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Dear Honored Member of Congress:
The federal government is not too big! To the contrary, in 1964, there were 2.5 million
federal employees serving a U.S. population of about 192 million. In 2014, there were 2.7
million federal employees serving a U.S. population of over 318 million. The size of the federal
government has not kept pace with either the population or with the growth of new agencies and
departments.
Federal employees are not overpaid! In reality, the attorneys, doctors, engineers, scientists,
and others professionals who work for the federal gover11111ent would be paid at least 23
percent more in the private sector.
Federal employees are citizens too! It is time that Congress recognizes that dedicated
federal employees are citizens, taxpayers and voters. They face increasing economic pressure
each year as Congress continues to target them. If these attacks continue much longer, the best
and brightest in America will choose not to become Federal employees. Who will be left to run
the day-to-day business of America?
The U.S. EPA does not kill the economy! If that statement were true, then the economy
would have failed back in the 1970s. On the contrary, the economy has flourished, and a new
environmental sector of well-paying jobs has grown nationally - due directly to the
environmental laws passed by Congress. Moreover, over 65 percent ofEPA's budget is passed
tlu·ough via contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and interagency agreements to contractors,
municipalities, states, tribal authorities, and other federal agencies. Additional cuts to EPA's
budget would negatively impact the economy of many small communities in virtually all
Congressional Districts.
AFGE Council 238 urges you to oppose any legislation that will weaken the government's
ability to attract the best and the brightest to federal civilian service.

P.O. Box 2546, Chicago, IL 60690 • www.AFGECouncil238.org

AFGE National Council of EPA Locals #238
February 2017

AFGE Council 238 and its affiliated locals represent over 9,000 highly dedicated employees
working within the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) nationwide. The Council is
comprised of 14 locals at the following locations:
EPA Headquarters
Research Triangle Park, NC (Local 3347)
Washington, DC (Local 3331)
EPA Regional Offices
Region 1 in Boston, MA (Local 3428)
Region 6 in Dallas, TX (Local 1003)
Region 2 in New York, NY (Local 3911)
Region 7 in Kansas City (Local 907)
Region 3 in Philadelphia, PA (Local 3631)
Region 8 in Denver, CO (Local 3607)
Region 4 in Atlanta, GA (Local 534)
Region 9 in San Francisco, CA (Local 1236)
Region 5 in Chicago, IL (Local 704)
Region 10 in Seattle, WA (Local 1110)
EPA Laboratories and Satellite Offices
National Vehicle & Fuel Emissions Laboratory in Ann Arbor, MI (Local 3907)
Robert S. Kerr Research Laboratory in Ada, Oklahoma (Local 2900)
Western Ecology Division Laboratory in Corvallis & Newport, OR (Local 1110)
El Paso, Texas (Local 1003)
Grosse Ile, Michigan (Local 704)
Helena, Montana (Local 3607)
Houston, Texas (Local 1003)
Lakewood, Colorado (Local 3607)
Tulsa, Oklahoma (Local 1003)
Westlake, Ohio (Local 704)
AFGE Council 238’s mission is to work with the Agency to constantly improve workplace
conditions so that each EPA employee has the opportunity, support and tools needed to
accomplish the Agency’s mission and advance in their chosen fields and careers.
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Clean Air and Water
February 2017
INTRODUCTION
x
x
x
x

Americans value clean water and clean air.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and its counterparts at the State, Local
and Tribal level work together to protect water and air quality.
EPA plays a unique role in addressing these issues in cases where the concerns are interstate
and/or States or Tribes do not have their own programs to protect these resources.
The EPA provides research to understand these problems, and also acts as one of the
components among its partners to provide a system of checks and balances in developing
credible solutions.

PROBLEM
x

x

The U.S. still has significant water quality problems – addressing these concerns through the
Clean Water Act (CWA) will result in Americans being able to swim and fish where the
water is currently not safe enough to do so. It will also help protect and restore water
supplies so that they become, or continue to be, safe to drink.
Air quality remains to be fully addressed. Through the Clean Air Act (CAA), EPA and its
partners have made progress in cleaning up the air, yet there continue to be problems that
pose health threats to the American people.

