornonﬁul, education und truining specialists, and special edhcation

cohnittqes. The primary source of approval, however, is the first-line super-

" visor. Figure 5 indicates tQat more than one half of the survey participants

report active first-line supervisgr involvement. These supervisors inform
their employees about their company tuition-aid program. Moreover, they
screen, approve, encourage, counsel, and monitor their tuition-aid

participants, —About two=fifths of the Survey participants Feport that
first-line "supervisors have only minimal involvement in the implementation of
their company tuition-aid programs. These supérvisors are merely reactive to
employee_initiative and inquiry. _ Les; than one~tenth of the DOE contractor

participants indicate that the first-line supervisor has no involvement in

their tuition-aid program operations.

.
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Figure 5. Supervisor Involvement in Tuition-Aid Programs

Most. DOE contructor Lultion-aid programs «ro/oporutvd on u roimbursement

‘basis. A few have proviaions for advance payments. A few provide short-term

loans for educational assistance. Anong the-research and development
facilities, ten contractors provide reimbursement$ of up to 1008 of tuition
costs. Most of these also reimburse for books and for associated fees, i.e.,
registration, laboratory, thesis, etc. Among produétion facilities, eight
tuition-aid plans indicate financial assistance of up to 100%; one pfovides up
to 151; and one provides up to 50%. Five maintenance and support facilities
_reimburse up to 100% of tuitionﬂcostsrﬁtwo of these also pay for books and

'S

aasoeiated fees.

oD
Co




24 P

In many éaaes; specific stipulations exist for eligibility for reimburse-
ment. ‘Thirty-seven DOE contractor tuition-aid plans contain information on
eligibility requirements. Fifteen (41%) place limitations on employees who
have access to other Bources of financial assistance, such as veteran's
beriefits, college grants, scholarships, and loans. Tuition-aid from the DOE
contractor is either reduced or withheld to prevent &uplication of payment.
Twenty-five (68%) of the DOE contractor tuition-aid plans reimburse'empioyees
only if they complete courses with a grade of C or better. The remaining plans
do not specify grade requirements:. Twenty-one DOE contractors reimbursé 100%
f—ehe~apppovad—educational—coats_LifefT;tuitinn+_lahonaigry fees, books,

required course materials) incurred by tuition-aid participants. These include
ten research and development facilities, six production facilities, and five

! . maintenance and support facilities. The majority of these pay 50% to 75% of
the educational costs at the time the participant either enrolls or completes
approved courses aqd pay the remainder éfter §he attaiment of a certificate,

»

diploma, or degree.
Although most DOE contractors provide tuition-aid information to all

: employee®, not all employees .are eligible for participation. Twenty-four of
the 37 tuition-aid plans addressing tanis issue (65%) state that employees
eligible for tuition aid must be full-time permanent workers. Nine contractors
(24%) indicate that part-time employees, thoaeégho wqu 20 or more hours'per,

" week, may participate. ) -

Company servics records are sometimes required for tuition-aid eligibility.
Eight DOE contractor; (22%) stipulate variéus amounts of employmept history
with the company. Of the R&D contractors, three require at least six months of
employment for tuition-aid eligibility. One plan states that at least six
months of prior company work history is required so that eﬁployee potential and
future contributions to the company may be projected. Two DOE'prqduction—
raciliiy contractors require prior company work experience of six months; one
requires a 24-month period of company work history. Three maintenance and
support tacilitiea‘exact'iix months of company service time of tuition-aid
recipients. | . - .

A few DOE contractoﬁa impose poat;tuition-aiﬂ pequiiementa. Six R&D
contractor tuition-aid plans (16%) stipulate that recipient employees either
remain with the company .for a specfﬁ}c periog of time after tuition aid is used

i oégroimburse the company for all or some specified portion of financial aid

.25
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granted. These stipulatiops apply primarily to professional embloyees (i.e4,

. scientists, engineers, managers) who request extended educational leaves. This
requirement exists only in large research and development facilities. Neither
the' production nor the maintenance and support facilities mention spécirid
post-tuition-aid eﬁployment,requireménts.

