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FOREWORD

This document contains the FY 1996 performance report developed by the

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). It represents GStoA
tinuing efort to implement a performance measurement system that focuses on
monitoring results and measuring the impact of OSHA activities.

The document is OSH# third pilot project report submitted under the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993. GPRA directs Federal pilot agencies
to submit annual performance reports that review their success in achieving perfor
mance goals for the fiscal ye@SHA was one of 77 Federal agency programs that
initially volunteered for piloting in performance measurement in fiscal years 1994

through 1996.

This document consists of two parts. Part One addresses specific issues related to

the overall performance and operation of OSHA in FY 1996. RestpFesents in

detail the data and analysis for each of the performance measures. This section pro
vides a description of each measure, relevant definitions, analysis of the data, and
supporting figures and tables. A glossary and report evaluation form complete the

document.
OSHASs Office of Statistics (OSAT) developed and compiled this report. The

Office of Data Management Systems (OMDS) provided data from the Integrated

Management Information System (IMIS). Numerougces also provided manual
data on their respective program areas. Mafigesd responded to questions about

their program data and provided background information. States and consultation
projects submitted clarifications and refinements of data reported in manual and

other systems. Theoluntary Protection Program Participants Association (\JPP
provided data on the company mentoring program.

For more information related to this report, please contact EdneeMin OSHA
Office of Statistics at (202) 219-4882.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 requires Federal
agencies to submit to the fidk of Management and Budget (OMB) a strategic plan
for program activities and directs each agency to prepare an annual performance
plan and to submit an annual performance report that reviews its success in achiev
ing performance goals for the fiscal year

OSHA was one of 77 Federal agency programs that initially volunteered for piloting
in performance measurement in fiscal years 1994 through 1996. This document
comprises OSHA FY 1996 pilot project performance report submitted under
GPRA.

Part One addresses issues related to the overall performance and operations of
OSHA in FY 1996. Highlights are summarized below

B Performance plan. OSHA's mission in FY 1996 remained the same, “to assure
as far as possible every man and woman in the Nation safe and healthful work
ing conditions.” As set forth in OSH&AFY 1996 performance plan, the
Agency’s operations throughout the fiscal year were guided by three strategic
goals: 1) to use commonsense approaches to eliminate hazards thferigh of
partnerships or traditional enforcement; 2) to implement commonsense-regula
tions and other alternative approaches to addresggmgemd priority health
and safety issues; and 3) to get the job done by focusing program and delivery
systems, using internal and external partnerships, to achieve results.

m Performance results. OSHA completed or made progress on a majority of its
program objectives in FY 1996.d#k restrictions and budget uncertainties
caused by external factordexdted the accomplishment of the goals and ebjec
tives to a significant degree. Performance indicators were limited to those for
which data were available.

m Performance measurement system evolution. The Agepeyformance mea
surement system tracks milestones in action plans for each of the goals and
objectives and monitors progress in completing the steps necessary to achieve
the goals. As the Agency continued to implement operational revisions, the rela
tionship of Agency goals to the achievement of the Agasneyssion continued
to improve. Developmentalfefts to improve results measurement continued.

B Program evaluations. In FY 1996, OSHA began developing evaluation criteria
for a number of OSHA programs, including thelintary Protection Program
(VPP) and Cooperative Compliance Program (CCP). VPP performance-evalua
tion measures will be implemented in FY 1997. A CCP evaluation manual will
be completed in FY 1997.

ABVIWIWNNS IAILN33IX3
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Part Wwo presents a detailed analysis of OZHRY 1996 Agency performance
measures or indicators. These indicators reflect the experience of Federal OSHA
and its State partners that administer State programs under the Occupational Safety
and Health Act. The Agency used three types of measures to monitor results and
measure impact.

Primary outcomesor impacts reflect the success of Agency activities in preventing
or reducing workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities. Primary outcomes represent
the extent to which the Agency achieves its mission. The key element in-perfor
mance measurement is linking activities and intermediate outcomes to the changes
in adverse events. Primary outcomes addressed in this report are:

B Change in Magnitude of Occupational Injuries and llinesses

B Change in Tenching/Excavation Fatalities—Revised Excavation Standard
B Change in Injury/lliness Rate—Maine 200 Program

m Change in Injury/lliness Rate—®¢onsin 200 Program

Intermediate outcomesare the results of individual activities or programs that con
tribute to Agency primary outcomes. This category captures the short-term results of
activities. Intermediate outcomes reflect desirable changes in the workplace environ
ment or in Agency responsiveness that are related to long-term changes in the types,
numbers, and rates of workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities. Intermediate out
comes addressed in this report are:

Significant Hazard ldentification—Programmed Inspections

Significant Hazard Identification—Consultatiomsi{s

Hazard Abatementime—Programmed and Nonprogrammed Inspections
Hazard Abatementime—Consultation \8its

Complaint Responseirie

Consultation Responseriie

Cost Per Personrdined—Trmeted Taining Grant Program

Evaluation Score on Coursesf@ed—OSHA Taining Institute and Education
Centers

B Negotiated Rulemaking

Activities include the services or products that O&Hprograms provided or

actions that converted resources to Agency services or products. This report expands
the types of interventions counted beyond inspections to better reflect the range of
activities directed toward occupational safety and health promotion; hqvitever

does not reflect our ffrts to provide all the activities of the new OSHA. Under
development are new data collection mechanisms to capturefas & provide
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more compliance assistance and leveraged activities. Activities addressed in this
report are:

B Onsite Intervention Activities
m Offsite Intervention Activities
m Leveraged Intervention Activities

For the intermediate outcome and activity measures, the report includes not only
FY 1996 data, but also data from FY 1994 and FY 1995 for comparison. The prima
ry outcomes data on changes in injuries, illnesses, and fatalities reflect interventions
by various programs implemented in the early 1990s. Impact data must be tracked
over time as the full results may not be visible for years.

The data and analysis for each measure are briefly summarized below

B Change in Magnitude of Occupational Injuries and llinesses

This measure is the change in the total injury and illness rate in industries in which
OSHA intervention (inspections and consultation visits) was greatest. It addresses
the following question about OSHAperformance: What impact do OSHA onsite
interventions have on workplace injuries and illnesses?

Average total injury and illness rates declined fom 1989-1990 to 1993-1994 in
those industries in which onsite OSHA intervention (inspections and consutta
tions) was geatest during 1991 and 1992. The average decline in the total
injur y and iliness rates was 23.3 peent for the manufacturing industries with
the highest number of establishmentseaceiving onsite interventions, 16.3 per
cent for the construction industries with the highest number of establishments
receiving onsite interventions, 13.0 peent for the manufacturing industries
with the highest average annual rate of inspection penetration, and 22.8 per
cent for the manufacturing industries with the highest average annual rate of
consultation penetration. (Penetration is the poportion of establishments in an
SIC code receiving onsite OSHA inspections or consultation visits.) Those
industries with the highest number of establishmentsaceiving onsite interven
tions and those industries with the highest average annual penetration rateegr
in general, industries with injury and illness rates well above the national aver
age. This eflects OSHAs commitment to efect change in the most dangeus
industries.

m Change in Tenching/Excavation Fatalities—Revised Excavation Standard

This measure is the change in the number of employees Kkilled in trenchingfexcava
tion operations since April 1987 and January 1990, tleetaefe dates of OSHA

X1
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proposed and final revised excavation standard. It addresses the following question
about OSHAs performance: What impact has the revised standard had on fatalities
in trenching/ excavation operations?

Since the efiective date of OSHAs revised excavation standard, the number of
employees killed in tienching/excavation operations has deeased 22 pearent,
from 31 in 1990 to 24 in 1996. Since thevised standard was poposed, exca
vation fatalities have delined 45 perent, from 44 in 1987 to 24 in 1996.

m Change in Injury/lliness Rates—Maine 200 Program

This measure is the change in the injuryl/iliness rate experienced by companies par
ticipating in the OSHA cooperative pilot program in the State of Maine from 1993
through 1996. It addresses the following question about GSpkkformance: What
impact has OSHA cooperative compliancefeft had on the injury/illness rates of

the companies participating in the Maine 200 program?

There was an overall decline fom 1991 to 1996 in average total inju/illness
rates of those companies paicipating in the Maine 200 program. Annual aver
age incidence rates declined 30 pegnt, from 11.25 in 1991 (eference year) to
7.86 in 1996, for those companies graduatingdm the Maine 200 pogram.
(1991 was selected as theference year because companies veemitially con-
tacted throughout 1992 and they likely began to implement changes in that
year.) Fifty-four per cent (100) of the companies met all pgram criteria and
graduated from the Maine 200 pogram. Graduate companies experienced a
12 percent decline in average incidence ratesdm 1993 (year the pogram
launched) to 1996. For graduate companies accepted into theggram in 1993,
average rates declined 22 peent from 1992 to 1996. Graduate companies
accepted into the pogram in 1994 experienced a 13 peent decline in average
rates from 1993 to 1996.

B Change in Injury/lliness Rates—¥¢onsin 200 Program

This measure is the change in the injuryl/illness rate experienced by companies
participating in the Wconsin 200 program. It addresses the following question
about OSHAs performance: What impact does thsd@nsin 200 program have on
workplace fatalities, injuries, and illnesses?