IMPACTS
x
x
x
x
x
x

1
2

Protecting rivers and streams via the CWA results in more water bodies available for fishing,
swimming and drinking for all Americans.
The CWA protects wetlands (“nature’s kidneys”), resulting in natural filtration of water
pollutants and providing habitat for wildlife.
As of 2014, 32% of rivers and streams had been assessed in the United States, with 71.3%
found to be water quality impaired.1
As of 2014, 44.3% of lakes, reservoirs and ponds had been assessed in the United States,
with 54.9% found to be water quality impaired.2
CAA protections result in a healthier American public and lower health costs.
In 2010, CAA protections prevented 13,000,000 lost work days, 3,200,000 lost school days,
1,700,000 asthma exacerbation cases, 86,000 cases of chronic bronchitis, and much more.

https://ofmpub.epa.gov/waters10/attains_nation_cy.control#total_assessed_waters
See supra at 1.

4

x

x

Despite improvements, more work is needed with respect to air quality. In 2015,
approximately 127 million people were living in 241 counties where monitors were
exceeding the ozone standard.
In 2015, the U.S. also registered a combined total of 675 days where air quality was deemed
“unhealthy for sensitive groups or above,” according to the EPA’s Air Quality Index (among
35 U.S. cities for ozone and fine particulates (<2.5 microns in size)).3

RECOMMENDATIONS
EPA urges Congress to support the Agency’s budget and its work towards clean water and air, so
it and partners can continue to protect Americans’ health.
QUESTIONS? Please contact Jim Berkley, Environmental Engineer, AFGE Local 3607, via email at berkley.jim@epa.gov or via telephone at (303) 312-7102.

3

https://gispub.epa.gov/air/trendsreport/2016/
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AFGE National Council of EPA Locals #238
EPA Funding and America’s Infrastructure Crisis: EPA Needs More Staff
and Dollars
February 2017
INTRODUCTION
x
x

x

x

x

x

Clean air, land and water are a national priority fully supported by the American public.
At the end of November 2016, EPA released its Drinking Water Action Plan (DWAP). The
plan can be found at www.epa.gov. The challenges identified in the DWAP included aging
infrastructure; limited funding and management capacity (especially in small and
disadvantaged communities); challenges in maintaining robust state oversight; degradation of
water sources; risks to human health from unregulated contaminants; and threats associated
with climate/extreme weather. In the report, EPA identified the 20-year needs for drinking
water infrastructure under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) at $384 billion.
In its Clean Watersheds Needs Survey, EPA identified that there are also $271 billion in
needs under the Clean Water Act (CWA). See www.epa.gov/cwns. This is a 20-year
forecast of needs for wastewater treatment plants (WWTP), pipe repairs, new pipes,
combined sewer overflow controls, storm water management, and recycled water
distribution. The needs in all these categories combined cover 14,691 publicly-owned
WWTP serving over 234 million people. The needs for non-point source pollution control
and new or replacement septic systems are in addition to the above.
On December 6, 2016, EPA issued its interim-final rules under the Water Infrastructure &
Financing Act of 2014. See www.epa.gov/wifia. This program, intended to supplement the
existing State Revolving Fund (SRF) programs under both the SDWA and the CWA, is
targeted at projects with costs exceeding $20 million for large communities and $5 million
for communities less than 25,000.
The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) gave America's infrastructure an almost
failing grade of D+ in its 2013 report, up slightly from a D in ASCE’s 2009 report. See the
report at www.infrastructure.org. ASCE identified more than $3.6 trillion in outstanding
infrastructure needs through 2020, with an estimated funding shortfall to meet those needs of
$1.6 trillion. The key areas of infrastructure analyzed by ASCE that are supported by EPA’s
budget (drinking water, wastewater, and hazardous waste) all received a D; only solid waste
was acceptable at B-. For drinking water, ASCE reports there are over 240,000 water main
breaks per year in the United States -- a direct result of our aging infrastructure and lack of
funds to repair it or invest in new infrastructure.
The American Water Works Association estimates that it could cost in excess of $1 trillion
just to replace aging water mains over the period 2011-2035. See www.awwa.org.
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PROBLEM
x

