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September 1999 PTC/MW Luncheon 

Date: Wednesday, September 8, 1999 
Time: 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.  Lunch is served at noon and is included in the registration fee. 

Place: Pier 7 Restaurant. 650 Water Street, SW, Washington, DC (1 block left of Hogates). 

Price: $16.00 members, $20.00 non-members. Free parking up to 3 hours. 

Menu: Medallions of New York Sirloin, Breast of Chicken Tarragon, Chef Salad, Broiled Filet of Sole 
and Scallops, Seafood Newburg with Rice, Vegetable Plate, or Fruit Plate. 

Reservations: Please contact Emma James at HumRRO in Alexandria.  Emma can be reached via voice mail 
at  (703) 706-5692 or e-mail at ejames@humrro.org.  Please include the following information 
in your message: name, membership status, menu selection, e-mail address, and telephone 
number.  The deadline for luncheon reservations is 2:00 p.m., Friday, September 3rd. 
Cancel by 2:00 p.m. Tuesday or else you must pay for your meal.  Members are welcome to 
come for the program only without having lunch.  (The program begins at approximately 12:45 
p.m.) 

Topic: Performance Appraisal:  Benchmarking and Practical Considerations 

Speaker: Dr. Jill K. Wheeler 
GEICO Direct 
Chevy Chase, MD 

Performance appraisal continues to be one of the most frustrating topics with which human resources professionals 
must deal.  Managers view performance appraisal as a time consuming and generally thankless task.  Employees often 
view the performance appraisal process with a sense of trepidation or mistrust.  How should organizations structure 
their performance appraisal process to (1) provide employees with performance feedback, (2) distribute rewards, (3) 
make administrative decisions, and (4) identify employees with potential?  Can any system support all these goals well? 
 Should employees be rated or ranked or both?  Should all employees be evaluated at the same time or should 
individual anniversary dates drive the process? 

Dr. Jill K. Wheeler will review the results of a recent benchmarking study and discuss practical considerations 
associated with implementing various performance appraisal systems.  Jill is presently Director of Staffing and 
Productivity with GEICO Direct in Chevy Chase, Maryland.  Previously, she was Manager of Selection Research at Bell 
Atlantic.  Jill received her M.A. and Ph.D. degrees from the University of Maryland in Industrial/Organizational 
Psychology.  She has held the positions of Treasurer and Secretary with PTC/MW and is currently serving as Editor of 
the PTC/MW Officers’ Manual. 
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President's Message 
Deirdre J. Knapp 
Human Resources Research Organization 
Having just come back from a brief vacation to the hills 
of Pennsylvania, I’m contemplating the approach to 
human resources programs in different environments.  I 
stayed for a few days in a hunting cabin (no running 
water – something I could live with a lot easier in college 
when I last visited this cabin!).  There are no cities or 
towns anywhere nearby, and folks seem pretty darned 
spread out.  I wondered to my host what folks living in 
the area do other than hunt.  Turns out that most of them 
are employed by a petroleum processing plant – the only 
significant employer around.  Now it seems to me that 
this situation puts this employer in a rather unique 
position.  The good news is that the employer has its 
pick of the local talent.  The pickings might be slim for 
some types of jobs, but there is no real competition for 
qualified persons.  It’s also conceivable that the employer 
might be held responsible by the community for 
employing as many local people as possible.  This would 
make job training a high priority and perhaps reduce the 
incentive to automate functions or otherwise look for 
ways to reduce staffing needs. Whatever the actual 
situation is for this company, I was struck by the extent to 
which this employer’s personnel programs are likely 
driven by very local, and probably fairly unique, 
considerations.  And of course, then I wonder how much 
this is true in other environments.   

Most of my experience has been with national testing 
programs such as selection systems for Federal 
agencies and professional certification programs. I would 
be very interested in learning more from those of you 
who work with testing programs that draw applicants 
primarily from the local area, especially if that area has 
unusual characteristics (remote location, mostly ESL 
speakers, low educational levels, etc.).  Do local 
considerations (as opposed to, for example, knowing 
about the needs of particular occupational groups) 
significantly influence your approach to selection, 
training, and other personnel programs?  If you have an 
interesting situation to share, consider writing an article 
for the newsletter or volunteering to present at a future 
PTC/MW luncheon. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   

Next PTC/MW Executive Board Meeting 
The next Executive Board meeting will be held on 
Monday, October 4th, at 5:45 p.m. at the American 
Institutes for Research.  Contact PTC/MW President 
Deirdre Knapp via telephone at (703) 706-5662 or e-mail 
at dknapp@humrro.org for more information. 
 