In three recent surveys'of private industry,-over 80% of the companies with
tuition-aid programs offered financial assistance to all their employees. Many
o ‘ programs, however, stated specific pre-tﬁition—aid and post-tuition-aid
employment stipulationé. or thelzoottuiiion-aid programs analyzed by The

———————*anferenee—Board—in—49%07—83$~94Lthe—eonpanies~oﬂfened_tuitionmaid_to*all
employees. Others restricted tuition aid to salaried personnei, while a few
offered tuition-aid only to supervisory or mahaqgrial employees (0'Meara,

\\\\'1370). The Bureau of National Affairs (BNA) survey found that 52% of the

surveyed companies with tuition-aid programs had no length-of-service re-

quirement for eligibility. In companies where a length-or-ser§ice requirehent
existéd, it was most likely six months or one year, although -a few compénies

did require tﬁo years. This same BNA survey fohnd that 87% of the companies

with tuition-aid programs provided benefits to all employees. Generally, only

small companies énd manufacturing firms limited tuition aid to supervisors,

managers, and professional employees (Miner, 1978).

A Conrereqée Board 1979 survey of 1396 .company respondents revealed that
‘tuition aid is provided to full-time white collar Workers, exempt and
nonexempt, by 90% of the respondents and to full-time nonexempt blue collar
workers—by—almost -80%-of-the-respondents. Part-time workers were considered
eligible ror'tuitioﬁAaid in only 11% of the responding companies. The median
length of company service required for tuition-aid eligibility was six months,
with length-of-service requirements ranging from one month to five years. The
median length of .service required after receiving tuitioh-aid was twelve

months, with responses ranging from one month to three years (Gorlin, 1981).

\

Expenditures for Tuition-Aid

Thirty-four survey participants provided data on their tuition-aid expendi-‘
tures incurred for FY78, FY79, and FY80. (See Appendix B, question 5.) These
DOE contractors expended approximately $1.2 million on tuition aid in FY78.
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These tuition-aid expenditmres included costs of tuiﬁion, registration, books,
and other fees. These same. contractors spent $1.2 million in FY78, $1.7
million in FYT9, and expected to spend $2.1 million in FY80. As shown in

‘ Table 7, research and development facilitieg incurred the major portion of the

tuition-aid expenses in each of these years.

. ?ABLE’7. TUITION-AID EXPENDITURES BY FACILITY FUNCTION

Research and I - T ‘ -

development (18) $ 916,421 $1,231,159 $1,486,925
. Production -(10) 267,191 ' . 411,844 448,883

Maintenance o -

and support” (6) 15,264 108,791 166,070

‘Total (3") ‘1'198'876 ‘1 '751 '79“ ‘2,101,878

The increase of tuition-aid expenditures from FY78 to FY80 resulted from
several interrelating factors. Some DOE contractors during this time increased'
.their tuition-aid benefits and coverage. Most facilities expepienced addi—
tional participation in the tuition-aid programs, especially as their workforce
increased. However, of most significance is that college and university
tuition rates soared during this time.period, as did the rate .of inflation.

DOE contractor tuiiiénfaid expenditures_are dependent upon local
educational costs and upon the educational alternatives offered in that
particular geograph;c area. Local educational costs at DOE contractor sites ‘
vary signiticantli. In addition, the number of educational institutions in the
site area varies. For example, employees a£ a large'(>3000 employees) research
and .development facility in the midweat can attend any one of more than thirty
educational institutions in the greater Chicago area. Tuition costs at these
institutions range fr;n'a.lou of $12 per credit hour to a high of $123 per '

credte-hour~——1n—addition, costs—for—textbooka and-required-fees;—also
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small colleges are located near the DOE contractor site. Tuition costs revolve
around the $333 per aehester‘(ee of the univeraity plus the costs of textbooks
and any other required associated fees.

The average expenditures per tuition-aid partieipant for responding DOE
contractors were $197 in FY78, $243 in FY79, and. expected to be $260 in FY80.
This included reimbursement for tuition costs of'completed‘counses, for
textbooks, and for required fees. In FY79, four DOE contractors spent under
$100 per tuition-aid recipient; whereas two spent over $1,000 per participant.