Companies paticipating in the Wisconsin 200 pogram significantly reduced
their workers’ compensation injuryl/iliness rates, by an average of 29.5 pegnt
in FY 1995 and 35 pecent in FY 1996. In FY 1995, 80 pe&ent of the employers
in the program reduced their injuryl/iliness rates, and 105 companies dpped

off the Wisconsin 200 list due to their eduction in lost workday injuries/illnesses.
In FY 1996, 86 pecent of the companies on the first OSHA 200 lisichieved
reductions in workers’ compensation inju/illness rates. The rates of the top




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

50 establishments whes inspections wee conducted wee reduced by 40 per
cent. Employers on the second Wconsin 200 list averaged a 24 peent reduc
tion after one year; 79 pecent of these employerseduced their rates. Moe
than half the companies impoved so much that they wes no longer included
in the Wisconsin 200 pogram.

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME MEASURES
m Significant Hazard ldentification—Programmed Inspections

This measure is the percentage of programmed inspections that result in the
identification of significant hazards. It addresses the following questions about
OSHAs performance: Is OSHA directing its onsite interventions to the right
places? Does OSHA focus itdaets efectively and diciently once it identi

fies or reaches tgets (industryestablishments, or occupation group)?

OSHA found significant hazards in FY 1996 at nearly half the establish
ments targeted for inspection. Moe than 60 pecent of programmed
inspections in manufacturing establishments identified significant hazards.

B Significant Hazard ldentification—Consultatiomsi¥s

This measure is the percentage of consultation hazard survey visits that result in
the identification of significant hazards. It addresses the following questions
about OSH/As performance: Is OSHA directing its onsite interventions to the

right places? Does OSHA focus it$aefs efectively and diciently once it

identifies or reaches @ets (industryestablishments, or occupation group)?

Most employers who equested consultative assistance in FY 1996 had-sig
nificant hazards. In FY 1996, 74.6 patent of OSHASs consultation hazard
survey visits resulted in the identification of significant hazards.

B Hazard Abatementifhe—Programmed and Nonprogrammed Inspections

This measure is the median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement forinspec
tions. It addresses the following question about OShd&rformance: Does
OSHA get timely results with inspections once hazards are identified?

From FY 1994 to FY 1996, hazards identified during inspections by OSHA
were assigned a deeasing number of workdays for abatement. In FY
1996, OSHA compliance stdfassigned a median time of 34 workdays for
the abatement of the hazards identified, down fm a median time of 37
workdays in FY 1994,

X111
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B Hazard Abatementime—Consultation \&its

This measure is the median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement for-consul
tation visits. It addresses the following question about OSidérformance:

Does OSHA get timely results with consultation visits once hazards are
identified?

From FY 1995 to FY 1996, the number of days assigned for the abatement
of hazards identified during consultation visits by OSHA emained corstant.

In FY 1996, OSHA consultation pojects assigned a median time of 41 work
days for the abatement of the hazards identified during onsite visits.

B Complaint Responseire

This measure is the median time (in workdays) taken to respond to complaints.
It addresses the following question about OSH#erformance: How timely are
the services OSHA provides to its customers?

Complainants who filed reports of unsafe or unhealthful working condi
tions in FY 1996 eceived a quicker esponse fom OSHA than those who
filed in FY 1994 and FY 1995. In FY 1996, OSHA median time to espond
to complaints was 3 workdays. The median time toespond to complaints
decreased by 2 workdays fom FY 1994 to FY 1995 and by another 2 work
days from FY 1995 to FY 1996.

B Consultation Responseériie

This measure is the median time (in workdays) taken to respond to requests
from smaller employers in high-hazard industries and operations. It addresses
the following question about OSHAperformance: How timely are the services
OSHA provides to its customers?

Smaller employers who equested consultative assistance in FY 1996
received a quicker esponse fom OSHA than those who equested assis
tance in FY 1994 and FY 1995. The median complainesponse time was
cut by more than half from FY 1994 to FY 1996 (fom 7 to 3 workdays).

B Cost Per Personrdined—Trgeted Taining Grant Program

This measure is the average cost per person trained through ©talgéted
training grant program. It addresses the following question about GSeA
formance: Does OSHA focus itsfatts efectively and diciently once it identi
fies or reaches tgets (industryestablishments, or occupation group)?
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Targeted training cost less per person in FY 1996 than in FY 1995. In
FY 1996, the average cost per person trained tbugh the OSHA targeted
training grant pr ogram was $96.35, which is nearly 20 peent lower (in
per person cost).

B Evaluation Score on Coursesf€@&d—OSHA Taining Institute and Education
Centers

This measure is the average evaluation score (as a percentage of the maximum)
on courses &éred by the OSHA faining Institute and Education Centers. It
addresses the following question about OSH#erformance: How satisfied are
OSHASs customers with the services provided?

Students who attended OSHA courses in FY 1996 wewvely satisfied with
the training provided. In FY 1996, the average evaluation scemon courses
offered (using a scale of 1 to 5) was 4.2 (yegood), compaed to 4.0 in FY
1994 and FY 1995.

m Negotiated Rulemaking

This measure is the percentage of rulemaking activity on the regulatory agenda
undertaken as negotiated rulemaking. It addresses the following question about
OSHASs performance: d what extent does OSHA involve its stakeholders in
major initiatives?

A higher percentage of OSHAs regulatory agenda involved negotiated
rulemaking in FY 1996 than in FY 1994 and FY 1995. In FY 1996, 30 per
cent of actions on OSHAs regulatory agenda wee undettaken as negotiated
(3 of 10 rulemakingactivities), an increase over 3 parent in FY 1995 (1 of
31 rulemaking activities).

ACTIVITY MEASURES
B Onsite Intervention Activities

This measure tracks onsite interventions by type and addresses the following
question about OSH# performance: What services does OSHA provide?

OSHA onsite interventions for FY 1996 eflect a range of pogram activities.
For the fiscal yearf OSHA conducted 107,878 onsite interventions.
Inspections accounted for 75.3 peent of the interventions, consultation
visits 24.6 pecent, and \bluntary Protection Program (VPP) pre-approvals
and evaluations 0.1 perent. The number of onsite interventions declined
each year flom FY 1994 to FY 1996 in all aeas except VPPThe number of

XV
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onsite interventions may continue to fluctuate as OSHA implements opera
tional changes.

m Offsite Intervention Activities

This measure tracksfsite interventions by type and addresses the following
guestion about OSH# performance: What services does OSHA provide?

OSHA provided a broad range of ofsite activities in FY 1996. The types of
offsite intervention activities conducted in FY 1996 wex complaint investi
gations (89 pecent), discrimination investigations (9.1 perent), referrals
handled by letter (1.2 pecent), and \bluntary Protection Program (VPP)
annual reviews (0.7 perent). From FY 1994 to FY 1996, d§ite interven-
tions in all program areas fluctuated, with total activity increasing 17 per
cent from FY 1994 to FY 1995 and falling 2.5 peent from FY 1995

to FY 1996.

B Leveraged Intervention Activities

This measure tracks leveraged interventions by type and addresses the following
guestion about OSH# performance: What services does OSHA provide?

A leveraging program or activity is one that has the potential to reach or impact
safety or health at new or additional establishments/worksites or of
employers/employees with minimal additional OSHA involvement and/or
expenditure of resources. The FY 1996 report discusses four program activities
with leveraging qualities: dluntary Protection Program (VPP) Mentoring
Program, Corporate Settlement Agreements (CSAs), formal training, and stan
dards and regulations.

VPP Mentoring Program. Employers approved for participation in the VPP

are encouraged to help other companies make safety and health program
improvements and reduce on-the-job injuries and illnesses. In FY 1996, 52 VPP
participant companies provided assistance to 67 potential VPP worksites, up
from 37 companies and 35 worksites in FY 1995. In FY 1996, these actions
affected 93,754 employees at the mentored worksites.

Corporate Settlement Ageements (CSAs)CSAs are OSHA settlement agree
ments with inspected employers, in which they agree to extend the terms and
conditions of citations issued for the inspected site to other company sites in
exchange for OSHA not pursuing related legal action. A percentage of worksites
covered by each agreement receive annual monitoring inspections. While the
number of monitoring inspections declined from FY 1995 to FY 1996, the num
ber of CSAs increased, causing a similar increase in the number of worksites
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covered (from 566 to 1,029) and the number of employees covered (from
127,400 to 383,000) in FY 1996.

Training. OSHA ofers formal training on a variety of safety and health sub

jects to private sector employers and employees, OSHA compliancegtaf
Federal agency personnel, State employees, etc. In FY 1996, Federal and State
OSHA conducted 10,666 formal training sessions, more than double the 5,104
offered in FY 1995. This training reached 133,779 persons, 4,749 of whom
were trained as potential trainers. Almost 80 percent of those trained were pri
vate sector employers and employees.