 

Cast Your Votes 
 

The ballots to vote for Year 2000 
PTC/MW officers are being mailed 

to members directly.  
Please return them to Bev Dugan, 

postmarked by September 17th. 
 
 
 

 

   ! 
 

October 13, 1999 
Come learn everything you  

need to know about biodata! 
 

On Wednesday, October 13, PTC/MW will hold a 
workshop entitled “Finding the Past that is Relevant for 
the Future: Biodata Form Development and Validation.” 

Dr. Garnett Stokes will discuss strategies for the 
development of biodata forms to be used as selection 
procedures.  Construct definition, item development, 
item screening, scaling, and validation strategies will be 
described.  Participants will have an opportunity to write 
and screen biodata items, focusing on issues of validity, 
faking, and potential applicant reactions. 

Register by September 27 and pay early registration 
fees:  
 Members:  $60 
 Non-Members:  $75 
 Students: $40 

After September 27, pay: 
 Member:  $70 
 Non-Members: $85 
 Students: $50 

 

Registration form in center of newsletter. 
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JULY WORKSHOP SUMMARY 
Team Performance Measurement and Training 
Jan Cannon-Bowers, Kim Smith-Jentsch, and 
Dana Milanovich 
Naval Air Warfare Center Training Systems Division 

Summary prepared by Suzanne Tsacoumis 
Human Resources Research Organization 

Jan Cannon-Bowers, Kim Smith-Jentsch, and Dana 
Milanovich presented an interesting workshop during 
which the recent advances in team performance and 
training were discussed. First, they discussed the 
importance of conducting research on teams by 
highlighting the number of performance errors and the 
on-going trend toward team-based organizations. In fact, 
many crucial tasks require coordination among different 
employees (e.g., surgical/emergency medical teams, 
aircrews/military teams, and law enforcement teams). In 
addition, the complexity of tasks and missions is 
increasing. 

Some of the characteristics associated with a team 
include: (1) two or more individuals, (2) multiple 
information sources, (3) meaningful task interde-
pendencies, (4) coordination among members, (5) 
common, valued goals, (6) specialized member roles 
and responsibilities, (7) task-relevant knowledge, (8) 
intensive communication, and (9) adaptive mechanisms. 
When trying to develop a system to measure team 
performance it is imperative to differentiate between 
taskwork and teamwork.  When measuring taskwork, 
one evaluates the knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
(KSAs) that enable an individual to perform his/her tasks 
and duties effectively (e.g., decision making, equipment 
operation). Measuring teamwork, however, involves 
evaluating the KSAs that allow an individual to perform 
effectively as part of a team (e.g., shared situational 
awareness, communication).  These KSAs are typically 
referred to as competencies. 

The nature of the required competencies often differs 
from one team to another. There are two important 
dimensions to consider when building a team 
competency framework: First, the stability of the tasks 
performed by the team (stable vs. variable); and 
secondly, the stability of the team membership (stable 
vs. variable). 

There are five basic requirements of a team 
performance measurement system in training. These 
include that the system: (1) is based on sound 
conceptualization of effective team performance, (2) 
distinguishes individual and team level performance, (3) 
provides a basis for specific performance diagnosis and 
feedback, (4) allows for defensibility of evaluations, and 
(5) supports operational use.  In general, the evaluation 

tools aimed at evaluating the team process include 
observational scales, content analysis events, and critical 
incidents.  The tools geared toward assessing the 
outcomes of teamwork include rating scales, team error 
analysis, and after action reviews. 

Research has demonstrated that general outcome 
feedback doesn’t really specify what is being performed 
well or what needs to be improved.  However, when 
preparing feedback associated with the processes, it is 
possible to be more specific and highlight strengths as 
well as areas of improvement.  Given this, tools should 
be developed to aid instructors and team leaders in 
providing feedback on team processes. 

Systems designed to measure team skills are faced with 
the same issues as other performance measurement 
processes.  First, the appropriate sources of data must 
be identified (i.e., outside observer, team leader or 
supervisor, peers and subordinates, and self). Also, 
there are a number of factors affecting the construct 
validity of ratings including the opportunities to 
demonstrate the KSAs, the number of skills assessed at 
one time, and the degree to which participants are aware 
of the skills that are going to be assessed (i.e., skill 
transparency). 