These average expenditures per tuition-aid participant compare favorably to
U.S. priiate company expenditures reported in a 1978 study. The Bureau of
National Affairs (BNA) found that the average amount spent per tuitiqn-aid
participant ranged from $45 to $2,000, with a median of $214. The 82
companies providing data on 1977 company expenditures for tuition-aid were
. equally divided between small (<1000 employees) and large (>1000 employees)
concerns. The large company averages ranged from $55 to $1,200 per tuition—aid
recipient; whereas the small company expenditures averaged between $45 and
$2,000 per participant (Miner, 1978). ’

Looking beyond expenditures per DOE contractor tuition-aid participant to
tuition-aid expenditures per DOE contractor employee, the TRADE survey reveals
that the anticipated average tuition-aid expenditure per DOE contracpor
employee in FY80 was $18. A\compariaod of this figure to private industry
norms discloses %hat DOE contractors may expend less on tuition-aid per
employee than U.S. private-industry combanies. The one study reporting
tuition-aid expenditures per employee was a 1977 survey of 600 companies. The
study estimated an average of $60 spent on tuition aid per eligible employee,
with a $16 median expenditure per unployee (Eﬁaterman, 1977). i

Employee Participation ,

)

The number of employees who participated in the responding DOE contractor
tuition-aid picgrams increased from 6077 recipients in FYT78 to 7220 recipients
in 1979 to an estimated 8096 recipients in FY80. (See Appendix Bl question 7.)
In FY79, the latest year for actual figures, tuition-aid recipients represented
7% of the total workforce of DOE contractor survey respondents. TuitionJaid
employee participation rates varied among contractors from less than 1% to 25%,
with a median of 7%. Table 8 and Table 9 indicate that the percquage employee

‘ y

~
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TABLE 8. MEAN FY79 TUITION-IID EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION LEVELS
BY FACILITY SIZE

<1000 Employees 1000-3000 Employees 53000 Employees

108 7% ’ 7%

participation ranged from 7% to 10;. DOE contractor faoilitieQ with <1000

employees and maintenarce and subport facilities reported the highest employee
'partiéiﬁiffbn'levels. More th;h hulf of these tuition-aid recipients partici-
pated in aequontial, degree-oriented programs requiring the use of tuition aid

- on more than one oocasion.'

TABLE 9. MEAN FY79 TUITION-AID EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION LEVEL
BY FACILITY FUNCTION.

= \

s R&D . Production . M&S
8% . 7% : g 10%

Recent surveys revealed widely ranging tuition-aid employee participation

rates within U.S. odnpanioa. Howeéer, the tuition-aid employee participation

rate at DOE contractor facilities appeared to be slightly higher than the .
participation rate in private U.S. companies. In 1977,-a Conference Board -
survey among 155 companies reported tuition-aid employee participation rates
ranging about a median of 4% of eligible employees. This survey also found
evidence that parf%cipation skews heavily toward younger employees (Lusterman,
1977). The Bureau of National Affairs survey of 1&1,pehsonneI executives found
that in the average company with a tuition-aid plan, approximately 5% of the
eligible workforoe'plptioipited in 1977. Although the highest reported
tuition-aid participation rate' in this study was 40%, more than half of the
companies reported rates Sotweon 3% and 108 of the workforce. Th; survey ﬁiso
showed that professional employees made néfe-use of tuition-aid benefits than
did other occupational groups ‘(Miner, 1978). The Conference Board conducted a
more recent study of 1227 companies with tuition-aid programs. The average

2
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\participation rate in tuition-aid programs was 5% for ﬁhito collor groups and 3
'porcont for blue collar groups. Reported participation rates ranged from 0 to
28% with a median of 3% for production or operations workers, from 0 to 75%
with a -odian of 3% for office and clerical staff, and trom 0 to 1005 with a
median of 5% for lower-level exeapt porsonnol (Gorlin, 1981).

Effects of Tu%tionﬁlid Programs
DOE contractors rate highly five positive effects of their tuition-aid

pro;rans. These include improved career development within the company,

1noroased employee satisfaction, improved effectiveness of managerial

———————porsonnolT_ilpnnned_gttggsivoness of scientists, ongineers, and techniciana,

and 1-proved effectiveness of clerical enployeoa. B I

N ¢

H. o 1} N ercent
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,
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merovcd effectiveness of clerfcal employees
Improved effectiveness of managerial personne!
Improved- éffectiveness of sclentlisty, engincers, techniclans
- Lowered rate of labor turnover
Increased employce satisfactfon
Improved career development within compaiy
ILmproved unlon/mnnugcmcnt relations <
Lowered absenteeiswm
Improved employee awareness - of civic and community activities .