Standards and RegulationsOSHA proposed or promulgated 20 safety or

health standards and regulations during the last three fiscal years. Five of these
standards were issued in FY 1996, 3 in FY 1995, and 12 in FY 1994. In FY
1996, regulatory actionsfatted 1,225,732 establishments and 7,657,322
employees. In FY 1995, proposed or final ruldecéd 669,936 establishments
and 4,922,100 workers, compared to 7,967,126 establishments and 94,258,058
workers in FY 1994,

XVII
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PRIMARY ODOUTCOME MEASURES—
GRAPHIC PRESENTATION
CHANGE IN MAGNITUDE OF OCCUPATIONAL CHANGES IN INJURY/ILLNESS RATES—

INJUURIES AND ILLNESSES—1989-1990 TO MAINE 200 PROGRAM
1993-1994

Average Decline in Total Injury and lliness Rates in 120 s [ sverage oradute rae
Industries Where Onsite OSHA Intervention Is Greatest A
10 :
23.3% 16.3%
2 8
24
Manufacturing Construction s 6
Average Decline in Total Injury and lliness Rates in % 4
Manufacturing Industries With Highest Rate of Inspection g
Penetration 2
13.0%
; 0 1991* 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Manufacturing
*1991 was selected as the reference year because companies
were initially contacted throughout 1992 and they likely began
Average Decline in Total Injury and lliness Rates in to implement changes in that year
Manufacturing Industries With Highest Rate of Consultation
Penetration
CHANGES IN INJURY/ILLNESS RATES—
22.8% WISCONSIN 200 PROGRAM
Manufacturing
-29.5% -35%
FY 1995 FY 1996

CHANGE IN TRENCHING/EXCAVATION FATALITIES—REVISED EXCAVATION STANDARD

45
i [ Proposed Excavation Standard

35 -
30 o o (] °

25 | L N R

20 Revised ® ®

15 : Excavation Standard PS

10 |
5 4
0 | | | | | | | | |

87 '88 '89 ‘90 ‘91 ‘92 ‘93 ‘94 ‘95 ‘96

Number of Fatalities
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INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME MEASURES—
GRAPHIC PRESENTATION

PERCENT OF PROGRAMMED
INSPECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT
HAZARDS—FY 1996

With
Significant
Hazards
18,944

With No
Significant
Hazards
21,017

PERCENT OF CONSULTATION VISITS
WITH SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS—
FY 1996

With No
Significant
Hazards
5,410

<

With
Significant
Hazards
15,906

MEDIAN WORKDAYS ASSIGNED FOR
HAZARD ABATEMENT FOR
INSPECTIONS—FY 1996

34

MEDIAN WORKDAYS ASSIGNED FOR
HAZARD ABATEMENT FOR
CONSULTATION VISITS—FY 1996

41

MEDIAN WORKDAYS TO RESPOND TO
COMPLAINTS—FY 1996

3 10 1
All Inspection Letter
Responses Responses Responses

MEDIAN WORKDAYS TO RESPOND TO
CONSULTATION REQUESTS FROM
SMALLER EMPLOYERS IN HIGH-
HAZARD INDUSTRIES AND
OPERATIONS—FY 1996

6 5 6
All Specific Scope  Comprehensive
Requests Requests Scope Requests

AVERAGE CoOsST PER PERSON
TRAINED THROUGH THE TARGETED
TRAINING GRANT PROGRAM—

FY 1996

$96.35

AVERAGE EVALUATION SCORE (MAXI-
MUM=5) oN COuRSES OFFERED BY
THE TRAINING INSTITUTE AND
EDUCATION CENTERS—FY 1996

4.2 43 4.1
Al OTI Courses EC Courses
Courses

PERCENT OF RULEMAKING ACTIONS
ON REGULATORY AGENDA
UNDERTAKEN AS NEGOTIATED—
FY 1996

30%
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ACTIVITY MEASURES—GRAPHIC PRESENTATION

NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF ONSITE, OFFSITE, AND LEVERAGED
INTERVENTIONS—FY 1996

Onsite Offsite
Complaint
Inspections Investigations
81,229 | 29,826 - -
VPP 89% Discrimination
75.3% Pre-Approved Investigations
: . 3,037
“ and Evaluations
146 = .1% < VPP Annual
- Reviews
Consultation 239=.7%
isi Referrals
Visits
26.503 Handled
’ by Letter
407 = 1.2%

Leveraged Interventions

Training Classes - 10,666

VPP Mentoring Companies - 52
CSA Monitoring Inspections - 8
Standards and Regulations - 5




O VNE RV BESVVASL] F
PERBUNNMANGCE

1S S@I'eE S




OSHA PERFORMANCE REPORT—FY 1996

OVERVIEW OF PERFORMANCE
ISSUES

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) requires Federal agencies to
submit to the Gfce of Management and Budget (OMB) a strategic plan for pro

gram activities and directs each agency to prepare an annual performance plan and
to submit an annual performance report that reviews its success in achieving perfor
mance goals for the fiscal yedihe purposes of GPRA are to:

B Systematically hold Federal agencies accountable for achieving program results.
B Initiate program performance reform through a series of pilot projects.

B Help Federal managers improve service delivery
[ |

Improve Congressional decision-making by providing more objective informa
tion on Federal programs and spending

® Improve internal management of the federal government.

This section (Part One) of OSH#performance report addresses specific issues
related to OSHA performance in carrying out the requirements of the GPRA—the
annual performance plan, performance results, the performance measurement
system, and program evaluations. Pavb provides a more detailed description

and analysis of the Agensyindicators.

PERFORMANCE PLAN

OSHASs mission in FY 1996 remained the same, “to assure so far as possible every
working man and woman in the Nation safe and healthful working conditions.” The
Presidens reafirmation of this mission and OSHg\purpose in May 1995 set the
stage for the Agency’FY 1996 planning process.

As set forth in OSHA FY 1996 performance plan, the Agercgperations

throughout the fiscal year were guided by three strategic goals: 1)¢omsson
senseapproachesto eliminate hazards throughf@fing partnerships or traditional
enforcement; 2) to implemenbmmonsense eégulationsand other alternative
approaches to address egieg and priority health and safety issues; and 8)eto

the job doneby focusing program and delivery systems, using internal and external
partnerships, to achieve results. These strategic goals were based on several underly
ing principles:
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B Recognizing the importance tdedtive safety and health programs of employer
commitment, meaningful employee involvement, and hazard control strategies
based on primary prevention.

B Acknowledging the benefit of leveraging strategic public-private partnerships
and the value of accessible and usable safety and health services, resources, and
information.

B Realizing that while becoming a performance-oriented, data-drigamiaa
tion, OSHA must protect the health of all American workers, including small
and unoganized groups of workers, who are especially vulnerable.

OSHAs objectives described the actions and activities the Agency would undertake
to move forward strategically in addressing the inherent dangers of Araexiogé
places. Completion of these actions and activities was predicated on internal and
external stability; that is, that FTE and budget allocations would remain constant
and economic and workforce fluctuations would be minimal.

Achieving the goals and objectives presented a number of challenges for the
Agency: how to better tget the Agency limited resources to workplaces where
employees are at the greatest risk of injuhyess, or death; how to better focus
incentives and cooperative programs to leverage Agency and other resources to
achieve the greatest impact on worker safety and health; and how to better address
new and emgjing hazards through partnership and user-friendly standards and reg
ulations.

Measuring OSH’A performance in FY 1996 was dependent on the availability of
data. The FY 1996 performance indicators reflect Agency activity (activity mea
sures), the short-term results of these activities (intermediate outcome measures),
and the longer-term impact of these activities (primary outcome measures).

PERFORMANCE RESULTS

OSHA completed or made progress on a majority of its program objectives in FY
1996. A detailed description of these accomplishments appears in Appendix A
(pages 7 to 16).

OSHAs ability to accomplish its goals and objectives in FY 1996 wastefl, to a
significant degree, by work restrictions and budget uncertainties caused by external
factors. OSHA revised its objectives several times during the W4dle some of

these revisions were the result of internal Agency decisions, the shutdown of the
Federal government and proposals to significantly reduce GIikiget had a

greater causal fefct. Nonetheless, the Agency succeeded in completing or making
progress on a majority of the revised objectives discussed in Appendix A.

OSHASs performance indicators were predicated on data being available. The candi
date performance indicators in OSKHAY 1996 performance plan reflected carry
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over indicatorgrom FY 1995 and new indicators that proposed to begin to measure the
“new OSHA.” The FY 1995 indicators were based on existing data; the new indicators
required the establishment of new data system8ci8nof data were not available at the

end of the year to present the new indicators in the FY 1996 report; therefore, the results
of OSHAs performance are limited to those indicators where data were available. A
detailed description and analysis of these indicators (also referred to as “performance
measures” in this report) is found in Paror

PERFORMANGCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEM
EvVOLUTION

The Agencys performance measurement system (Figure 1) tracks milestones in action
plans for each of the goals and objectives and monitors progress in completing the
steps necessary to achieve the goals. The mission-related Agency performance indica
tors address questions about tHeativeness, étiency, responsiveness, and impact

of the Agencys various programs and initiatives. As the Agency completes its-opera
tional revisions, the goals will relate more directly to achievement of the mission. As a
result, the goals tracking and Agency performance indicators will tend to genver
Finally, pilot tests and special studies represent developmental work related te perfor
mance measurement and system improvement. Although the Agency has already
made some improvement in measuring results, the developméaite ebntinue.

FIGURE 1. COMPONENTS OF OSHA’S PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSTEM.

Mission-Related

Agency Results of
Indicators for Performance Pilot Tests
Tracking Progress ——> Indicators «—— and
on Specific Special Studies
Goals and A - Primary Outcomes ~ ______ Related to
Objectives (Impact) Performance
- Intermediate Outcomes Measurement
- Activities

- Outcomes for Special/
Local Initiatives

- Definitional Consensus

- Indicator Reliability
and Validity

PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

In FY 1996, OSHA began developing evaluation criteria for a number of OSHA
programs, including thedluntary Protection Programs (VPP) and Cooperative
Compliance Programs (CCP).
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VPP performance evaluation measures were designed in FY 1996 and will be imple
mented in FY 1997. Evaluation criteria will include the number of sites that-imple
mented dective safety and health programs; injuries avoided at VPP sites; and lost
workday cases avoided at VPP sites. A strategy for evaluating the leveraging aspect

of the VPP will also be developed in FY 1997.

In FY 1996, work was begun on developing a framework for evaluating

Cooperative Compliance Programs. A draft manual is expected in the spring of FY

1997, with the final document to be completed by the end of the fiscallyear
manual is intended to provide general field guidance in establishing, monitoring,

and evaluating CCPs covering the seven core elements: data driven, partnership,
enforcement, ééctive safety and health programs, leverage, measurable impact, and

outreach.