x
x

x

The FY 2016 Omnibus Bill provided Safe Drinking Water SRF (SDWSRF) funding at only
$863.2 billion. This is down $43 million from FY 2015, and is $322 million less than the
White House request. Funding for FY 2017 is level with FY 2016, based on the Continuing
Resolution. This is clearly an inadequate level of funding, considering the age of the water
infrastructure in the United States, and the estimated $1 trillion cost just to replace aging
water mains. In its recently released Drinking Water Action Plan, EPA identified 20-year
needs for drinking water infrastructure under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) at $384
billion.
EPA’s FY 2017 budget has yet to be passed; the Agency is operating on a CR through
April 28, 2017. The funding provided via the CR is inadequate to carry out the mission.
The CR provides an inadequate investment in the environment and for the infrastructure that
supports America’s drinking water, wastewater, storm water; and hazardous waste clean-ups
under both the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Superfund, and Great
Lakes clean-up under the Great Lakes Legacy Act.
For FY 2017, based on passage of the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation
(WIIN) on December 10, 2016, only $20 million was appropriated for the program for FY
2017. Some emergency funding for the water crisis in Flint, Michigan was also appropriated
as part of WIIN.

IMPACTS
x

x

With needs this great, the amount of money spent each year is not keeping up. For example,
in 2015, the combined SDWA and CWA SRFs funded $7.9 billion in projects with combined
EPA and State match monies. HUD also provided about $333 million in federal block grants
to support water and wastewater infrastructure, and USDA provided about $1.5 billion in
grants and loans to small communities in 2015. The $9.7 billion in projects funded in one
year is a drop in the bucket compared to the $660 billion in documented needs. See
www.epa.gov/wifia.
ASCE estimated that, if the current trends persist, in 2020 the required capital investment for
water and wastewater will be approximately $126 billion, with an anticipated funding gap of
$84 billion. By 2040, the needs will have escalated to $195 billion, with a funding gap of
$144 billion, unless strategies to address the gap are implemented in the intervening years. In
its report, ACSE further estimated that, between 2011 and 2020, the costs to U.S. households
and businesses due to unreliable water and wastewater infrastructure will be $21 billion
annually, and $206 billion cumulatively. These inadequate water and wastewater systems are
also estimated to have major adverse impacts on U.S. business sales and GDP over the period
from 2011 through 2040 of -$7.5 trillion in sales and -$4.1 trillion in GDP.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
x

x

x
x
x

The case for increased Federal investment in water and wastewater infrastructure, as well as
other infrastructure investments funded as part of EPA’s budget (cleaning up Superfund,
brownfield and RCRA sites, cleaning up the Great Lakes under the Legacy Act, etc.) is
compelling. If the nation fails to meet the investment needs of the next 20 years, it risks
reversing the public health, environmental, and economic gains of the past three decades.
Increasing federal funding for infrastructure investment by increasing EPA’s budget and
workforce will result in creation of greater private sector employment. Additional funding
for staffing at EPA will enable EPA to support mission-critical work protecting human health
and the environment, as well as making investments in the U.S. infrastructure. Funding to
fill this critical needs gap in infrastructure will be an investment in America’s future and will
serve as an engine for growth in jobs, the GDP, household income, and exports.
Increase the EPA budget to support an increase of at least 500 staff for FY 2017 and
beyond.
Increase CWASRF funding from $1.39 billion in FY 2016 to at least $2.0 billion per year for
FY 2017 and beyond.
Increase the SDWSRF funding to allow the nationwide drinking water needs to be met in 10
years. This would require an annual investment of $38.4 billion annually for FY 2017
and beyond. This will allow existing infrastructure to be replaced over a 10-year period and
prevent future adverse public health impacts.