:Omvasuburs:-—

Figure 6. Perceived Positive Impacts of 'l‘uicion-Aid Programs
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Thirty-nine DO: éontracéor respondents indicated their perceived effects of
their respective tuition-aid programs. (See Appendix B, question 12.) They
rated nine pro&x‘u et_:recta along a negative-positive continuum, i.e., very
negative impact, some negative impact, no significant impact, some.positive
upact., and very positive impact. Figure 6 indicates the percentage of
i)ositive and very positive responses for each of the nine program effects.
Only 10§ of the respondents feel that their tuition-aid programs had the

_poaitive effect of lowering their company abaenteeian rate. Approximately

one-fourth of the respondents indicate that their tuition-aid programs have had

so-e positive ef'fects in lowering labor turnover and in improving

union/unaguent relations. ,
The DOE oontnctor opinions are quite similar to the opinions of union and

nmsuent representatives in the 1978/Nntional Manpower Institute .study.
Figure 7 which reports data from the NMI study reveals that a large percentagé
of both union and management falt that tuition-aid programs improved
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Lover rate of sbaenteeism
GCreater member ‘participation in local wnien
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1. Improved effectivenesa of workers on the Job
Incressed vorker satisfaction

1.
3. lotter union/mensgeent relations
&

. More vorker awareness of civil snd community
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Figure 7. Opinions Concerning thé Impéct of Negotiated Tuition-Aid Plans
My h
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Source: National Manpower Institute, An Untapped Reseu\fce: Negotlated
Tuition-Aid in the Private Sector, 1978, p. 48.
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effectiveness of workers on the job and increased worker satisrgctidn. A large
-percentage of management felt that tuition-aid programs had a positive impact
on career dévelbpnent. _While union personnel were not queried about this and
some other effects, it is evident that company manadement personnel generally
were more positive in their evaluations of tuition-aid plans than were union
personnel. \

Few DOE contractorasperceive any difficulties or liabilities acsociated
with their tuition-aid programs. (See~Appendix B, question 15.) O0f the 31
respondents‘to.phe TRADE inqﬁiry, 21 (68%) state that they “perceive no
problems. Of the 10 liabilities and difficulties listed, the majority require
saimple changes in company tuition-aid plan policieas and procedures to alleviate
. administrative difficulties. Fpr example, one small maintenance and support '
facility states that its company tuition;aid plan should allow employees to
take more than two courses during a semester if they so.desire. A few
respopbes express concern for employee advancement possibilities after a degree
program using tuition-aid has been completed. One large research and )
development facility, for example, states that difficulties occur in placement
of a qualified eﬁployee into # more responsible position after a degree is
obtained. Two responses expﬁess.coneern for future increased tuition-aid
participation and limited budgeted funds. A small maintenance and support
racility responds, "a problém not faced to this point is the selection of
candidates when the number.or requests for tuition assistance exceeds the
budgeted funds."™ And a large research and development facility indicates,
®Future difficulties might se over lijited budget and increased use of
program. Criteria for reimbursement and éarcentage refunded might have to

change.” w ,

In addi;ion to the perceived effects of tuition-aid programs on company
personnel and policies and to the perzéi{:d probleps associated with their
tuition~aid programs, DOE eontracto}s indicated the level of support they
receive from local e@uentional institutions in nine aspects of training. (See l
Appendix B,.question 13.) These responses are'collapsed into three basic
categories: no support, i.e., no support requested by DOE contractors or .
provided by educational institutions; some support,“i.e., DOE contractor and
local educational institutions working relationships o oncé a year or less;
and considerable sup?ort, i.e., DOE contractor and locald>educational
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the percentages in each catégory for the nine aspects of training.
Thirty-three (70%) of the DOE contractor survey participants completed this

soction of the questionnaire., = {

»

TABLE 10. LEVEL OF SUPPORT TO DOE CONTRACTORS FROM LOCAL
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

, :

: institutions working relationships of two or more times a year. Table 10 lists

»
Y

e J

v

Where no sipport .18 provided to DOE-contractors,—generally no requesis have
bsen made. When requested, however, local e&ucational institutions ten& to -
provide assistance in several aspects of training. Over 608 of the DOE
éontrnctors receive conniderable support rppn nearby educational_inatitutions