CONTRIBUTIONS BY NON-FEDERAL PARTIES

OSHA staf prepared the FY 1996 performance measurement report in its entirety

Data from several non-Federal parties are included in the performance report.

Specifications for data used in the Agency indicators were refined after the initial
performance measurement report was compiled. State submissions were-clarifica
tions and refinements of data already being reported from manual or other systems.

Lack of comparability was identified as an issue related to training aludtery
Protection Program activities. In addition, Education Center course evaluation
scores were obtained, as well agi¢éded grant training costs. Thelwhtary
Protection Program Participants Association (VPR ovided data on the compa
ny mentoring program.
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APPENDIX A

AGENCY GoAaLs, OBJECTIVES,
AND RELATED PERFORMANCE
INDICATORS AND SUMMARY OF
ACHIEVEMENTS—FY 1996

GoAL 1: COMMONSENSE ENFORCEMENT

Eliminate hazards through offering partnerships or traditional enforcement

GoAL 1 OBJECTIVES

Implement in all Federal enforcement States incentive programs that use
worksite-specific injury and illness data to encourage proactive safety and
health programs (Maine 200 type). Encourage States with approved plans to
develop and adopt similar programs, with gé¢arof 50 percent State participa
tion by September 30, 1996.

Direct resources to significant hazards and serious violators by directing
enforcement to the most hazardous industries through pilot projects, national
and local emphasis programs, andjééed Federal agency inspections.

Direct resources to significant construction hazards (including silica, lead, and
trenching) and serious violators by using a combination of national and local
emphasis programs.

Form partnerships to address safety and health issues of the health care industry
by designing a service sector program, piloting the program, and tracking
impact by the fourth quarter of FY 1996.

Increase the use of incentives to encourage and recognize employerdegith ef
tive safety and health programs.

Implement strategies to promote worker participation fioresf to achieve a safe
and healthful workplace.

Promote comprehensive safety and health programs (CSHPs) through-partner
ship, consultation, training and education, and voluntary protection, improving
processes and leveraging resources to expand tfesitiedé implementation in
high-hazard industries and small businesses.
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GOAL 1 ACHIEVEMENTS

In FY 1996, the Agency made notable mmgress in its eforts to eliminate serious
hazards that threatened the lives and health of America’workers.

B Cooperative Compliance Programs (CCP&roémployers with a high number
of injuries and illnesses a choice of partnering with OSHA to make safety and
health improvements or being subject to traditional OSHA enforcement. This
approach, among other things, resulted in significantly more hazards being iden
tified and abated in FY 1996. In that ye@SHA approved CCPs for 29 Federal
States; by ye&ds end 1 programs had been implemented. Delays in implemen
tation were attributable to OSHAdecision to give stakeholders an additional
opportunity to provide input on individual proposed programs. Implementation
of CCPs in all Federal enforcement States is expected in early CY 1997. Also,
six State plan States implemented programs meeting five or more of the seven
core CCP elements; at y&mend five other States were developing programs.
In all, 48 percent of the State plan States had implemented or initiated develop
ment of CCPs during the ye&tegotiations and marketingfefts to encourage
State participation will continue in FY 1997.

B In FY 1996, OSHA took a number of steps to address significant hazards and
serious violators, especially in the construction indugayly revision and
implementation of the Agency’complaint-handling policy freed some
resources for directed enforcement. OSHA also developed and implemented
Special Emphasis Programs (SEPSs) to address serious problems with silica and
lead and implemented a trenching SEP as well. By the end of theay®&aP
addressing general industry machine-guarding had been developed and was in
final clearance. During the yedhe Agency also tgeted and inspected 96.4
percent of Federal agency locations with twice the average Federal lost-time
case rate.

B Special attention was given to health issues in the health care industry in FY
1996. Early in the yea©OSHA held stakeholder meetings and established a
nursing home task forcerdining for OSHA compliance fi€ers and consulta
tion consultants was developed and delivered with key stakeholder participation;
a training manual was also published. Ag&ed enforcement strategy was
under review at ye& end. Outreach seminars were scheduled fgetza
States through mid-October; over 2,500 people had attended by the end of the
year and a total of more than 4,600 attendees are expected.’ ©ftdgram
for addressing health care issues wdisiafly announced by the Secretary of
Labor on August 8 and presented &térfans Administration safety and health
professionals; a presentation to the AAHSA annual conference is scheduled for
FY 1997.

B In FY 1995, OSHA completed development of the Program Evaluation Profile
(PEP) form, a tool for evaluating employer safety and health programs. OSHA
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believes that ééctive employer safety and health programs are key to the pre
vention of injuries and ilinesses on the job. The PEP was field tested in FY
1996. Completed as well was a revision of a companion penalty system, which
will reward employers who have implementetéefive safety and health pro
grams. The revised penalty structure and data system form (OSHA 1-b) were
also piloted during the year

A number of strategies to increase worker participationfortefto achieve a

safe and healthful workplace were in various stages in FY 1996. OSHA believes
that employee involvement is key to afeefive safety and health program.
OSHASs PEP form includes this factor as a important element in evaluating the
effectiveness of an employerprogram. The issue of employee involvement

with regard to settlement policy revisions was still under consideration as year
end. An option paper on employee involvement in the consultation process was
under review as well, and discussions continued with the Occupational Safety
and Health Consultation Program Association (OSHCON).

OSHA continued to promote comprehensive safety and health programs through
partnership, consultation, training and education, and voluntary protection. In

FY 1996, OSHA and representatives of the roofing industry signed a partner
ship agreement to address industry-related safety and health issues, including
employer safety and health programs. A hazard verification protocol was devel
oped, and a steering committee waganized and met before the end of the

year In partnership with thedluntary Protection Program Participants
Association, OSHA revised itsolintary Protection Program (VPP) corporate
strategy The VPP promotes fefctive employer safety and health programs as a
tool to reduce workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities. &gelied Taining
Grantees, in concert with OSHA, implemented newly approved training pro
grams, and therain-the-Tainer outreach program continued; training is one
element of an éctive safety and health program. Additionaliyth orientation

and training materials already completed for the last of three courses to be trans
ferred to OTI Education Centers, OSHA updated training curriculum modules
and developed a draft partnership directive. Findtisough a grant with the
University of Alabama, OSHA began arict to expand safety and health pro
gram training for all consultation program consultants.

GOAL 1 RELATED PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Percent of programmed inspections that result in the identification of significant
hazards.

Percent of initial consultation visits that result in the identification of significant
hazards.

Median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement for inspections.
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Median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement for consultation visits.

Median time to respond to requests from smaller employers in high-hazard
industries and operations.

Average cost per person trained through trgetad training grant program.

Average evaluation score (as a percentage of the maximum) on cotesed of
by the OSHA Taining Institute and Education Centers.

For data on each of these performance indicators, seeviradf This report.

GoAL 2: COMMONSENSE REGULATION

Implement a commonsense strategyleveloped in patnership with stakehold-
ers, for rulemaking and alternative approaches to emerging and priority safety
and health issues.

GoAL 2 OBJECTIVES

Publish proposed safety and health program rule by September 1996.

By December 1, 1995, develop and begin to implement a plan to address recom
mendations made in the Eliminating and Improving Regulations report.

Issue three final health standards, one final safety standard, and a final regula
tion on abatement verification. Propose one additional health and one additional
safety standard.

To the extent possible, work with business and labor to address the issues of
ergonomics through a balanced strategy that includes training and education,
consultation, labor and industry partnerships, technical assistance, regulatory
approaches, and sensible enforcement/litigation strategy

Work with the National Advisory Committee on Occupational Safety and
Health (NACOSH) as it develops recommendations for OSHA to improve haz
ard communication and worker right-to-know protections. Review NACOSH
recommendations by September 1996 and implement as appropriate.

Initiate and propose one or more negotiated rulemakings to facilitate consensus-
based standards.

By April 1996, initiate implementation of Priority Planning Process recommen
dations and incorporate them into existing Agency activities.

Make regulations and interpretations more user-friendly by:
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- Issuing a FR Notice proposal to rewrite four 6(a) standards in plain language.

- Releasing compliance documents simultaneously with teetiee date of
final standards as listed in the PresideR®éegulatory Agenda.

- Publishing all outreach and training materials with final standards promulgation.

GoAL 2 ACHIEVEMENTS

OSHA continued to address safety and health issues thugh rulemaking and
other alternative approaches.

B A proposed safety and health program rule was still under development in FY
1996. Although a draft of the regulatory text of the rule was nearly complete by
the end of the yea©SHA recognized the need to obtain greater stakeholder
involvement, including small business involvement required by SBR®Brk
on this rule will continue in FY 1997 with additional meetings with stakeholders
and small businesses. In addition, other proposals are under consideration. A
report from the Maritime Advisory Committee on Occupational Safety and
Health recommends a shipyard safety and health program standard, and a report
from the Advisory Committee on Construction Safety and Health recommends a
construction safety and health standard. The preamble of the latter report is
under development.

B OSHA took a number of actions in FY 1996 to address recommendations in the
report Eliminating and Improving Regulations. The Agency published a
“Miscellaneous Changes to General Industry and Construction Standards” pro
posal that would reduce regulatory requirements while maintaining employee
protections. OSHA also published a final rule clarifying andg&oizing stan
dards provisions and deleting 275 CFR pages, and a Federal Register Notice
eliminating 645 additional CFR pages in the construction and shipyard indus
tries. Finally OSHA published a Federal Register proposal to eliminate 13
pages and reinvent 185 pages of obsolete and duplicative regulations.