A system to assess individual taskwork skills can include 
a checklist of tasks that are scored by simply indicating 
whether a person performed the task or not. An 
assessment of teamwork KSAs should include 
behaviorally anchored rating scales. 

It is important to highlight the differences associated with 
teammate-generic competencies and teammate-specific 
competencies.  The former are transportable to any 
group of team members, are developed through 
experience and training on the task, and may be related 
to stable personality traits. In contrast, teammate-specific 
competencies are non-transportable and develop 
through experience and training together with a specific 
group of teammates.  It is important to train teams with 
stable membership on these specific competencies. 

Workshop attendees participated in an exercise during 
which they developed rating scales to evaluate a 
teammate’s competency.  The rating scales were divided 
into measuring one’s strengths and weaknesses on the 
various competencies, one’s preferences for performing 
the work, and one’s background/experience.  

The final discussion focused on training team skills 
through cross training to improve inter-positional 
knowledge and collective orientation, stress training to 
reduce subjective stress, and guided team self-
correction (e.g., team cohesion, collective efficacy) to 
improve teammate-specific knowledge and attitudes. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   
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When Are Punitive Damages Available Under Title VII? 
Emily K. Demonte and David W. Arnold, Esq. 
Reid Psychological Systems 

On June 22, 1999, the Supreme Court of the United 
States issued a decision in Kolstad v. American Dental 
Association (No. 98-208).  The significance of this 
decision comes in its attempt to clarify the circumstances 
under which punitive damages can be awarded in 
employment discrimination cases. 

In 1992, Carole Kolstad was employed by the American 
Dental Association (ADA) as the director of federal 
agency relations.  When Jack O’Donnell, who held the 
position of director of legislation and legislative policy and 
director of the Council on Governmental Affairs and 
Federal Dental Services, retired, Kolstad applied for his 
job.  Tom Spangler, the ADA’s legislative counsel at the 
time, also applied for O’Donnell’s position. 

Dr. William Allen, the ADA’s executive director in 
Chicago, was asked to make the final employment 
decision by the head of the ADA’s Washington DC office, 
Leonard Wheat.  Allen eventually recommended 
Spangler and Wheat adopted his recommendation. 
Kolstad filed suit under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 alleging gender discrimination, and that Spangler 
had effectively been chosen before the formal selection 
process began.  According to plaintiff, the pre-selection 
of Spangler suggested an intent by the ADA to 
discriminate on the basis of sex. 

At the District Court level, the jury found that the ADA 
had discriminated against Kolstad and awarded her 
backpay.  However, the District Court refused to instruct 
the jury on punitive damages and denied Kolstad’s 
requests for reinstatement and attorney’s fees. Kolstad 
appealed and a panel of the Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit reversed the District Court’s 
holding and remanded the case for a jury determination 
of punitive damages. 

Subsequently, the Court of Appeals agreed to rehear the 
case en banc.  The Appeals Court affirmed the District 
Court’s decision on the grounds that a defendant must 
be shown to have engaged in “egregious” misconduct 
before a jury can be instructed to consider punitive 
damages.  Thus, “before the question of punitive 
damages can go to the jury, the evidence of the 
defendant’s culpability must exceed what is needed to 
show intentional discrimination.”  The Appellate Court did 
not specifically define the “egregiousness” requirement, 
but concluded that the plaintiff failed to make the 
requisite showing. 

The Supreme Court agreed to hear the case and 
reversed the Appeals Court’s decision. Justice O’Connor 

wrote the majority opinion, which held that under the 
1991 Civil Rights Act, plaintiffs are not required to prove 
“egregious” behavior. According to the Supreme Court, 
the structure of the Civil Rights Act of 1991 suggests a 
Congressional intent to award punitive damages in a 
limited number of cases involving intentional 
discrimination.  Specifically, Section 1981a(a)(1) limits 
compensatory and punitive damages to cases where 
intentional discrimination exists, while Section 
1981a(b)(1) requires plaintiff to satisfy a higher standard 
to qualify for punitive awards—punitive damages are only 
available where the defendant engaged in a 
discriminatory practice “with malice or with reckless 
indifference to the federally protected rights of an 
aggrieved individual.” 