-

-~
-

No " Some Considerable
Aapecta of training support aupport ——support
_ Partiadpate in community industry/ .
; " labor/education groups to assist .
in meeting worker edpcatipnvneeda 30 24 . ke
T Deviiai trainins materials and
conduct sessions to meet conpany .
training requirements . 48 9 43
Participate in planning related )
to the tuition-aid program 705 15 15
_Publicize courses and programs to ~
recruit potential participants 26 13 ) 61
Conduct colurses on company pbenisea 43 18 ' 39
COnduct courses uith enrollnont open > !
only to company employees 61- 15 24
Offer specialized technical courses
on a one time basis or before courses
appear in college catalog - 52 24 24
Allow qualified company eamployees to
4instruct the company, courses on a
part-time basis _ 43 14 43
Provide noncredit short courses in ‘
specialized technical fields k] 21 36
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1n publicizing courses and programs to .recruit potential participants while
over- 40§ indicate that they receive considerable support in planning workers'
‘eduostionnl needs and in.developing training materials for cgnduéting company
treining-sessions. On the other hand, 61% of the Doé contractors receive no
support from local eduostionsl institutions in oonducting courses with
enrollnent open only to conpsny employees, and 70% receive no support in
planning their tuition-aid programs. Few requests for sid or support from
.surrounding educational institutions are made for these two aspects of
~training, probsbly because they are considered in-house activities by DOE
contrsctors. :
) DOE contractor tuition-aid progrsns affect nearby educational institutions.
In a few cases, it appears that DOE contractors do not perceive these local-
- educstional institutions as ‘the most appropriate sources for providing the
specielized trsining required for their psrticuler workforce. Many DOE
contractors, hpwever, do indicate closae working relationships with-nearby
colleges and universities, although one survey respondent replied that
"universities often are not at, the forefront of scientific and msnaserial

state-of-the-'art in their curricula.® Through triining department

nearby educational institutions. In these cases, the Inployee-student receives
r

both tuition aid from the employer snd'college credit from the educational

— ——institution:- In~additionr-21_DOB.£acilitiss_use naterials developed at nearby

v coordinators., 11 contractors offer employees eqﬁio—visusi courses developed at .

-~

educational institutions for their own in-house ‘training courses. ITwo i

instances exist where DOE contractors have helped to develop graduate programs”
that address spocifie labor skills required within theZr workforces. Prior to
their derelop-ent, few nearby opportunities existed for obtsiniﬁg graduate
degrees in these techniosl 8skills areas. The involved DOE contractors meshad
their financial backing and their interested elployees to meet their critical

workforce needs.

w
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" SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

All 47 DOE contractor survey participants report the existence of tuition-
ais programs at ﬁheir!raoilitios. These progrars have been in operation from

twe years to more than 32 years, the age of the DOE contractor system at the

.

time of the survey.

The objectives that DOE contractors rate of greatest. irportanca for
tuition-aid programs are to aid employees in poraohal dovelopiont, to improve .
employee job porrorlanco. and to prepare elployeea for futd;éﬁoo;bnny assign- A
ments. The major 1don§1ried obJootivoa of DOE contractor tuition-aid prograns
are identical to. those reportad in private industry.

Thirty-nine DOE contractor tuition—aid plana were received and analyzed.
Although the oontont varies from plan to plan. ainilnritiea exist. DOE con-
tractors encourage qualified olployodh to further their education and training.
They provide varying amounts of cost reinburaononi. The majority provide
financial assistance only for courses that are either job-related or degree-
oriented. Course -enrollment is usuilly employee initiated, "but management
approved. Few DOE contractors allow coursea to be taken on company time, as is
also the case in the private uoctor of the U.S. economy.

Eighty-five percent of the DOE contractor tuition-aid programs are adminis-
tered by specific company orghnizational entities, i.e., offices, departments,
divisions. Ecducation and training departments nndhporsonnol services offices

generally perform the.major management responsibiiities. A few DOE contractor

tuition-aid programs (6§) are uniyi?!tti‘tdlintatored:“--; —
The most prevalent method of financing tuition-aid progr]ns is for each
company department or division to be financially éosponsible for tuition

* . expenses aoouiu%ntod by its assigned employees. Tui}ion—aid expenses are also

paid through staff line budgets, central company budgets, and overhead indirect

funds. ’ !
/

The implementation and vperations of DOE contractor tuition-aid drograms
are widely disporaod throughout the company. All supervisory personneil show ’
some degree of roaponsibility for effective tuition-aid program oporation, with

‘tho rirst-lino supervisor-of-the-tuition-aid participant assuming the key role.

