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Meeting Minutes

DLA Metrics Weighting

7 - 9 August 2001

1.  Purpose.  LMI hosted a meeting of DLA safety and occupational health (SOH) staff on 7-9 August 2001 to assign weightings to metrics in the DLA SOH Action Plan of 1 November 2000.

2.  Attendees.  SOH representatives from HQ DLA, DSS-EH; DLA primary level field activities (PLFAs); and LMI attended the meeting.

John Scheer, Safety Director, DSS-EH

Susan Herbert, DSS-EH

David Hill, DSS-EH

CPT Juan Torres, DSS-EH

Glenn Brewer, DSCP

Dan Leasure, DSCC

Dave Mack, DDC J-1H

Phil Webber, DSCR

Pat Carl, LMI, DLA SOH subject matter expert

Julie Kipers, LMI, Expert Choice facilitator

John Seibert, LMI, meeting facilitator

3.  Introduction.  John Scheer, DLA Safety Director, welcomed attendees and identified the purpose of the meeting as being to assign weighting factors to the metrics in the Action Plan.  DLA will use these weighting factors in the Oracle Balanced Scorecard software to convert scores for individual metrics into an overall score for performance of the SOH program.  It is expected that the overall score will predict accident and injury prevention.

4.  Assigning Weighting Factors.  Julie Kipers, LMI, briefed attendees on the procedures for assigning weighting factors to the DLA metrics using the Expert Choice software.  Julie guided attendees through use of the Expert Choice software in collecting weightings for pair-wise comparisons of the Action Plan’s actions, activities, objectives and metrics. Julie started assigning weight by starting at the highest level (actions) and working down to the lowest level (metrics).  Weighting was based on instructions to:  ‘Evaluate the weighting of an element based on its relative contribution to reducing accidents and injuries.  Do not consider the level of effort or resources required to achieve success, as this will be considered separately.’  John Seibert provided draft metrics definitions to clarify the meaning of the metrics.

5.  Changes to DLA Action Plan.  During voting, attendees identified changes needed to the Action Plan to more accurately reflect DLA SOH processes.  John Seibert assisted in rewording the Action Plan, Julie Kipers incorporated these changes into the Expert Choice software, and attendees voted on weighting  based on the proposed revisions to the Action Plan.  Changes to the Action Plan and discussions of other significant issues are summarized as follows.  Minor word changes to the Action Plan are not discussed below.  All Action Plan changes were incorporated into a ‘red-lined’ revision to the Action Plan, and are provided to DLA under separate cover.

a.  “Core Elements”.  Attendees expressed concern that identifying objectives in the Action Plan as either “Program Core Elements” or “Program Enhancements” created confusion in implementing the Action Plan by adding an additional layer of weighting on top of the weighting being developed.  John Scheer agreed with the proposal to delete this annotation in the Action Plan.

b.  Program Evaluations of PLFAs.  Attendees questioned the relationship of the Action Plan to annual program evaluations of PLFAs by DSS-EH.  The Action Plan is very progressive and focuses on prioritizing all actions used to preventing accidents and injuries, while the Program Evaluation Protocol is a compliance-based review of the SOH program elements.  John Scheer indicated the Program Evaluation Protocol would likely be deleted and replaced by an annual review of the PLFA’s Action Plan, to include: metrics chosen by the PLFA, metrics results, accident and injury outcomes, and making adjustments to the PLFA’s Action Plan.

c.  Action 1, Management Commitment

· Activity 1, Indicator 2 - Change to: “Management provides resources (e.g., funding, people) to implement the Activity Performance Plan”.  This avoids going into details of equipment, training, etc., and instead points back to the Performance Plan as the single location driving both performance and funding together.

· Activity 1, Indicator 2 - Delete all 5 objectives and replace with new objective 1 -  “Management Funds 100% of Activity Performance Plan actions”.  Add 1 metric under this objective: “Funding provided for the Activity Performance Plan actions / funding required by Activity Performance Plan actions.”

· Activity 1, Indicator 3 - change “programs and meetings” to “events” to be consistent with the objective & metrics.