QUESTIONS? Please contact Michael Mikulka, President, AFGE Local 704, via e-mail at
mmikulka05@gmail.com or via telephone at (815) 353-9175.
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AFGE National Council of EPA Locals #238
Advocating Scientific Ethics and Integrity
February 2017
INTRODUCTION
x

x

Scientific ethics and integrity are a requisite for sound science and the development of good
environmental policy. Public confidence in EPA depends on its scientists’ ability to conduct
analysis and carry out their scientific research without political interference and, by
extension, with the freedom to express diverse scientific opinion as well as report any
distortion, manipulation, or suppression of their work without fear of retribution.
The integrity of EPA rests on the appropriate use of scientific information in decision making
and making clear the distinction between policies based on scientific principle and those
based on politics and economics. Yet, over the past couple of decades, an unprecedented
level of political and bureaucratic interference has threatened the integrity of EPA and the
scientific method. Scientific thought has been manipulated to embrace environmental
policies that have little, if any, bearing on the scientific method.

PROBLEM
x
x

Congress has conducted repeated hearings with EPA concerning the lack of transparency and
the integrity of its scientific decision making process.
In February 2008, The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) surveyed and interviewed EPA
staff. UCS concluded from its investigation that EPA is “an agency under siege from political
pressures.”1 Hundreds of scientists reported political interference in their work, significant
barriers to the free communication of scientific results, and concerns about the Agency’s
effectiveness. These attacks on scientific ethics and integrity have significantly reduced
employee morale and productivity.

IMPACTS
x

The lead poisoning of the Flint, Michigan, water supply is an example of the impact of poor
scientific integrity at EPA. In this case, EPA management failed to take appropriate action when
presented with scientific information that demonstrated the Flint water system had severe problems
with lead contamination. Lead contamination is a huge public health problem. As with the
Hippocratic Oath for physicians, environmental scientists and management -- whether developing
policy or conducting experiments -- owe the public the best possible advice to protect their wellbeing.

Union of Concerned Scientists Report, Interference at the EPA: Science and Politics at the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, April 2008.

1
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x

Higher quality science will save money by helping provide greater accuracy and precision to the
information EPA utilizes for policy decisions, which will increase efficiency, improve health
outcome, and potentially lower compliance costs.

RECOMMENDATIONS
What We Want Congress to Do:
x

x
x
x

Provide statutory support for an unbiased technical arbitration process similar to that used for
resolving labor/management disputes as addressed by the Federal Service LaborManagement Relations Statute. This process should be multi-level and allow for an appeal
process. At its lowest level it should be peer-based. Involvement with an external review
board or arbitrator need only occur when lower level resolutions are not forthcoming.
Continue to pressure EPA management to reform and to help reform the regulatory structure
to better meet 21st century environmental challenges.
Strengthen whistle-blower protections. Require a publication and communication policy that
limits agency review and is open to the public.
Depoliticize funding, monitoring, enforcement, and management decision-making to ensure
that the EPA is the robust, apolitical environmental agency that our country needs.

QUESTIONS? Please contact Dr. Russell Wiener, Secretary, AFGE Council 238 of EPA
Locals, via e-mail at wiener.russell@epa.gov or via telephone at (919)358-6453.
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AFGE National Council of EPA Locals #238
Ensuring EPA’s Emergency Response Capability
February 2017
INTRODUCTION
x

x

x

x

x

Historically, when in emergency “on-call” status, EPA’s Emergency Responders have been
permitted to take government-owned response vehicles to their residences during the evening
in the event they are mobilized.
The emergency response vehicles are exclusively used for, and intended to support, these
Agency personnel. Such on-call use is typically limited to overnight, and use for personal
business is strictly forbidden. Mileage accrued during each use is recorded at the start and
end of any such trip. Vehicles are also inspected each time they are taken off the premises or
returned.
Recently, EPA changed its policy,1 based on the Agency’s interpretation of General
Accountability Office (GAO) and General Services Administration (GSA) guidances,2,3
which severely restrict the use of government-owned vehicles.
EPA’s Emergency Responders, including On-Scene-Coordinators and Special Team
Members, are no longer permitted to use government-owned “passenger carriers” for “hometo-work” transportation.
Although well-intended, the Agency’s decision will be harmful to the effectiveness of the
EPA’s response program and will not serve the best interests of the nation in terms of
readiness and capacity to quickly respond to disasters or other emergency situations.