The supervisor involvement includes initially introducing employees to the
tuition-aid oonoopt, advising eaployees on appropriato'onroer patterns, and
ensuring that new knowledge is used directly on the job.

¥ “

Y
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Eligibility for tuition-aid among the DOE- contractor survey respondents
varies, Sixty-five percent require full-time employnent status; whereas 21
indicate eligibility for certain part-time employees. Forty=-one percent place
reinbureemeng_linitations on employees with other sources of financial assis-

\ &

{
\

tance. Sixty—eignt percent reimburse employees only if they complete courses
with a grade of C or betteér. Sixteen percent stipulate time or money paybacks
from tuition-aid rectpients. Twenty-two pe %ent require 'for tuition-aid

_eligibility fron six months to twou years of company eerviee time. Sixtaen

percent impose- poet-tuition—aid requircments of time or money. Many of these’
same a;ipulatione.tor tuition-aid .eligibility are prevalént in U.S. industry

surveys. ;

Tuition-aid«expensee;inoneaaedAfnonlﬁliz_nillion*in FY78 to $2.1 million-in =

FY80. The overage expenditure.per‘participant was $243 in FYT79. The
anticipgted average expenditure per Ddf.contractor employee was $18 in FY80.
Both averages compargd favor;bly with similar results reported in U.S. private
indvstry surveys. ‘ .

The nuzber of DOE contractor tuition-aid recipients increased from 6977 in
FY78 to an expected 8096 in FYB80. By facility size and by facility ‘function,
employee participation ranged from 7% to 10%, slightly higher than the reported
participation rates in private U.S. companies.

DOE contractors rate highly five positive effects of their tuition-aid
programs. These include improved career development within the _company,
increased employee eatiafaction, inproved etfbctiveneas of managerisl .
personnel, ipproved effectiveness of aoientieta, engineers, and techniciars,
and'improved‘effecoiveneas of clerical -employees. Faw perceive any
difficulties or liabilities associated iith.their tuition-aid programs.

Many DOE contractors paintain close relationships with local educational

_ institutions when their interests and efforts are mutually benaficial.

Publicizing courses and 'programs to.recruit polentiel participants is one
aspect of education end training where con3iderable.support is offered to DOE
contractors from local educational institutions. In a few cases, gnaduuten
degree programs, have been developed to meet DOE..contractor workforce needs.
DOE.oon&negtor tuition-aid programs fulfill many of the expsctations of

»

Veiry. .

X

employees, enployera, unions, and educational institutions. Although finaqped,
administered, and operated in various- ways, these programs of educationel )
assistance appear to have benef'ited both employer and employee. A future study

40
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of DOE contractor tuition-aid participants and their subsequent job per-
‘fot:nnqea, however, would yield more dbfinitive results on the benefits of DOE
contractor tuition-aid.
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What is TRADE? . . ) ,

TRAINING RESOURCES AND DATA E)S,(_I.HANQE

‘-,
Please reply to:

S
v PRI
*

Training Resources and Data Exchange (TRADE) refers ~—~———
to a series of activities designed to increase communica-
tion and exchange of ideas, information, and resources .
among Department of Energy contractor facilities in the
field of human resource development. TRADE activities
are planned and implemented by the DOE Contractor TRADE
Committee. Representatives from ten DOE facilities com-
prise the Committee. The Committee Charter, adopted in
November 1978 spec1f1es that: .

"The urpose of the DOE Contractor Tra1n1ng
Resou®8es. Exchange Committee (to.be known as

the Project TRADE Committee) is to encourage:
and facilitate the exchange of ideas, tech-
niques, and resources for improving human -
resource development within the DOE contrac-

tor community. This mey be accomp11shed
«through the following:

Training Resources Inventories
Conferences/Workshops
Publications

Task Groups"

Who is involved in TRADE activitieé?

The Department of Energy contractor system is com-
prised of over 60 laboratories and production facilities
owned by -DOE and operated by independent organizations
under the provisions of a prime contract. At the present!
time, the DOE contractor network includes over 100,000
workers with cumulative capital investments greater than
$12 billion. Two-thirds of these facilities have partic-
ipated in one or more TRADE activities within the last
three years.




How is the Department of Energy involved?