B OSHA succeeded in meeting part of its goal to issue final and proposed stan
dards and regulations in FY 1996 to address selected hazards or hazardous con
ditions. Unanticipated delays in the standards promulgation process resulted in
no final or proposed health standards being published during thetyfaal
methylene chloride regulation, delayed by the need to accommodate SBREF
requirements, was approved by OMB pending final revisions; publication is
expected in early FY 1997. A final butadiene regulation was delayed by process
slippage, but by the end of the fiscal year was ready for submission for-depart
mental clearance. Publication is expected early in FY 1997. A final abatement
verification rule is undgoing extensive review for compliance with paperwork
reduction requirements; now ready for DOL clearance, publication is expected
in mid-FY 1997. Finallya proposed tuberculosis regulation is ugdarg
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extensive OMB analysis, including SBREFeview On the safety side, the
Agency published final rules for grain-handling facilities, general industry per
sonal protective equipment, shipyard personal protective equipment, and scaf
folds in construction, and proposed rules for recordkeeping, powered industrial
trucks—construction, and grain-handling facilities.

B OSHA made some progress in FY 1996 in addressimgnemic concerns.
Over the course of the yeanore than 6,000 employers and employees were
trained in egonomic safety through OSHATamgeted Taining Grant Program.
The Agency continued to develop a comprehensive strategy to address
ergonomic issues; the strategy is being refined, with release expected early in
FY 1997, possibly to coincide with a joint OSHA-NIOSH conference planned
for January 1997.

B An OSHA objective in 1996 was to review anticipated recommendations on
hazard communication and worker right-to-know protections from the National
Advisory Committee on Occupational Safety and Health (NACOSH). OSHA
has been working with NACOSH, and the final recommendations are expected
early in FY 1997. OSHA will review and respond to the NACOSH report, and,
if and where appropriate, issue task orders to initiate implementation of selected
recommendations.

m During the yegrOSHA initiated negotiations with the Maritime Advisory
Committee on Occupational Safety and Health to develop a revised fire-protec
tion standard for shipyards. In negotiation with the Steel Erection Committee,
OSHA drafted a proposed steel erection standard. Completing work on the steel
erection proposal will require reauthorization of the committee.

B In FY 1996, OSHA initiated implementation of a number of recommendations
from the Priority Planning Process. The Agency publishadlévice in the
Workplace” guidelines for health care and social service workers, and issued for
comment “Molence in the Wrkplace” guidelines for night retail establishments.
OSHA also initiated a “Permissible Exposure Limits” air contaminants update;
developed and implemented a silica SEP; published a technical manual chapter
on hazardous drugs; and formed a standards advisory committee to cooperative
ly address metalworking fluids.

B OSHA undertook a number of actions to make its regulations and interpretations
more user-friendlyFour 6(a) standards were identified for plain-language
rewrite. A Federal Register proposal to rewrite the access/egress rule in plain
English was proposed; the flammable/combustible liquids rule was redrafted,;
and the dip tanks and spray-finishing rules were redrafted and are awaiting pub
lication. Publication of flammable/combustible liquids, dip tanks, and spray-
finishing rules is expected early in FY 1997, with a means of egress rule ta follow
Compliance directives were issued by standardistfe dates for grain-handling
facilities, general industry PPE, shipyard PPE, andadafin construction.
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Maritime PPE training materials were completed, andaldaig materials are
in clearance.

GoAL 2 RELATED PERFORMANCE INDICATOR

Percent of rulemaking activity on the regulatory agenda undertaken as
negotiated rulemaking.

For data on this performance indicateee PartWo of this report.

GoAL 3: RESULTS—GETTING THE JOB DONE

Focus OSHA programs and service delivery systems using internal and external
partnerships to achieve results

GoAL 3 OBJECTIVES

Continue development and implementation of a results-oriented performance
measurement system during FY 1996.

Submit by October 1, 1995, a plan to increase the skills and expertise of OSHA
employees.

By September 30, 1996, establish a total of at least 17 redesignedfiae=a of
Increase the involvement of OSHAState partners in:

- Identifying and recognizing innovations through the development of at least
three pilot performance agreements each with State programs and consultation
projects by June 1996.

- Developing and implementing national safety and health policies by continu
ing to facilitate State involvement through improved communication rmecha
nisms, including conference calls, e-mail, and participation in meetings.

By October 1995, develop and implement a plan that will ensure a diverse
workforce.

Expand implementation of successful process improvement projects such as
FOIA, debt collection, time utilization, and phone/fax complaint handling.

Collect and expand the use of worksite-specific data ¢getagency interven
tions, as well as to measure OSHA impact and meet the requirements of GPRA.

Implement the Information Resources Management (IRM) Plan.

Develop an operational plan by November 1, 1995, for electronically dissemi
nating safety and health information to the public.
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Develop by January 1, 1996, strategies to institutionalize customer feedback as
a measure of customer satisfaction in redesigrieckesf

GoAL 3 ACHIEVEMENTS

OSHA's motto in FY 1996, “Getting the Job Done” though internal and
external partnerships, produced notable esults.

Following are some of the results OSHA achieved in FY 1996:

OSHA revised its performance measurement implementation approach in FY
1996 and developed and transmitted to OMB its FY 1995 Performance
Measurement Report.

The Agency completed a strategic plan for employee development.

By the end of the yeal 7 Federal areafafes had been reengineered, institu
tionalizing, among other things, a problem-solving approach that addresses
significant workplace safety and health problems. OSHeédesign process
received a \¢e Presidential Hammemaard at a June 13 White House ceremony

OSHA took a number of steps throughout the year to increase the involvement
of its State partners. Performance agreements were signed with three States—
Michigan, Oregon, and Y¥ming; additional agreements are under discussion.
Pilot consultation performance agreements with 10 States in Regions | and Il
were approved and implemented (the Oregon State plan performance agreement
includes the consultationfeft); a Region IV pilot was developed. A limited-

access Internet home page was introduced, and computer systems are being
upgraded for State e-mail connectivilly addition, the Occupational Safety and
Health State Plan Association (OSHS$Participated in the penalty revision

task force, the respirator review team, the safety and health program stakeholder
meeting, the OSHA-55/0SHA-31 data form task force, the settlement agree
ment task force, the Chemical Accident Investigation task force, and the FY
1997 OSHA goals process. Issues-specific workshops were also sponsered dur
ing regularly held OSHS$Pmeetings.

An EEO plan was prepared and issued in FY 1996. Outreach was conducted
with professional and community groups, and a faculty exchange relationship
was developed with Howard Universitiemorandum of Understanding

(MOU) commitments were fulfilled through a pilot Howard University faculty
exchange and the use of HACU/HBCU summer interns.

Process improvement initiatives continued in FY 1996. A new Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) process template was initially adopted as part of the
redesign area fi€e roll-out. Analysis of the debt collection process was-com
pleted and a report prepared. The OSHA-55/31 (activity data and time form)
was implemented to capture information on nonenforcement interventions and
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to provide data for performance measurement. A reengineered phone/fax, other-
than-formal, complaint-handling process was implemented with standardized
performance measurements; a reengineered formal complaint-handling process
is being piloted. OSHA “Safety Pays” concept and expert system were institu
tionalized.

B OSHA implemented a system to collect and compile data on occupational
injuries and illnesses for individual establishments in certain private-sector
industries in FY 1996 (OSHA Data Initiative). The purpose of the system is to
provide data for OSHA enforcement and compliance assistance programs, as
well as to assess the results of the Ageneforts to reduce occupational
injuries, illnesses, and fatalities. The overall response rate for data collection
was 92 percent. The Establishment Data System, a system that integrates
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Annual Survey Data with the employer log
and employment data, and that provides Compliance SaféteBfwith soft
ware to use the OSHA-collected injuijness, and employment data, was
developed. The Agency planned for FY 1997 data collection with diiea of
and State plan- specific components and for integration in FY 1997 of worksite-
specific data with OSHA Integrated Management System data.

B Despite many Information Resources Management (IRM) accomplishments in
FY 1996, projects required to fully implement the plan were delayed due to
resource uncertaintyiowever a Strategic IRM Plan Summary was completed,
approved by the departmental Informati@cfinology Centeland published on
the Internet under the @fe of Administration and Managemen{OASAM)

Web page as part of the departme@trategic IRM Plan for FY 1995-FY

2000. PCs and upgrades were completed in OSHA national, regional, and area
offices, and a new Internet server was installed with a secured access section for
OSHA users. The modernization of OSE/&Salt Lake &chnical Center com

puter was launched: hardware and software were purchased, delivered,-and test
ed; the migration of databases and supporting programs was begun; Internet
firewall hardware was installed; millenium 20/20 data reduction software was
installed and lab users trained; OCIS menus and programs were developed for
the Alpha; and the dialup script to OSHA family NCR computers and PCs was
revised. OSHA national fi€e LAN architecture and platform were finalized,

most hardware and software purchases completed, and a prototype implement
ed; national dfce e-mail was expanded beyond prototydices$. Field

LAN/WAN hardware and software were purchased, most developmental work
was completed, and the project was ugderg testing at ye& end; a pilot
deployment was planned for early in FY 1997, contingent upon the installation
of telecommunications lines. In support of OSsipartners, e-mail was distrib

uted to all State consultation program sites, State 18(b) sites, and enforcement
offices with upgraded NCR equipment.
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B Work on electronically disseminating OSHA information continued in FY 1996,
especially via the Internet. While a preliminary operational plan was completed,
budget and ganizational issues precluded completion of major planning steps
prior to FY 1997.

B A strategy for institutionalizing customer feedback in redesigned diieasof
was developed. The Agency also reported on its accomplishments under the FY
1996 Public Service Standards and published a FY 1997 “Pledge to Customers.”
The OMB-approved complaint response survey was distributed to redesigned
area dfices, and pretested surveys were submitted for OMB clearance. The
Agency also tracked public interest in Agency activities through Yage
activity.