In its opinion, the Supreme Court acknowledged that the 
Appellate Court’s general approach to limiting punitive 
awards to certain intentional discrimination cases was 
appropriate.  However, in accordance with Section 
1981a(b)(1), the focus must be on the employer’s state 
of mind—the employer must have acted with “malice” or 
“reckless indifference” to the plaintiff’s federally protected 
rights.  While egregious conduct is evidence of the 
employer’s state of mind, the plaintiff’s proof is not 
limited to, or dependent on, this type of evidence. 
According to the Supreme Court, “an employer must at 
least discriminate in the face of a perceived risk that its 
actions will violate federal law to be liable in punitive 
damages.” 

Although the Court effectively lessened plaintiff’s burden 
of proof to receive punitive damages, it did limit the 
ultimate effect of this holding. Specifically, the Supreme 
Court stated that agency principles should guide the 
determination of punitive damages. Citing the 
Restatement of Agency (“Restatement”), the Court 
recognized the extent to which an agent’s (employee) 
misconduct can be imputed to the principal (employer) 
for purposes of awarding punitive damages. For 
instance, an employer will be liable for punitive damages 
if it ratifies or authorizes an agent’s act, or if it is reckless 
in employing the agent. Also, the Restatement 
contemplates liability for punitive damages where an 
employee is serving in a managerial capacity and 
commits the wrongful act while acting within the scope of 
employment.  However, with regard to this latter 
situation, the Court recognized that “even an employer 
who makes every effort to comply with Title VII would be 
held liable for the discriminatory act of agents acting in a 
‘managerial capacity.’” 
----------------------------------- CONTINUED ON TOP OF PAGE 5 



 

PTC/MW Workshop Registration Form 
Finding the Past that is Relevant for the Future: 

Biodata Form Development and Validation 
October 13, 1999 

 
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 1999 
Time: 11:30 am to 3:45 pm  
Place: Pier 7 Restaurant, 650 Water Street, Washington, DC 
Price (includes lunch):   

Register by September 27 and pay early registration fees: 
Students: $40, Members: $60, Non-members: $75 

 After September 27, pay: 
Students:  $50, Members: $70, Non-members: $85 

 
Yes! I’d like to attend the PTC/MW Half-Day Workshop on October 13, 1999 from  
11:30 am to 3:45 pm at the Pier 7 restaurant, 650 Water Street, Washington, D.C. 

 
Name:             
Organization:            
Street Address:                                      
City/State/Zip:            
Work Phone: (    )    Home Phone (    )     
e-mail address:           

 
I have enclosed a check made payable to PTC/MW for the amount indicated below: 

 
❏ Students $40          

(before 9/27) 
❏   Members $60          
     (before 9/27) 

❏  Non-members $75               
     (before 9/27) 

  
Above amounts include lunch.  Please indicate your luncheon selection below: 

 
❏ Medallions of NY Sirloin 
❏ Breast of Chicken Tarragon 
❏ Chef Salad 
❏ Fruit Plate 

❏ Vegetable Plate 
❏ Seafood Newburg with Rice 
❏ Broiled Filet of Sole and Scallops 

 
Send Completed form and check to: Emma James 

      HumRRO 
      66 Canal Center Plaza, Suite 400 

     Alexandria, VA  22314 
      703.706.5692 
      EJames@HumRRO.org 
 

Note:  PTC EIN 510227161 
Completed forms must be received by Friday October 8, 1999. 

Cancellations are refundable only through October 6, 1999. 
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Individual Liability for Discrimination Act of 
1999 
Emily K. Demonte and David W. Arnold, Esq. 
Reid Psychological Systems 

On July 14, 1999, Representative Campbell from 
California introduced the Individual Liability for 
Discrimination Act of 1999 (HR 2508).  This Act attempts 
to clarify that the intent of Congress for Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 was to hold individuals who 
discriminate in employment liable for their actions. 

HR 2508 amends the Civil Rights act of 1964 by adding 
“Individuals are individually liable for acts of 
discrimination committed by them in employment when 
the acts are otherwise covered by this title, whether or 
not any other party is also liable for their acts.”  The 
initiative also adds the provision that nothing in the 
proposed amendment “shall be interpreted to reduce the 
responsibility of employers for discrimination in 
employment under this title, except that in awarding 
monetary relief against any party, a trier of fact may take 
into account the relief ordered against and actually 
collected from other parties.” 

According to the bill’s sponsor, several United States 
courts have recently failed to hold individuals liable for 
their actions involving sexual harassment on the grounds 
that individuals cannot be held liable under Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964.  The Individual Liability for 
Discrimination Act of 1999 attempts to modify this 
interpretation of Title VII. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   
 
" Send newsletter submissions to Lia Meyer, 
PTC/MW Newsletter Editor. Phone: (703) 284-5676.  
Fax: (703) 284-5628. E-mail: LLMeyer@NCS.com. 
 

