DATA SUMMARY FROM GS-018 QUESTIONNAIRE:





28 MAR 2003

Total number of activities responding with Civil Service Safety Personnel/Positions:
185


QUESTION






TOTAL RESPONSE


PERCENT OF SAMPLE

Type of Shore Command

Industrial


  39






21%








Non-Industrial

100






54%






Flt Support


  22

  




12%






Other



  24






13%






Total



185

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Location



CONUS


147






80%






Out-Conus


  38






20%



_________________________________________________________________________________________________

DoN Activity



Navy



167






90%






USMC



  15






8%






Other/no UIC given

    3






2%

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Size of Activity


Less than 1000 Pers
  88






46%







1000 to 2999 Pers

  51






28%






Greater than 3000 Pers
  46






26%

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Total Number in Safety Office

Based on Staffing Standard
Staffing Std


1067
Calculation











(FTE is 110% of staffing






FTE Full-time

1178



calculation or 90% of actual









requirement compared to the COB Full-time    
  
  898



calculated staffing standard)
COB Collateral

    51





COB Total


  949



80% of FTE counting collaterals. 

20% undermanned

QUESTION






TOTAL RESPONSE


PERCENT OF SAMPLE
Breakdown:

FTE Civil Service

1060




76% of FTE






COB Civil Service    
  809

FTE Military


   71




(may have counted






COB Military             
   89




collateral military)

FTE Contractors

   85




(counted their MLC

COB Contractors

   80




contractors in with their









full-time and COB)

Use of Contractors in





18 activities



10%

Safety Functions/Offices

Range of percent of services
100% contractors

  3
(1 OCONUS)

provided by contractors

 75% contractors

  2
(1 OCONUS)






 50% contractors

  2
(1 OCONUS)






25% or less contractors
11

Safety Office Civil Service

Positions (series and numbers
GS-018 series total

772 
(of 917 in all DoN)

as listed by responders)

GS-019 series total

  34
(of 50 in all DoN)



GS-690 series total

  15






GS-803 series total

  11






GS other series

103






MLC Contractors (Japan)
  45
QUESTION






TOTAL RESPONSE


PERCENT OF SAMPLE
GS-018 series breakdown








GS-018-5


    3






GS-018-7


  22




15% are 5/7/9






GS-018-9


  92






GS-018-11


345






GS-018-12


207




71% are 11/12






GS-018-13


  95






GS-018-14


    6






GS-018-15


    2







Total


772

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

GS-019 series breakdown








GS-019-4


  2






GS-019-5


  4






GS-019-6


  9






GS-019-7


  8






GS-019-8


  2






GS-019-9


  2







GS-019-11


  7






Total


34

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Eligible for retirement

GS-018

of total 772

(become eligible in year..)











2003



87






2004



45






2005



45






2006



53







2007



57









287




37% in next 5 years

QUESTION






TOTAL RESPONSE


PERCENT OF SAMPLE










GS-019


of total 34 












2003




0






2004




0






2005




2






2006




2






2007




5





Total




9



26% in next 5 years

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Plan to Retire, of those

GS-018

eligible and becoming 

eligible



Immediately



   24











Within next 3 years


113









`


Within next 5 years


   87



29% in next 5 years







Within next 10 years

165











Unknown



  60












449



58%






______________________________________________________________________

GS-019






Immediately



  0






Within next 3 years


  1






Within next 5 years


  3






Within next 10 years

  5






Unknown



  5











14



41%

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Percent Safety Offices that will 

replace retired GS-018s with same series







94%

QUESTION






TOTAL RESPONSE


PERCENT OF SAMPLE

Activities who have used












Safety Interns







  9




  5%

Activities who have used a

Work Study or Co-Op program





14




10%

Activities who would consider

sponsoring a Safety Intern/Co-Op





83




45%

NOTE:  Totals were as provided by the responding activities.  In some cases, they may or may not have counted administrative and part-time personnel in civil service numbers.  The 4 responders with military collateral personnel only were deleted from the totals if they indicated there were no plans to add civil service.  

DATA FROM http://www.fedscope.opm.gov/cognos/cgi-bin/ppdscgi.exe indicates there are currently:


GS-018 series in DoN
917 (the data call reported on 772, or 84%)


GS-019 series in DoN
50 (the data call reported on 34, or 68%)

OPM projects 15.9 percent of the Full-Time Permanent workforce in Scientist/Engineer occupations will retire through Fiscal Year 2005.  This data call indicated 17% of our GS-018s plan on retiring within the next 3 years, but 29% of our GS-018s plan on retiring within the next 5 years.  