GOAL 3 RELATED PERFORMANCE INDICATOR
B Median time (in workdays) to respond to complaints.

For data on this performance indicateee PartViio of this report.
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PART TWO: OSHA PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

INTRODUCTION

This part contains a detailed analysis of OZHAY 1996 Agency performance
measures or indicators. OSHA used three types of measures to monitor results and
measure impact:

Primary outcomesor impacts reflect the success of Agency activities in preventing
or reducing workplace injuries, ilinesses, and fatalities. Primary outcomes represent
the extent to which OSHA achieves its mission. The key element in performance
measurement is linking Agency activities and intermediate outcomes (described
below) to changes in adverse events. The primary outcomes addressed in this docu
ment are:

Change in Magnitude of Occupational Injuries and llinesses
Change in Tenching/Excavation Fatalities—Revised Excavation Standard

Change in Injury/lliness Rate—Maine 200 Program

Change in Injury/lliness Rate—¥¢onsin 200 Program
B GRIP(Getting Results and Improving Performance) Success Stories

Intermediate outcomesare the results of individual activities or programs that con
tribute to Agency primary outcomes. This category captures the short-term results of
activities. Intermediate outcomes reflect desirable changes in the workplace -environ
ment or in Agency responsiveness that are related to long-term changes in the types,
numbers, and rates of workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities. The intermediate
outcomes addressed in this report are:

Significant Hazard Identification— Programmed Inspections

Significant Hazard ldentification—Consultatiorsits

Hazard Abatementime—Programmed and Nonprogrammed Inspections
Hazard Abatementime—Consultation 8its

Complaint Responseime

Consultation Responsenie

Cost Per Personrdined—Trgeted Taining Grant Program

Evaluation Score on Coursesf€td—OSHA Taining Institute and Education
Centers

Negotiated Rulemaking
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Activities include the services or products that OS#Hgrograms provided or

actions that converted resources to Agency services or products. The results of these
activities become measures of thieefiveness, étency and responsiveness of

OSHA programs (intermediate outcomes) and the extent to which OSHA prevents

or reduces workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities (primary outcomes).

The activities addressed in this document are:
B Onsite Intervention Activities

m Offsite Intervention Activities

B Leveraged Intervention Activities

Part Wwo presents data and analysis for each of the performance indicators that
OSHA measured in FY 1996. It provides a description of each measure, relevant
definitions, analysis of the data, and supporting figurableE containing more

detailed data follow the analyses in each of the three performance measure sections.
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INTRODUCTION

This section presents the data for and analyses of GSHifnary outcome mea
sures for FY 1996. Primary outcomes are the prevention or reduction of workplace
injuries, illnesses, and fatalities resulting from Agency activities.

The primary outcome measures analyzed in this report demonstrate the impact of
OSHA programs and activities on workplace safétey are:

m Change in magnitude of occupational injuries and illnesses

B Change in trenching/excavation fatalities since implementation of the revised
excavation standard

m Change in Injury/lliness Rates—Maine 200 Program
m Change in Injury/lliness Rates—¥¢onsin 200 Program

A description of each measure, relevant definitions, data analysis, data issues, and
anticipated changes are presented on pages 25 through 36. The tables on pages 41
through 49 present in greater detail the data for the first two measures.

Finally, this section briefly summarizes five “success stories” from OSI&®ngi
neered Federal field fdes using the Getting Results and Improving Performance
(GRIP) model.

SIHNSVINW JWO31LN0O AdVIWIaA
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CHANGE IN MAGNITUDE OF
OCCUPATIONAL INJURIES AND
ILLNESSES

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the change in the total injury and iliness rate in industries in which
OSHA intervention (inspections and consultation visits) was greatest. It addresses
the following question about OSHAperformance: What impact do OSHA onsite
interventions have on workplace injuries and illnesses?

DEFINITIONS

Injur yl/iliness rates:Estimated rates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Annual
Survey of all cases of work-related occupational injuries and illneses, including
cases with days away from work and cases with restricted work activity

Onsite interventions: OSHA inspections and consultation visits.

Concentration: Number of establishments in an SIC receiving onsite OSHA
inspections and consultation visits.

Inspection penetration: Proportion of establishments in an SIC receiving onsite
OSHA inspections.

Consultation penetration: Proportion of establishments in an SIC receiving OSHA
consultation visits.

Percent change in injury/iliness rates:[(post-intervention rate — pre-intervention
rate)/ pre-intervention rate] x 100.

ANALYSIS

Average total injury and iliness rates declined fom 1989-1990 to 1993-1994 in
those industries in which onsite OSHA intervention (inspections and consutta
tion visits) was gieatest during 1991 and 1992.

The average decline in the total injury and illness rates was 23.3 percent for the
manufacturing industries with the highest concentration of onsite interventions, 16.3

SIHNSVINW JWO31LN0O AdVIWIaA
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percent for the construction industries with the highest concentration of onsite inter

ventions, 13.0 percent for the manufacturing industries with the highest average

annual rate of inspection penetration, and 22.8 percent for the manufacturing indus
tries with the highest average annual rate of consultation penetration. Those industries

with the highest concentration of onsite intervention and those industries with the

highest average annual penetration rate are, in general, industries with injury and ill

ness rates well above the national average. This reflects ©@8bAmitment to éct
change in the most dangerous industries.

Comparing changes in workplace injury and iliness rates in those industries experi

encing the highest degree of onsite OSHA interventions provides a measure of

OSHA impact. One measure of onsite OSHA intervention is concentration of onsite
interventions, which is the number of inspections and consultations visits conducted

within an industry

The number of establishments inspected or receiving consultation visits in each
manufacturing industry (SIC) was calculated for 1991 and 1992valuate out
comes in 1993 and 1994, industries were rank ordered by the total number of
inspections and consultation visits. Similatlye number of establishments or sites
inspected or receiving consultation visits in each construction industry (SIC) was

calculated for 1991 and 1992, and industries were rank ordered by the total number

of inspections and consultation interventions. The average total injury and illness

rate for 1989 and 1990 combined was compared to the average total injury and ill
ness rate for 1993 and 1994 combined. These averages were then used to calculate

the percent change in total injury and iliness rates before and after intervention.

Both manufacturing and construction industries (SICs) with the highest concentra

tion of onsite interventions experienced a pattern of declining injury and illness
rates. All eight of the manufacturing industries with the highest concentration of

onsite interventions experienced declines in average total injury and iliness rates,

and seven of the eight construction industries with the highest concentration of
onsite intervention experienced declines in average total injury and illness rates.

Penetration of onsite interventions, an alternative measure of onsite OSHA interven

tion, was also analyzed (see the tables on pages 47 to 48). Penetration of onsite
interventions is the proportion of establishments within an industry that were
inspected or received consultation visits.

The proportion of establishments inspected in each manufacturing industry (SIC) was
estimated for 1991 and 1992 using establishment data from Dun and Bradetreet. T
evaluate outcomes in 1993 and 1994, industries were rank ordered by the average
estimated proportion (number of establishments inspected/number of establishments

in the SIC). Similarlythe proportion of establishments receiving consultation visits

in each manufacturing industry (SIC) was estimated for 1991 and 1992, and indus

tries were rank ordered by the average estimated proportion. The average total
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SIC Rates '89-'90
vs Rates '93-'94

Logging (SIC 2410) 18.5/10.0
Plastics Products, NEC (SIC 3089) 17.2/13.5
Sawmills and Planing Mills (SIC 2421) 18.2/13.1
Industrial Machinery (SIC 3599) 12.9/11.4
Motor Vehicle Parts & Assessories (SIC 3714) 19.6/14.9
Fabricated Structural Metals (SIC 3441) 24.0/18.0
Sheet Metal (SIC 3444) 19.2/16.4
Electroplating (SIC 3471) 15.7/13.2
SIC Rates '89-'90

vs Rates '93-'94
Non-residential Building (SIC 154) 16.4/11.6
Misc. Special Trade (SIC 179) 15.2/11.8
Masonry, Stone & Plaster (SIC 174) 16.6/13.5
Plumbing, Heating & Air Cond. (SIC 171) 15.7/13.4
Heavy Constr. except Highway (SIC 162) 13.7/10.2
Electrical Work (SIC 173) 13.3/11.0
Residential Building Constr. (SIC 152) 11.3/10.5
Carpentry & Floor Work (SIC 176) 13.1/13.7

injury and illness rate for 1989 and 1990 combined was compared to average
total injury and illness rate for 1993 and 1994 combined.

The manufacturing industries with the highest average annual rates of inspection
penetration experienced patterns of declining injury and illness rates. Six of the
seven industries for which all necessary data were available experienced declines in
average total injury and illness rates. Six of the seven manufacturing industries with
the highest average annual rates of consultation penetration for which all necessary
data were available also experienced patterns of declining injury and iliness rates.
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An underlying AVERAGE PERCENT CHANGE IN INJURY/ILLNESS
assumption in this RATES BEFORE (CY1989-1990) AND AFTER (CY

.. . 1993-1994) INTERVENTION—MANUFACTURING
analysis is that indus

tries experiencing the
greatest onsite inter
vention should expe

25
24

rience a greater =

decline in injury and 22

illness rates than 21

those industries in 20

which fewer estab 19

lishments have been 18 M Fabricated Structural Metals
msp(_ected or have 17 B Sheet Metl
received consulta 16

tion. For 1989 and 15 B Motor Vehicle Parts and Accessories
1990_’ t_he avera_ge 14 ¥ Plastic Products

total injury and ilt 13 I Sawmills and Planing Mills
ness rate for all > \ . Electroplating

; ; ; Industrial Machiner
industries combined 1 y
was 8.7 per 100 full- 10 Logging

time employees. In 9

1993 and 1994, the 8

average total injury .

and illness rate for all 5

industries combined 5

was 7.8 per 100 full- '89-90 9394

time employees. This

pattern contrasts with

a greater decrease for the industries with the most onsite intervention. While the
association observed in these data does not demonstrate catgalignsistency of
response across industries lends weight to the hypothesis that OSHA interventions
significantly afect total injury and illness rates.