 MEMBER NEWS 
 
The Washington, DC, office of the Human Resources 
Consulting Group of Aon Consulting has moved to their 
new office space in Northern Virginia.  Fellow PTC 
members Matthew Redmond, Paige Wolf, Cindy 
Parker, Dan Russell, and Jeannette Oravec can be 
reached at: Aon Consulting, 2600 Park Tower Dr., Suite 
101, Vienna, VA 22180; ph: 703-207-9375; fax: 703-
208-1843. The Human Resources Consulting Group of 
Aon Consulting specializes in the design, validation, 
and implementation of skills assessment, workforce 
development, performance management, and 
employment selection systems. 
 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 4  ---------------------------------------------------
- 
In fact, application of this scope of employment rule to 
the Title VII punitive damages context would reduce the 
motivation for employers to implement anti-discrimination 
programs — “malice” or “reckless indifference” can 
easily be inferred if the employer’s agents are educated 
regarding the prohibitions of Title VII.  As a result, the 
Court therefore decided to modify the Restatement rules 
in the context of punitive damages, and recognize that an 
employer may not be vicariously liable for the 
discriminatory employment decisions of managerial 
agents where such decisions are contrary to the 
employer’s good faith effort to comply with Title VII. With 
regard to this specific case, the Court left for remand the 
issue of whether the plaintiff could identify facts sufficient 
to support that the required mental state could be 
imputed to the employer. From a general perspective, 
this opinion seems to imply that employers should 
expand their employment policies and training beyond 
sexual harassment issues (See Burlington Industries, 
Inc. v. Ellerth, 524 U.S. 742 (1998) and Faragher v. Boca 
Raton 524 U.S. 775 (1998)) to avoid or minimize liability 
in Title VII cases alleging intentional discrimination. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   

VISIT PTC ON-LINE 
http://www.ptcmw.org 

 
Find out about recent legal and  
other developments in our field 

# 
Find out how to become a PTC member 

 

 

Thank You 

PDRI 
for sponsoring the July workshop 

entitled: 
Team Performance Measurement 
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Personnel Research Psychologist. The Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) invites 
applications for a GS-14 position with Research and 
Analytic Services in the Office of General Counsel with 
projected promotion potential to GS-15 contingent upon 
administrative review and approval.  Major duties 
include: the analysis and evaluation of technical data and 
studies on the validity of tests and other employment 
standards used by employers who are the subject of an 
EEOC investigation or lawsuit.  Applicants must have 
completed the requirements for a doctoral degree in 
psychology or three years of appropriate professional 
experience or an acceptable combination of education 
and experience. Applications must be postmarked 
between September 3 and September 30, 1999, 
although extensions might be forthcoming. Applicants 
should contact Mildred Smith, (202) 663-4316, EEOC, 
Office of Human Resources, 1801 L Street, N.W., 
Washington, DC 20507 for further information.  
Applicants with Internet access will find the position 
posted on OPM’s website at www.usajobs.opm.gov. 

$ 

Assistant Director, Test Development (Trenton, NJ). 
Salary:  DOQ (salary up to $75,000 plus exceptional 
benefits). The New Jersey Department of Personnel 
(NJDOP) is seeking a qualified and highly motivated 
Assistant Director for its test development operation, 
within the Division of Selection Services.  NJDOP is 
responsible for all civil service examinations and testing 
for State and local government jurisdictions 
(approximately 70,000 State employees and 112,000 
local employees), including public safety (police, fire, 
corrections, etc.). Under the direction of the Director of 
Selection Services, the Assistant Director of Test 
Development manages the organizational unit 
responsible for the development and administration of 
civil service tests for State and local government.   

The successful candidate should be knowledgeable in 
current practices of psychometric testing and 
technological applications for the development and 
administration of examinations, e.g., Internet testing and 
computer-assisted testing.  NJDOP is seeking a creative 
person who will assist in the design, development, and 
implementation of new forms of testing and selection 
products, and will be instrumental in developing testing 
approaches and procedures required to support the 
State’s anticipated new classification and compensation 
system. 