The strength of TRADE rests with its emphasis on peer-to-peer exchange.
TRADE activities are undertaken by DOE contractors for DOE contractors. _ -
Some TRADE activities have also proven to be beneficial to organizations
outside of the DOE system, including other federal agencies and educational
institutions. Representatives from the Office of Industrial Relations (OIR),
DOE, serve as advisors to the TRADE Committee. From the very beginning,

OIR has supported TRADE as a mechanism for maintaining the effectiveness
and quality of.the contractor work force.

May 1982 .
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. " ’ Appendix B o ) L . ' ‘/
~PLEASE RESPOND BY JULY 28, 1980 ' TRADE .

- SURVEY OF EMPLOYEE TUITION-AID PLANS ’ / -

For the purposes of this study, “employee tuition-aid pian" is defined as any formai pro-
gram through which an organization oflers financial assistance to some or all of its
employees to encourage them to complete courses of study on-or off company
premises. The.assislance covers a substantial portion of the tuition chaiged by the

Name of Person Completing this Questionnaire:

Title: educationai institution or private company conducting the course; It may aiso allow for
PPN v laboratory fees, books, iransportation, or other relstedxpenses, The courses (whether
Organization: - — taken at company request or on the Initlative of eligible employess) have to bear at {east
N . N .. . an indirect relationship to the smployse's present or possible futyre joborbe necessary .
Office Phone: g ™ for a job-reialed graduate or undergraduate degree. :
30088000008 " " ‘ 17 ’ ] nessnen
» . ’ ,¥ ¥ . ) .-
_ 2 ‘ . “
) T - S.  Foreach of the following Items, what was the tolal number of dollars your organization pald
1. "How long” has your organization administered an .employes tultion-ald ‘program? under the tuition-aid ;’ulan for benelits to covered employees for the following years?:

o YOIrS
EYIOIE  EYIOI0  FY 1980  EY 19M
) €sT. E£sT.

2. What office administers the tultion-ald program? '

A. Total tultion payrhenta for employees . .

& B. Total ‘nymonh for student expenses
(=} .- other than tuition (such es books, . -
. . ‘ , tost (e0a, snd registration fees). .. ... .. :

3. Howls the adininistiation of your tuition-ald program budgetec? C. Adminlstration of the progrem. . ......

: - . > . D. Whet were your uqu{lu"oﬁ"! totel ex.
: - : : : - ; . .v'ad‘l';:m or employee eduction snd *
. n -

~ WweImng.., ... R R P e T ) »

- .

6. 'How many employses (union and non-union) were'on your payroll as of 5/31/807

4. Brielly explain the tuition-aid plans in relationship to your total training activitles;
‘ 7. How many of your eligible empioyees have used the tultion-sid program?

SR el R
. nters . .
1976 >
1977 : -
- 1972 -
1wy
’ 1900 (os1.)

S

(W1

(75N
<h

ERIC ‘ ’ '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




8  Approximnately what percentage of the following categories of eligible personnel used the
employee tuition-aid program In FY 19797
{Please check | not eligibie) -

Cstogery %

Net Eligible
A. Sclentists —_— —_—
8. Enginesrs —_— .
- C. Techniclane ‘__ —_
' D. Craltomen R

* E. Manegerisl Personnel —_
. “F. Other -

9. Who must ﬁlvo lormal approval-to. each employee’s application for tuition-ald?

~ . Formel Apprevel .
' Ne Yas
A. Employese’s Immedists superviser ....0 [}
8. Superviser of educstion and training ..O o
o~ C. Personnel depertment .............. 0 (n)
. -
0. Jolnluunbaoduculonemmm'n ...0 = o *
< 4 -
v . " E m oduenllopol Inétitutien offering the, o o '
F. Other com o1 union represenisilves -
(POave SQEHY By IO -« sreertres o o

10. Whal Is the role of the employee's iImmediate supervisor In terms of publicizing, Initiating,
scieening, approving, or monitoring participation in the tuition-ald program?