For more detailed data on this performance measure, see the tables on pages 45
to 48.

DATA ISSUES

The construction SICs reflect a mixture of type of construction (e.g., general resi
dential building contractors, general nonresidential building contractors, etc.) as well
as a variety of special trades (masostgne, and plaster; plumbing, heating, and air
conditioning; etc.) As a result, the comparison of rates in these SICs may not be as
meaningful as the ranked comparisons in manufacturing.
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Analysis of penetration Averace PERCENT CHANGE IN INJURY/ILLNESS

rates must be limited
to manufacturing

because of the di€ul-
ty estimating the num
ber of establishments

or sites in construction.

Estimates of total
injury and iliness rates
should be more robust
for industries with
many establishments
(i.e., many employees)
than for industries with
few establishments
(i.e., few employees).
Small changes in the
number of injuries and
illnesses in industries
with few establish
ments may result in
large changes in the

RATES BEFORE (CY1989-1990) AND AFTER
(CY 1993-1994) INTERVENTION—CONSTRUCTION

18
17
16
R\
Carpentry & Floor Work
14
[ | Masonry, Stone & Plaster
13 B plumbing, Heating & AC
12 \ Non-residential Building
B wmisc. Special Trade
11
™ Electrical Work
10 I Heavy Constr. except Highway
[ Residential Building Construction
'89-'90 '93-'94
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total average injury and illness rates, whereas the rates in industries with many
establishments should be far less sensitive to small fluctuations in numbers of
injuries and illnesses.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

The analysis will be updated with 1995 BLS data. Industries will be re-ranked based
on the number of onsite interventions in 1992 and 1993.
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CHANGE IN TRENCHING/
EXCAVATION FATALITIES—
REVISED EXCAVATION STANDARD

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the change in the number of employees killed in trenchingfexcava
tion operations since April 1987 and January 1990, tleetefe dates of OSHA
proposed and final revised excavation standard. It addresses the following question
about OSHZAs performance: What impact has the revised standard had on fatalities
in trenching/excavation operations?

DEFINITIONS

Excavations: Open hollows made in the easlsurface, including trenches.
A trench is a narrow excavation, usually less than 15 feet wide.

OSHA excavation standard:Covers all open excavations made in the earth’
surface.

ANALYSIS

The number of employees Kkilled in tenching/excavation operations has
decreased since the &dctive dates of OSHAs revised excavation standard.

In excavation operations, the leading killer is cave-in accidents, which are primarily
caused by a lack of proper shoring, sloping, or shielding in unstable soil. The revised
excavation standard covered all open excavations made in thes sarfhte, estab

lished diferent sloping and shoring requirements for various soil types, and required
employers to use competent persons to analyze soils. The standard also focused on
performance criteria rather than specifications to allow employers more flexibility in
providing protection for employees. Following promulgation of the standard, OSHA
conducted outreach and training to help employers with complian@essist in the
prevention of cave-ins, OSHA also implemented a special program that required
compliance dfcers to stop and inspect all open, active excavations observed in the
course of their workday
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Number of Fatalities

45
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Information from OSHZAs inspection database indicates thfeaiveness of the

revised excavation standard. The standard was proposed in April 1987, finalized in
October 1989, and fefctive in January 1990. Since the revised standard was pro
posed, excavation fatalities have declined 45 percent, from 44 in 1987 to 24 in
1996. Since the &ictive date of the revised standard, the number of fatalities has
fallen 22 percent, from 31 in 1990 to 24 in 1996.

For more detailed data on this performance measure, see the table on page 49.

These data reflect trenching/excavation fatalities investigated by Federal and State
OSHA. Deaths resulting from injuries sustained during trenching/excavation opera
tions and occurring at a later date away from the worksite (i.e., hospital or home)
may not be reflected in these data.

OSHA will continue to monitor the impact of the excavation standard on workplace
injuries and fatalities.
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CHANGE IN INJURY/ILLNESS
RATES—MAINE 200 PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the change in the injury/iliness rate experienced by companies par
ticipating in the OSHA cooperative pilot program in the State of Maine from 1993
through 1996. It addresses the following question about GsSp&kformance: What
impact has OSHA cooperative compliancefeft had on the injury/illness rates of

the companies participating in the Maine 200 program?

DEFINITIONS

Average rate: Average injury/iliness rate for companies graduating from the Maine
200 program.

Incidence rate: Lost workday case incidence rate—calculation based on the
employets OSHA 200 Log and Summary of Occupational Injuries and Ilinesses
for those cases that resulted in the worker either being restricted or taking time
off work (columns 2 + 9 x 200,000 divided by total hours worked).

Graduate: A participant company of the Maine 200 program that has graduated
from the program, i.e., met all program criteria, abated all identified hazards,
focused on preventing/reducing injuries and illnesses, and implemented an
effective site-specific safety and health program at worksites.

ANALYSIS

There was an overall decline from 1991 to 1996 in the average total injury/iliness
rates of those companies that graduated from the Maine 200 progmgeted firms
were those having the highest number of workers’ compensation claims in 1991.

Maine 200 tageted firms were given a choice of participating in the pilot program
officially launched in 1993 or being subject to traditional OSHA enforcement.
Those firms choosing to participate agreed to meet program criteria and regularly
submit site-specific data to OSHA for monitoring performance.
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Overall, annual average incidence
rates declined 30 percent, frorh.25

AVERAGE INCIDENCE RATE OF MAINE
200 GRADUATE COMPANIES—

in 1991 (reference year*) to 7.86in "~ © 7717 199¢

1996, for those companies graduating
from the Maine 200 program. Fifty-
four percent (100) of the companies
(representing some 800 worksites an
just under 50,000 employees) met all
program criteria and graduated from
the Maine 200 program. Graduate
companies experienced a 12 percent
decline in average incidence rates
from 1993 (year the programfigial-

ly launched) to 1996. For graduate
companies accepted into the progran
in 1993, average rates declined 22
percent from 1992 to 1996. Graduate
companies accepted into the progran
in 1994 experienced a 13 percent
decline in average rates from 1993 tc
1996.

[ Average Graduate Rate

12

10.15

Average Incidence Rate

1991* 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

*1991 was selected as the reference year because companies
were initially contacted throughout 1992 and they likely
began to implement changes in that year

DATA ISSUES

The OSHA Bangor Area @¢e provided the Maine 200 incidence rate information
from its ofice database. The data entered into the database were voluntarily provid
ed by participating companies. One hundred eighty-four companies representing
1,245 worksites voluntarily participated after being notified by OSHA that they

were tageted for the compliance program because they were among companies hav
ing the highest number of workers’ compensation cases. Fifty-four percent of the
participating companies (100 companies representing some 800 worksites and just
under 50,000 employees) graduated from the program. The average injury/iliness
rates of these employers was calculated using the total of the incidence rates for all
companies graduating from the program.
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CHANGE IN INJURY/ILLNESS
RATES—WISCONSIN 200
PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the change in the injury/iliness rate experienced by companies par
ticipating in the Visconsin 200 program. It addresses the following question about
OSHASs performance: What impact does thesd@nsin 200 program have on werk
place fatalities, injuries, and illnesses?

ANALYSIS

Companies paticipating in the Wisconsin 200 pogram significantly reduced
their workers’ compensation injury/iliness rates, by an average of 29.5 pesgnt
in FY 1995 and 35 pecent in FY 1996.

The Wisconsin 200 program @ets the 200 manufacturing firms in the State that
have the highest rate of serious workplace injuries and illnesses, based on site-spe
cific workers’ compensation data. Establishments on tlsedNsin 200 list receive
information and training prior to inspections to encourage them to implement a safe
ty and health program. After an inspection takes place, OSHA provides recommen
dations on how the firm can improve its health and safety program, and the firm
incorporates these recommendations into an action plan.

In FY 1995, outreach for the program consisted of notification to all the original

200 companies of their inclusion in the program, 22 training sessions attended by 84
companies, several meetings with stakeholders prior to finalizing the program, 15
Wisconsin 200 seminars, and responses to numerous telephone inquiries about the
program. In FY 1996, outreach activities included 21 orientation sessions attended

by 55 companies and 43 employee representatives, mailings to 305 employers, and a
training session for the Pulp and Paper Manufacturers Association attended by 90
employers from throughout the midwest.

In FY 1995, a total of 88 inspections were conducted at 44 firms. A total of 816 vio
lations were cited, with 18,7lemployees exposed to the violations cited. All the
companies cited (27) submitted action plans based on informal conferemoes. T
companies that were not cited also voluntarily joined the program and submitted
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action plans. In FY 1996, a total of 55 inspections were conducted at the same num
ber of firms. A total of 747 violations were cited, with,803 employees exposed to
the violations cited. Aside from two contested cases, only one employer refused to
submit an action plan. In both FY 1995 and FY 1996, more than half the violations
cited were serious, willful, or repeat violations.