PROBLEM
x

Applying this policy to EPA’s Emergency Responders impairs their ability to promptly
respond to disasters or other emergency situations by depriving them of immediatelyavailable government-owned response vehicles. By not having immediate access to these
vehicles, EPA Emergency Responders are required to first commute to a location where these
vehicles are stored, and then to the scene of a disaster or emergency.

EPA Office of General Counsel Letter from Elise B. Packard, Associate General Counsel, to Vaughn Noga,
Director, Office of Administration, dated May 25, 2016
2
GAO: Decision, Office of the Comptroller of the United States, FILE: B-210555, June 3, 1983, Matter of: Use of
Government Vehicles for Transportation Between Home and Work.
3
GSA 5620.1 ADM P (Extended) GSA Internal Motor Vehicle Management, September 12, 2005, Chapter 4. Using
Government Passenger Carriers for Home-To-Work Transportation.
1

11

x

Following 9-11, the federal government, working in collaboration with state, local and other
partners, developed a National Response Plan,4 followed by the National Response
Framework,5 which set forth federal agencies’ (including EPA’s) roles and responsibilities
following natural or man-caused events. Paramount to fulfilling these responsibilities is the
ability to mobilize Emergency Responders quickly.

IMPACTS
x
x

x

The definition of “personal use” is misapplied in this situation. EPA emergency response
vehicles, much like police vehicles, are exclusively used for, and intended to support, the
emergency response of appointed Agency personnel.
Since only one EPA On-Scene-Coordinator is “on-call” in each of the EPA’s regions or
territories at one time, the number of vehicles at issue is very small, and regulated by a strict
duty schedule which is approved by management in advance. Therefore, the “fleet
management” problems experienced by other agencies do not apply.
The actions taken, or not taken, in the minutes and hours immediately following catastrophic
events substantially affect the speed and efficiency of all subsequent response actions. Also,
the greatest potential to take actions to save lives and property is in the immediate aftermath
of such events.

RECOMMENDATIONS
What We Want Congress to Do:
x

x

We are asking the Congress to carefully review the Agency’s new policy precluding
Emergency Responders from using government-owned response vehicles to commute to and
from their residences during their on-call duty day. The practice in the Agency, which has
been in existence for some years, has no history of abuse and is well-managed.
On-Scene Coordinators and Special Team members must have access to response vehicles in
order to perform initial assessments and coordination activities as quickly as possible. Their
integral role in reacting to emergencies at the state, local, and national levels is so great as to
warrant that a specific exception be afforded them so that this mission of the EPA is not
compromised. This request is being made solely for purpose of ensuring the efficiency of the
service, and protecting public health and the environment.

QUESTIONS? Contact Gary Morton, President, AFGE Local 3631, via e-mail at
morton.gary@epa.gov or via telephone at (215) 814-3159.

Department of Homeland Security, National Response Plan, December 2004.
Department of Homeland Security, National Response Framework, May 2013. Note: Emergency Support Function
#10, Oil and Hazardous Materials Response; Emergency Support Function Coordinator, USEPA.
4
5
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AFGE National Council of EPA Locals #238
EPA Must Properly Allocate Workforce
February 2017
INTRODUCTION
x