COMMENTS FROM ACTIVITIES ON THE DATA CALL:

General Statements:

Many commands stated they were understaffed and needed more bodies to complete their responsibilities.  Several indicated they were now also expected to do environmental duties, in addition to OSH duties.  Some even had to provide people for explosives safety and other programs outside their offices.   

Some commands complained about the use of military personnel vice full-time civil service personnel in the safety office.  They stated that by doing so caused a hardship because they were forever expending valuable resources to train and integrate them into their staff only to lose them when they were transferred. 

Some commands did not feel that the staffing standard manning formulas found in the OPNAVINST 5100.23F, Article 0303c did a good job representing the number of billets that a command needed to do their job.  This seemed to be voice mainly by the larger, complex commands such as the shipyards, PWC, etc.

Specific Comments (identifying information removed):

Currently have 3 Co-Ops on board to replace the first wave of retirees.  These students are listed as collateral duty safety personnel in the numbers above.  Plan to hire two additional Co-Ops in FY 04 to replace the people who will retire in FY 07.

SUPSHIP OSH Offices don't fit well into the OPNAV manning calculation model.  This command is responsible for oversight of ship construction/repair contracts in an area spanning several contractor shipyards.  WRT OSH training recommend offering more NAVOSH courses in the north central gulf coast.

The process to train new OSH Specialists takes too long a time period.  There needs to be a method to shorten the training cycle for the six core classes required for OSH Specialists.  We plan on hiring two Industrial Hygienists (Series GS-0690) to replace two retiring Occupational Safety and Health Specialists (GS-0018).  

Comment from the Command Staff: The Region has followed guidance in preparing this submission. We believe it is important, however, to relay that we do not support the resultant, which indicates the Region’s Full Requirement for Safety personnel manning to be over 140 FTE.  We informally understand that the metric employed in this data call is fundamentally based upon an empirical metric benchmarked from the private sector several years ago, and, that the Navy-wide Safety IPT will be reviewing this standard in the near future.   We also note that there is redundancy among the Safety, Fire, and Facility programs regarding facility inspection and reporting, which should be consolidated into one program.  Locally, we are working to achieve efficiencies in this regard. 

The GS-018 billet at this facility is also responsible for Environmental Program Management and Occupational Health Programs, i.e. medical surveillance and certification. A college Co-Op student would be an asset worth pursuing.

Because of the emphasis on PMR&S and processes, the 018 series here is being phased out and replaced with engineers and scientists.

Recommend an in-depth staffing study for Marine Corps installations to cover all safety programs required by law and regulations and then consider population served.

The safety intern would have to be funded. 

We are not interested in participating in an intern program formulated as in the past.  We would, however, be willing to participate in a CO-OP program involving industrial hygienists, safety specialists, or safety engineers.  The major drawback to the intern program is the loss of an occupied billet for long periods of time with no guarantee that the intern will return to our employ upon completion of the internship.  Additionally, our activity may be interested in providing on the job training opportunities to interns of CO-OPS who are participating in a locally run program at the Navy Environmental Health Center.  

Safety professionals should be required to have a college degree in safety or a related field.  Personnel without a degree should only be qualified as safety technicians vice safety specialists and managers.  Similar to the industrial hygienist series, which in addition to a college degree, requires specific education courses to be completed so should the GS-0018 series. 

Our Marine activity is trying to stand up a more robust safety office.  Supporting a safety intern will help both the intern understand acquisition, and help us understand the safety process from a different perspective.

The Navy Intern Program produced some of the finest GS-018's in the Navy.  Recommend re-establishing the program.

We have responsibility for our tenant commands that are located off property. This increases the demand on us to perform and maintain records for personnel that not include in the numbers when you figure out your staffing needs. I would suggest this is looked at so a true number can be showed and additional personnel hired.

Yes we would be willing to sponsor a Safety Intern or Co-Op participant assuming that there is no cost involved for this UIC.

The Environmental Safety Office is manned by one GS-12-028 Environmental and Safety Manager.  Only one FTE is authorized. The work is split 50/50 between environmental and safety.  Presently we are pursuing an Environmental Intern but are having difficulty finding candidates that are interested in the South Texas area.  The Environmental and Safety Manager is eligible to retire in the spring of 2006 and will probably retire that summer.  When the Environmental and Safety Manager retires either the intern (if we have one) or a new hire will fill the position.