· Activity 2, Indicator 2 - problem differentiating Objectives 1-3, and Objective 3, Metrics 1 & 2.  The definitions were modified to clarify differences.

d.  Action 1, Employee Involvement

· Activity 1 - Delete “on teams” from description of Activity 1 to be more inclusive of Indicator 1, ‘employee suggestions’.

· Activity 1, Indicator 4 - Delete “Prevent” from the activity title, objective and metric.  Although prevention is preferred, not sure how you would measure hazards ‘prevented’.

· Activity 1, Indicator 5 - Add: “with SOH staff involvement”.  Current language can be interpreted to provide authority to employees to make significant program changes without SOH staff review & comment.

· Activity 2, Indicator 2.  Change to Indicator to “Employees are encouraged and authorized to stop work that they believe presents an imminent hazard.”  Change Objective to: “100% of employees know that they can stop work for imminent hazards.”  Change metric to “No. of employees reporting the ability to stop work where they believe they are presented an imminent hazard / No. of employees surveyed”

e.  Action 2, Activity Program Analysis

· Activity 1, Indicator 1.1, Metric 2, ‘illness investigations’ was deleted.  An illness is reported in SHIRS in and accident record, and is therefore investigated within the same process as property damage accident investigations and injury accident investigations.

· Activity 1, Indicator 1.3, ‘root cause analysis’ - Attendees discussed relative contribution of ‘root cause analysis’ to accident investigations.  Attendees decided a root cause analysis has been performed when an investigator completes the ‘cause’ data element of SHIRS.  The metric was changed to: “No of accidents with SHIRS ‘cause’ data element completed / No. of accident reports”.  The SHIRS configuration control board (CCB) will discuss making the ‘cause’ data field a mandatory data field, which will force field activities to perform a root cause analysis for all mishaps before they can enter the data into SHIRS.

· Activity 2 - Change title to: “Implement Industrial Hygiene / Radiological Health Surveillance”

· Activity 2 - Attendees questioned the reason for identifying ‘IH / Radiological Health‘ separately from safety inspections, and why IH was separated from medical surveillance in Action 4.  Attendees agreed to keep these items in their current location in the Action Plan for now, but consider reorganizing this part of the Action plan in the future.

· Activity 3 was interpreted in the broad context of providing information to decision-makers, rather than a more limited focusing on improving the quality of data in SHIRS.  It was understood that the context of this objective is that SHIRS is the current system of choice for providing this information.

· Activity 3, Indicator 1, Objective 1, ‘recoding mishap data’ - Attendees decided to replace the two metrics with a single new metric: “No. of mishap reports entered into SHIRS within 6 working days from date of mishap / No. of mishap reports”.  The only data elements to record the time course of events is mishap date and record date.  This also short-circuits the discussion of how much time to allow the supervisor to report a mishap, and then how much time to allow the SOH manager to record the report in SHIRS.  It establishes the objective of completing the entire mishap recording process (employee, supervisor and SOH manager) within 6 days from the date of the mishap.

f.  Action 3, Provide Quality Information to Decision Makers

· Activity 2, Indicator 1  - delete.  Indicator 1, ‘Federal training requirements’, is included within Indicator 2, ‘SOH training by skill code’, since the training matrix by skill code included federal training requirements.   Definition of Indicator 2 was expanded to include federal training requirements.

· Activity 2, Indicator 2, Objective 2, ‘accident repeater training’ - deleted.  Objective 2, ‘repeater training’ was determined to be counterproductive based on negative experiences in DLA with this program.  Focusing on the person injured masks the root cause.

· Activity 4, Objective 4 - modified to add: “ … based on duties assigned to each SOH employee by the SOH manager”.  Modify the definition to include the ability for training to include table-top review of the new standard within the SOH office.  Attendance at formal courses is not required to complete training.

g.  Action 4, Hazard Prevention and Control

· Activity 1, Indicator 1 - change to: “A hazard abatement plan is developed and implemented” to more accurately reflect the sub-indicators of hazard abatement.

· Activity 1, Indicator 1.1 - change “supervisor” to “manager” to include building managers assigned responsibility for abating hazards in common areas.

· Activity 1, Indicator 4, ‘supervisor performance evaluations’, does not fit within Hazard Prevention and Control.  Move this Indicator to Action 1, Management Responsibility, Activity 4, ‘visible management involvement’, as new Indicator 6.