x
x
x
x

Since its inception in 1970, EPA’s responsibilities have grown significantly as Congress
enacted an increasing number of environmental laws, as well as major amendments to those
statutes.1 The number of EPA personnel grew from about 5,000 to over 18,000 in 1999. As
the number of personnel has increased, so did EPA’s infrastructure.2
Recently, however, EPA’s Full-time Equivalent (FTE)3 level has been reduced to about
15,000,4 despite increased workloads.
Since EPA’s formation, a comprehensive study has not been completed to analyze the
Agency’s mission and the related number and location of employees.
In 2010, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) reported on the continuing failure of
EPA to implement workload and workforce analysis planning.5
The EPA Office of the Inspector General (OIG) continues to report that EPA’s offices have
not conducted a systematic workload analysis or identified workforce needs for budget
justification purposes. Such analysis is critically important to mission accomplishment.6 This
weakness has been specifically cited in OIG Reports for fiscal years 2012-2016.

PROBLEM
x

x
x
x

EPA continues to “invest” and “disinvest” rather than properly allocating its workforce and
ensuring that its staff has the appropriate knowledge, skills and abilities (KSAs) to
accomplish the Agency’s mission to protect human health and the environment.
EPA needs to more broadly quantify what its full workload entails, so that it can more
effectively prioritize and allocate limited resources to accomplish agency work.
EPA lacks expertise in workload and workforce analysis.
EPA’s staff training needs and budget may not be adequately assessed/funded for the
workforce of the future.

See “Laws and Regulations,” U.S. EPA Website, accessed October 27, 2016, https://www.epa.gov/lawsregulations.
2
U.S. EPA Office of the Inspector General (OIG) Report to Stephen Johnson, EPA Administrator, EPA’s Key
Management Challenges for Fiscal Year 2008, July 2, 2008.
3
An FTE represents 2,080 work hours -- the equivalent of one person working full time for one year, calculated as
follows: 8 hours per day, times 5 work days per week, times 52 weeks per year.
4
See “EPA’s Budget and Spending,” U.S. EPA Website, accessed October 27, 2016,
https://www.epa.gov/planandbudget/budget.
5
GAO, “Workforce Planning: Interior, EPA, and the Forest Service Should Strengthen Linkages to Their Strategic
Plans and Improve Evaluation,” GAO-10-413, March 31, 2010.
6
U.S. EPA OIG Report, “EPA Key Management Challenges,” U.S. EPA OIG Website, accessed November 2, 2016,
https://www.epa.gov/office-inspector-general/key-management-challenges-epa-and-csb#EPA.
1

13

IMPACTS
x

x
x

The only way for the EPA to accomplish its mission is to have sufficient budget
resources, and ensure that it has the right people, working on the right things, at the right
time, with the right KSAs.
The lack of expertise in workload and workforce modeling affects the Agency’s human
capital management and strategic planning.
A complete and thorough workload analysis, followed by a workforce analysis would
provide the necessary information to properly determine FTE levels for the Agency
and link them to the budget.7,8

RECOMMENDATIONS
In addition to urging continued funding of EPA’s mission, AFGE Council 238 urges Congress to
require EPA to:
x

x
x

x

Incorporate workload and workforce modeling components into the Agency’s ongoing
process of strategic planning9 and human capital management strategy, as well as adding
these components to the five-year strategic plan. This would allow EPA to better estimate
the anticipated FTE levels, as well as KSAs needed, to adequately protect human health and
the environment.
Review programmatic needs, planning and current funding levels considering inflation and
the growth in statutory duties and responsibilities.
Develop a more detailed and exacting system for determining the number of FTEs, along
with the appropriate KSAs, required to meet mission objectives, and then allocate staff per
identified mission needs.
Carefully assess its staff’s training needs and support an enhanced training program. Ensure
that training the current workforce is supported by a sufficient budget.

QUESTIONS? Please contact Jeanne Schulze, Sergeant-at-Arms, AFGE Council 238 of EPA
Locals, via e-mail at schulze.jeanne@epa.gov or via telephone at 214-665-7254.