At

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

. s o gy ———

l ERIC -

* A consider.
Not s nllon [ %)
factor '
otoll lmponm! - Important
To recrult )
employees...... o 0 {2
Teo update
:elon:ln‘t:; and englneers’
nlllo 10 ehm .
echnelegy ..-... o (] o -
To WO uchnlclm
lo -
technology ..... a U (u]
Te s m ¥
updat . ’m
and shilis te ~ .
ch .
technelogy ..... 0 0 o
. Te updats clerical
sonnei’s knowledge N
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-Ooes yo\n organiation use in-plantaudiovisual instruction of university or coliege coursas?
yes __ . no

1 YES, are persons who receive the lnslvuclion considmd to be part of the tuition-aid plan.
(Mease expiain your answer) . '

e « «

P : ’ . Please return the éompiolod questionnaire te:

John R. Doggette '
Oak Ridge Assoclated Universities

© PO, Box 117 v
S. Do you perceive any dilficulties or liabllities associated with your tuition-aid program? - ) . Oak Ridge, Tennesses 37830 :
It 30; what are they? - FIS 626.3414 ‘ N
(615) 576-3414 - : ’

" nullnhlo. plono submit the following with the completed quoﬂlomuln

e . . * A copy of the letest dncdpuon of your:
- : - tuition-ald .plan Including reguiations, -
. bylaws, and any other documents which
< - 8 . . govern the plan,

* A blank.copy of the .tultion-ald plma .
omployn spplication form,

aw

. * Any wrltten ducvipllon of -application
« . - . procedures for omployn wllclpmm
‘ In the plan.

. * Coples of any statistice! or narrative N
. seports on the operation of tha tuitlon. -
ald plen.

* Coples -of any bulletin board notices
and other planned publicity for
employees.
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APPENDIX C
PARTICIPANTS IN TRADE SURVEY OF EMPLOYEE TUITION-AID PLANS

Contractor

Associated Universities, Inc.
Battelle Memorial Institute N
BCS Richland, Inc.
Bendix Corporation
: Couputer Sciences Corporation
: € .EG&G Idaho, Imc.
4 _ - EG&G, Inc., Las Vegas Area Operations -
.t Exxon Nuclear Idaho Co., Inc.
Fenix:and Sciaaon, Inec.
“.General Atomic Company
Genaral Electrioc- Co-pany -~ Nuclear
Diviaion
Genaral Electric Company - Nuclear
Division .
Goodyear Atomic Corporation
Hanford Enviromnmental Health ™und.
Jowa State University
Jones (J. A.) Construction Servioeiég
Lovelace Medical ‘Foundation
Lummus (C. E.) Corporation
Mason and Hanger - Silas Mason Co.,
' Inc.
Midwest Research Institute
_Monsanto Research Corporation
National Lead Company of Ohio
Oak Ridge Associated Univeraitiea
Prinbeton University
Reynolds Electrical & Engineering
Corporation -
RMI Company
Rockwell Hanford Operations
Rockwell International, Energy Syatens
Group .
Rockwell Internat:lonal Energy Systeas
Group
Rust Engineerins Corporation
Stanford University -
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division
Union Carbide Corp., Nuclear Division
Universities Research Assoc., Inc.
University of California
University of California
University of California
s University of Chicago and Argonne
Universities Association

-

]

'Pinellas -Plant : - N
- Portanouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant

. Ames Laboratory

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory

Facilities

Brookhaven National Laboratory
Pacific Northwest Laboratory
Richland Area i

Kansas City Plant ‘ o
Las Vegas Area TN
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

EG&G ‘Energy Measureaents Group

Exxon. Nuclear Laboratory :

Las Vegas Area -

General Atomic Company

General Electric Company

{

Richland Area

Richland Area ' - ‘
Lovelace Medical Foundation .
Chicago Operations '

Pantex Plant -

Solar Energy heaparch Institute
Mound Facility

National Lead Company of Ohio
Oak Ridge Associated Universities

Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory ’ .
Las Vegas Area

RMI Company
Hanford Production Operations
Energy Technology Engineering Center

Rocky Flats Plant

Oak Ridge Area .
Stanford Linear Acelerator Center

Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant

Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Paducah Gaseous Diffuaion Plant

Y-12 Plant .

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory . "
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

Los Alamos National Laboratory
Argonne National Laboratory

Qu
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APPENDIX C

Amcxm'rs IN TRADE. SURVEY OF
mm.orh\x TUITION-AID PLANS (continued)

A
\

v

Contractor \\
University of Tennessee \
Vitro Engineering.Company \
wackenhut Services, Inc. \
Western Electric Company \
Western Electric. Company
Westinghouse Electric Corp.

Zia Company

Facilities

Comparative Animal Research Laboratcry
Richland Area

Lss Vegas Area

Sandia National Laboratories (CA) -
Sandia M:tional Laboratories (NM)
Hanford hngineering Development Lab. <
Los Alal?s Area f
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