· Activity 1, Indicator 6, metric 3 - Deleted, since the DoD Industrial Hygiene Work Group has streamlined their recommended metrics and deleted this metric.

· Activity 2, Indicator 1, Objective 2, ‘machines’ - Objective deleted since ‘machines’ is included in Objective 1, ‘equipment’.

· Activity 4, Indicator 2 - Deleted as potentially sending the message to employees that they are required to use DLA-provided clinics -- not an objective of the SOH program.

· Activity 4, Indicator 3, Objective 2 - Deleted ‘medical exams only for exposures above the OEL’ as conflicting with DLA operations.  Also, expanded the definition for ‘medical surveillance’ to include medical qualification exams.

h.  Action 5, DSS-EH SOH Framework

· Activity 1, Indicator 1, Objective 1, Metric 2 - ‘federal regulations + mission requirements’ redefined to include only policies required by mission requirements, excluding policies required by federal regulations.

· Activity 1, Indicator 1, Objective 5, ‘NRC permit violations’ - Deleted.  Inspections by DSS-EH of NRC permits are included in expanded definition of Activity 3, Indicator 2, ‘evaluating field activity performance’.

· Activity 1, Indicator 3, Metric 2, ‘working groups’ - Moved to Indicator 1, Objective 1, ‘develop policy’ as new metric 3.  DLA uses working groups in developing policy, not in communicating policy to field activities.

· Activity 2, Indicator 3, Objective 2, ‘address inquiries’ -  Deleted reference to inquiries submitted to web site, since this capability is not currently deployed.  Inquiries will be counted based on issues submitted by field activities for discussion at the quarterly VTC meeting between DSS-EH and PLFAs.

· Activity 3, Indicator 4, Objective 3, Metric 2 ‘mission metrics’ - Deleted.  Field activity performance will not be evaluated based on the mission metrics -- only the Action Plan metrics.

· Activity 4, Indicator 1, Objective 5 ‘ board certification’ - Deleted.  DLA does not financially support certification, and certification would not impact injury reduction over above the other training accomplished.

· Activity 5, Indicator 1, Objective 4 ‘IM requirements for Action Plan’ - Deleted.  Action Plan IM requirements are included within overall IM requirements of Objective 3.

· Activity 5, Indicator 1, Objective 5 - Deleted metrics 1, 2 & 3, ‘OWCP claims within 14 days’, ‘COP claims within 14 days’, and ‘COP financial data’ as being part of the Human Resources process and outside of the SOH process.

· Activity 6, Indicator 1, Objective 1 - Deleted metric 2, ‘SOH staffing guide’.  All past attempts at a staffing guide have failed as contrary to the DLA staffing approach.

· Activity 7.  Change title to “Represent the DLA SOH Program within DLA, to other government agencies and the general public.”  This adds the requirement to represent the SOH program to DLA leadership at HQ and PLFAs.

· Activity 7, Indicator 1, Objective 1 - Deleted metrics 2 & 3.  Sponsoring and presenting at forums does not impact on DLA accident and injury prevention.

· Activity 7 - Add new Indicator 3: “Provide visibility of the DLA SOH Program with DLA leadership.”  Add Objective 1.  “DSS-EH represents the SOH program at 100% of communication between HQ and the PLFAs.”  Add Metric 1: “Percent of commander’s conferences and routine staff meeting agendas including safety as an agenda item.”

6.  Open Issues.  

a.  John Seibert will provide these draft minutes and a draft ‘red-line’ revision to the Action Plan with this meeting’s changes.  

b.  Julie Kipers will provide metric weighting values from Expert Choice, to include overall weighting values and a comparison of high level weightings assigned by meeting attendee and by HQ vs. PLFA averages

c.  Dan Leasure offered to work with Phil Webber on developing goal levels for the scoring of each metric (interpreting metric values as red/yellow/green/blue).

d.  John Scheer, CPT Torres and John Seibert will review options for developing one set of goals for all PLFAs vs. asking each PLFA to establish their own goals.

Prepared by:  John Seibert, Logistics Management Institute, jseibert@lmi.org, 9 Aug 01
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