OIG Report to Stephen L. Johnson, Acting EPA Administrator, EPA’s Key Management Challenges 2005, April
25, 2005.
8
Office of Acquisition Management Can Strengthen Its Organization Systems, U.S. EPA Office of Inspector General
Report No. 2005-P-00006, February 17, 2005, Page 5.
9
U.S. EPA FY2014-2018 Strategic Plan; U.S. EPA National Service Center for Environmental Publications
Website, accessed October 27, 2016, https://www.epa.gov/nscep.
7
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Dallas, TX 75204
212.637.3777

tseng.antony@epa.gov
axtseng@gmail.com
afge3911@gmail.com

Telephone:
Cell Phone:
E-mail:
Home E-mail:
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214.665.7566
214.566.3730
steib.clovis@epa.gov
cloveman3@aol.com
clovis.1003@gmail.com

AFGE Council 238 Local Presidents List (cont.)
February 2017

Lucretia Myers, President
AFGE Local 907
11201 Renner Blvd.
Lenexa, Kansas 66219

Natasha Greaves, President
AFGE Local 1110
1200 6th Avenue, Suite 900 (M/S UNI 171)
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone:
Cell Phone:
E-mail:
Home E-mail:

Telephone:
Cell Phone:
E-mail:
Home E-mail:

913.551.7917
816.223.6937
myers.lucretia@epa.gov
lann.myers@gmail.com

Britta Copt, President
AFGE Local 3607
P.O. Box 1616
Denver, CO 80202-1616
Telephone:
Cell Phone:
E-mail:
Home E-mail:

206.553.7079
206.660.2001
greaves.natasha@epa.gov
greavesn@gmail.com
afgelocal1110r10@gmail.com

Dennis E. Miller, President
AFGE Local 2900
Kerr Research Center P.O. Box 1198
919 Kerr Research Drive
Ada, OK 74820
Telephone:
Facsimile:
E-mail:
Home E-mail:

303.312.6229
303.941.3696
copt.britta@epa.gov
brittacopt@gmail.com

580.436.8567
580.235.7938
miller.dennise@epa.gov
afgelocal2900@gmail.com

Thelma K. Estrada, President
AFGE Local 1236
c/o U.S. EPA, Region 9
75 Hawthorne St., Mail Code RC-2
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mark Coryell, President
AFGE Local 3907
P.O. Box 130858
Ann Arbor, MI 48113-0858

Telephone:
Cell Phone:
E-mail:
Home E-mail:

Telephone:
Cell Phone:
E-mail:
Home E-mail:

415.972.3866
510.386.6244
estrada.thelma@epa.gov
thelma.estrada@gmail.com

17

734.214.4446
coryell.mark@epa.gov
afge3907@gmail.com

NOTES
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NOTES
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AFGE National Council of EPA Locals #238
John J. O’Grady, President
Telephone: 630.699.6106
E-mail: presidentcouncil238@gmail.com

Headquarters (Washington, DC)
AFGE Local 3331
Nate James, President

Region 6 (Dallas, TX)
AFGE Local 1003
Clovis Steib, President

Region 1 (Boston, MA)
AFGE Local 3428
Steve Caldwell, President

Region 7 (Kansas City, KS)
AFGE Local 907
Lucretia Myers, President

Region 2 (New York, NY)
AFGE Local 3911
Anthony Tseng, President

Region 8 (Denver, CO)
AFGE Local 3607
Britta Copt, President

Region 3 (Philadelphia, PA)
AFGE Local 3631
Gary M. Morton, President

Region 9 (San Francisco, CA)
AFGE Local 1236
Thelma Estrada, President

Region 4 (Atlanta, GA)
AFGE Local 534
Dr. Priscilla Oliver, President

Region 10 (Seattle, WA)
AFGE Local 1110
Natasha Greaves, President

Region 5 (Chicago, IL)
AFGE Local 704
Michael J. Mikulka, President

Research Triangle Park
AFGE Local 3347
Silvia Saracco, President

National Vehicle & Fuel Emissions
Laboratory (Ann Arbor, MI)
AFGE Local 3907
Mark Coryell, President

Robert S. Kerr Research
Laboratory (Ada, OK)
AFGE Local 2900
Dennis Miller, President
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