 

 

 

 

 

Applicants should have a Bachelor’s degree, including 
credit work in psychology, industrial psychology, or 
assessment-related areas.  Advanced degrees in these 
fields are preferred.  Applicants should also have a 
minimum of six years of experience in work involving job 
analysis and test development, which will have included 
three years in a supervisory capacity. Note: Out-of-state 
residents must be willing to relocate to New Jersey. New 
Jersey is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action 
Employer. 

Submit:  If you are interested in this opportunity, please 
submit a detailed resume with references to Gilbert L. 
Johnson, Director of Selection Services, NJDOP, P.O. 
Box 310, Trenton, NJ 08625-0310, e-mail: 
gjohnson@dop.state.nj.us. 

$ 

Consultant/Associate. The Pittman McLenagan Group, 
L.C., a personnel consulting firm located in Bethesda, 
Maryland, is seeking a high performing, motivated, 
energetic individual to join our fast-paced environment. 
The ideal candidate must have direct experience with 
continually learning new skills, effectively paying attention 
to details, handling multiple projects simultaneously and 
providing a high level of quality service in a demanding 
arena.     

The ideal candidate will also have an advanced degree 
in a related field such as Industrial/Organizational 
Psychology, Business Administration, or Organizational 
Development and experience in at least 3 of the 
following: conducting job analysis, survey development, 
test development, conducting focus groups, working with 
a wide range of clients, managing data including 
analysis, validation report writing, using PC-based 
software to include Word, Excel, SPSS and a database 
software. 

We offer a competitive salary and benefits package.  If 
you are interested in a fast-paced environment, e-mail 
your resume to HR@pittmanlc.com or fax it to (301) 320-
9525. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   

PTC/MW publishes job announcements at no cost for 
positions in the Washington, DC, metropolitan area that are 
related to testing and I/O Psychology. To publish a job 
announcement in the newsletter, send the announcement (100 
words or less) to Lia Meyer, Newsletter Editor. Phone: (703) 
284-5676.  Fax: (703) 284-5628. E-mail: LLMeyer@NCS.com. 

Job Announcements 

mailto:HR@pittmanlc.com




 
PERSONNEL TESTING COUNCIL OF METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON 

475 L’Enfant Plaza, SW, Room 9671, Washington, DC 20260-4250 
http://www.ptcmw.org 

 
PTC/MW Elected Officers, 1999 

Office  Name Affiliation Work Phone E-Mail 
President Deirdre Knapp, Ph.D. HumRRO (703) 706-5662 dknapp@humrro.org 
Past President Bev Dugan, Ph.D. HumRRO (703) 706-5681 bdugan@humrro.org 
President-Elect Shane Pittman, Ph.D. Pittman McLenagan Group (301) 320-9500 shanep@pittmanlc.com 
Vice-President Suzanne Tsacoumis, Ph.D. HumRRO (703) 706-5660 stsacoumis@humrro.org 
Secretary Ann Quigley, Ph.D. U.S. Postal Service (202) 268-3952 aquigley@email.usps.gov 

Treasurer Julia Leaman, Ph.D. Immigration and 
Naturalization Service (202) 305-0602 julia.a.leaman@usdoj.gov 

Recorder Dwayne Norris, Ph.D. AIR (202) 342-5129 dnorris@air-dc.org 
 

PTC/MW Committee Chairs, 1999 
Committee Name Affiliation Work Phone E-Mail 
Legal Heather Roberts Fox, Ph.D. APA Science Directorate (202) 336-6000 hrfox@apa.org 
Membership Anthony Bayless, Ph.D. Caliber Associates (703) 219-4306 baylessa@calib.com 
Nom/Elections Bev Dugan, Ph.D. HumRRO (703) 706-5681 bdugan@humrro.org 
Newsletter/ 
Employment Lia Meyer, M.A. NCS (703) 284-5676 llmeyer@ncs.com 

Internet Jennifer Naughton, M.A. HumRRO (703) 706-5665 jnaughto@humrro.org 
Training Suzanne Tsacoumis, Ph.D. HumRRO (703) 706-5660 stsacoumis@humrro.org 
Calendar Lance Seberhagen, Ph.D. Seberhagen & Associates (703) 790-0796 sebe@erols.com 

Copyright   1999, Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan Washington.  PTC/MW encourages other groups to reprint 
articles from the PTC/MW Newsletter, provided that credit is given to the author(s) and to the PTC/MW Newsletter.  All 
statements expressed in this newsletter are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the official opinions or 
policies of the Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan Washington.  The deadline for submissions for the October 
newsletter is Wednesday, September 8, 1999. 
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