Not being familiar with the Navy Safety Intern program I selected no for being a sponsor. If the Navy pays the intern separately from the Command we may be interested in a Navy Safety Intern.

The command would be willing to sponsor a Safety Intern, if provided sufficient funding, and with the understanding that an FTE position would not be available at the command when the training/internship is complete.

Being a Marine Corps command, we used the manning requirements of MCO P5100.8F to determine the staffing FTE.  Regarding questions on contractors, contract personnel cannot/will not provide the level of service to a command that civil service employees currently provide.  Command/Installation safety programs must be flexible organizations open to new issues to confront, almost daily.  Contractors are bound by contractual restraints and prove to be cost prohibitive for that reason.  Each new issue confronted must result in a change order for a contract.  They are not a viable option for a command/installation safety program.  Interns, on the other hand, are an investment in the future of the naval services.  They will be trained to be intimately familiar with the peculiar needs of the Navy and Marine Corps missions, with respect to the full integration of operational risk management into our world.  Regarding the Intern question, the answer depends on several variables, including:

1. What are the training requirements of the intern program for which our command would be responsible?

2. How are the interns selected, and who selects them?

3. What requirements will there be on our command upon successful completion of the program, such as guaranteed jobs available, relocation costs, etc?

Also, with our particular weaknesses in tactical safety, it would be prudent to ensure a certain level of interns coming from the "recently retired active duty" community.

Highly recommend adopting the US Army Safety Intern Program!

Strongly recommend using upward mobility programs to assist in house personnel with the right education to make career changes in the 018 fields.  We top out at GS-018-12 – no upward mobility and no incentives.

New Navy courses need to be developed for the people that have been around awhile. I believe that new manning standards also need to be implemented because of technology & other avenues, the "outdated" standards are not always applicable although the inspection teams will always write a deficiency although the manager may believe the work can be done with the amount of staff on board.  

Our on board staffing levels are currently considered too low to accept an individual that requires substantial training.  Our profession has not seen a change in the 1981 staffing standards.  Time for a complete rewrite of the OPM!!  We continue to be understaffed and underpaid (especially in the BUMED community) for the workload that continues to increase (NAVOSH, MEDOSH, and JCAHO).  ABSOLUTELY UNACCEPTABLE!  Military "fill ins" (full time, limited duty, etc.) is not the answer to staffing problems.  After three years of formal and OJT training, military staff is normally transferred back into an operational unit.  One solution to the staffing problem is to create a Safety NEC.  Military staff would be required to be fully trained BEFORE entering a Safety Office.

Staffing is at a critical low and I don't see any relief in the near future.  An intern would be a lot of help, but in order to operate with all of the present requirements, trained Safety professionals are needed.  The staffing continually decreases, but the requirements seem to increase.

At the physical location in Italy, the GS-018 does both regional and local environmental, safety and occupational health duties and responsibilities. Within the local command, there are 30 primary and alternate departmental/workcenter safety representatives.  These military members are constantly leaving and being replaced by others, this is not very wise money management as these individuals need to be trained before they report for duty, the dollars that are constantly being spent to keep these personnel trained is a constantly repeated process.  The Safety Training offered here in the European Theatre, is very hit and miss with no training whatsoever offered for Managers.  Since I have been in the Navy and since N454 moved the safety training from IU in Indiana to Norfolk the training center has not offered no courses for managers. The only satisfactory training for managers is the OSHA training center at Des Plaines, IL, which this training for TAD purposes is very expensive. The Navy needs to offer training for 018's the same as the Army does, for both technicians, specialists, and of course managers and or to send them off for training with the funding coming from one central source rather than relying on each individual command which never has any training money to send their safety people to.    

Would love to have intern program.  Remember when the results come in for replacing those that will retire, most commands are not at the required FTE.

We should have a DoD Certification Program for Safety Professionals.

Overseas location may prohibit use of intern etc.

To operate an OCONUS installation, it is impracticable to have 0019, especially with trying to comply with local laws. My 0019 are not qualified under Italian law to conduct inspection, audits or training.  The 5-year rule for overseas tours should be waived for personnel in supervisory or management positions to ensure the continuity and stability for the safety program. Funding for training and program elements need to be fenced, Safety or fire prevention is never top on command list until there is a fatality or loss of equipment or facility.  With that said, safety budgets are normally nominal and the first to be cut.  Most formal training is basic, good for entry to journeyman level, how about some advance training for personnel who have been in the field for awhile.

PAGE  
1