In FY 1995, 80 percent of the employers in the program reduced their injury/illness
rates, and 105 companies droppeidtiod Wisconsin 200 list due to their reduction

in lost workday injuries/illnesses. In FY 1996, 86 percent of the companies on the
first OSHA 200 list achieved reductions in workers’ compensation injury/iliness

rates. The rates of the top 50 establishments where inspections were conducted were
reduced by 40 percent. Employers on the secoisd¢dfisin 200 list averaged a 24
percent reduction after one year; 79 percent of these employers reduced their rates.
More than half the companies improved so much that they were no longer included

in the Wisconsin 200 program.

FY 1995 FY 1996
Number of establishments visited 44 55
Changes to fatality rates Data not Data not
available* available*

Average change in workers' compensation injury/illness rates -29.5% -35%
Number of inspections 88 55
Number of hazards abated (number of violations cited) 816 747
Number of employees removed from risk (number exposed to standard violated) 18,771 11,803
Number of workers covered by inspection 16,354 15,150

Number of violations per inspection 6.8 8.9

Percent of serious, willful, and repeat violations 58.8% 51%
Average serious penalty $596 $532
Average penalty per inspection $3,454 $2,527

*There have been no fatalities in Wisconsin 200 companies since the beginning of the program.
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GRIP (GETTING RESULTS AND
IMPROVING PERFORMANCE)
SUCCESS STORIES

In FY 1994, OSHA began anfeft to enhance the performance of its Federal field
offices through reengineering. The Agerxcyiodel for changing the way these
offices conduct business addressed four major operational components: strategy

processes, ganization, and measurement. The model was based on the premise that

all OSHA staf are responsible for accomplishing thgamizations mission of
reducing workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities, while also enforcing OSHA
regulations.

In FY 1995, five Federal areafizls were operating under OStdAeengineered
format. In FY 1996, the number increased to 17. One means of achieving impact in
the reengineered aredioés is the use of problem-solving, which gives the field

staf the ability to identify critical safety and health problems, develop solutions,
implement plans, and measure and be held accountable for results. The number of
success stories is increasing rapidglow is a sampling of strategic initiatives
reported for FY 1996. They represent solutions to local safety and health problems
that OSHA believes will become long-term measures of the Agemopact on

injuries, illnesses, and fatalities in Amerigalorkplaces.

CowTowN PROJECT

The Fort Wrth area dfce identified industries in its jurisdiction with lost workday
injury/illness rates among the highest in the nation. Using this information, the
office entered into partnerships with several of the most hazardous of these indus
tries (such as meat processing, iron and steel foundries, and motor vehicles and
accessories) to help employers reduce workplace injuries and illnesses by maintain
ing effective safety and health management programithe first year of the pro-

gram, nearly half of the patticipating companies ieduced their injury and illness

rates by more than 25 pecent.

AND GAS INTERVENTION

The Wichita area dfce and the Overland Park districfioé, which together as

“Team Kansas” cover the entire state, entered into a strategic partnership with oil
and gas industry employers in their jurisdiction to address the historically high num
ber of fatal accidents in that industSHAs Team Kansas worked with participat

37
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ing employers and their insurance companies to improve their safety and health
management programs. Prior to the initiative, the oil and gas industry in the State
reported an average of 3 deaths a year (63 fatalities/catastrophes from January 1,
1980, to July 30, 1995). In the year before the project was implemented (in
September 1995), five oil and gas employees were killed at work. In the 17-month
period since the program began, no fatalities have been reported.

The Parsippany areafigie had to deal with the tragic aftermath of an accident in
which three New Jersey highway construction workers were killed by a passenger
truck that crossed over a barrier protecting the work zone. Research by the
Laborers’ Safety and Health Fund of North America reinforced a growing body of
evidence that highway construction work is extremely dangerous. OSHA, realizing
it could not solve the problem alone, formed a partnership with the New Jersey
Department of fansportation, the New Jersey State Police, Laborers International,
and Local 472. This coalition implemented a five-part strategy to make New Jersey
highway construction work the safest in the counfihe coalition's strategy includ

ed: safety awareness training for a new State polidectssifety unit; a choice for
contractors between partnership or traditional enforcement; data collection from
State police reports to track hazard trends among highway contractors and educate
the various partners; intervention and enforcement by State troopers adaims$t of

ing contractors; and inclusion of permanent contract language requiring contractors
to commit to safety practices in order to bid for State-funded highway work.

State troopers have eported making eight and a half times as many safety and
health interventions as befoe. A total of 1,766 hazards have been identified

and fixed, thereby removing 1,147 employeesdm risk. The hazards corrected
included unsafe lane closure, inadequate crew protection, and unsafe site-vehicle
operation. Many of those hazards also exposed the driving public to risks. Based on
this initial success, the State not only added 206 to the 25 originally assigned

to the project, but also decided to expand the collaborafiwd & county and local
police. A combined total of 545 State, coyragd local police dicers will be

trained and ready to intervene if necessary in hazardous situations at highway con
struction sites. A number of other States and localities have asked the New Jersey
State Police for help in instituting similar programs.

The St. Louis area fife was aware that many roofers were being seriously injured
in falls while working on residential projects in the St. Louis area. OSHA addressed
the problem by entering into a partnership with the local unions, roofing associa
tions, and suppliers of roofing materials and fall protection. The goal was to reduce
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the high incidence of injuries due to falls from residential roofs. The St. Ldidge of
assisted local contractors in developing practical fall protection plans and conducted
hazard-assessment training for the contractors’ labor unions and safety and health
committees. Whin six months, roofing injuries, as reported by the two contractor
associations (and confirmed by their unions), declined 70 percent, from 61 in 1995

to 17 in 1996. Of those 17 injuries, only 9 resulted in lost work time.

PuLrP AND PAPER MILLS

The Savannah areafice worked with employers in the pulp and paper mill indus
try to improve health and safety programs and to find and fix hazards. For many

years, this industry had appeared on the high-hazard list. The fceaeotered

into a collaborative partnership with labor and business that involved participation
by some employees and active assistance from OSHA. As a result of this-partner
ship, employees, who were trained by OSHA, participated in self-inspections at
which 453 violations were found and 255 corrected to date, with only 320 hours of
OSHA staf time required. In contrast, OSHA inspections at other pulp and paper
mills in the previous 4 years resulted in finding and correcting 159 violations, but
required 7,180 hours of OSHA dtéime. The strategic partnership resulted in more

than a 35-fold increase in hazards abated per hour biasigd. At Tenneco

Companylabor and management, working togettmeave found 1,100 hazards and

have already corrected 850. Before O&Hitervention, there were virtually no
relations between the union representing the workers and the comsaayesult
of this initiative, labor is now a partner in the comparsafety operations.
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DEFINITIONS

Concentration: Number of establishments in an SIC receiving onsite OSHA
inspections and consultation visits.

Consultation penetration: Proportion of establishments in an SIC receiving OSHA
consultation visits.

Excavations: Open hollows made in the eadlsurface, including trenches.
A trench is a narrow excavation, usually less than 15 feet wide.

Injur yl/illness rates:Estimated rates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Annual
Survey of all cases of work-related occupational injuries and illneses, including
cases with days away from work and cases with restricted work activity

Inspection penetration: Proportion of establishments in an SIC receiving onsite
OSHA inspections.

Onsite interventions: OSHA inspections and consultation visits.

OSHA excavation standard Covers all open excavations made in the esarth’
surface.

Percent change in injury/iliness rates:[(post-intervention rate — pre-intervention
rate)/ pre-intervention rate] x 100.
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Total Injury/lliness Rate Total Injury/lliness Rate

Before Intervention® Number of OSHA Interventions After Intervention®
Inspection Consultation Total Percent Change in
Average Total
SIC Injury/lliness Rate
Code Industry 1989 1990 Av. 1991 1992 1991 1992 1993 1994 Av. After Intervention
3089 Plastics Products, 17.0 17.3 17.2 893 992 458 439 2,782 135 13.4 135 215
NEC
2411  Logging 19.5 17.5 18.5 1,386 1,064 49 74 2,573 135 6.6 10.0 -45.9
2421 Sawmills and 18.4 18.0 18.2 558 542 263 259 1,622 14.2 12.0 13.1 -28.0
Planing Mills,
General
3599 Industrial 12.6 13.2 12.9 531 495 268 288 1,582 11.4 11.4 114 -11.6
Machinery, NEC
3441  Fabricated 24.4 23.6 24.0 495 601 173 148 1,417 18.6 17.3 18.0 -25.0
Structural Metal
3714  Motor Vehicle Parts 19.0 20.1 19.6 559 480 193 162 1,394 14.5 15.2 14.9 -24.0
and Accessories
3444 Sheet Metal Work 19.1 19.2 19.2 431 447 187 185 1,250 15.9 16.9 16.4 -14.6
3471  Plating and 15.3 16.0 15.7 445 420 99 110 1,074 13.1 13.3 13.2 -15.9
Polishing

®Rate per 100 full-time workers.
Note: Av.-Average



Total Injury/lliness Rate Total Injury/lliness Rate

Before Intervention® Number of OSHA Interventions After Intervention®
Inspection Consultation Total Percent Change in
Average Total
SIC Injury/lliness Rate
Code Industry 1989 1990 Av. 1991 1992 1991 1992 1993 1994 Av. After Intervention
1540  Nonresidential 16.9 15.9 16.4 9,413 8,828 1,537 1,397 21,175 12.0 11.2 11.6 -29.3
Building
Construction
1790  Misc. Special 15.7 14.6 15.2 8,704 7,632 581 651 17,568 11.7 11.9 11.8 -22.4
Trade
Contractors
1740  Masonry, 16.0 171 16.6 6,958 6,202 480 569 14,209 13.2 13.8 135 -18.7
Stonework, and
Plastering
1710  Plumbing, 15.7 15.7 15.7 6,616 5,783 457 606 13,462 13.8 13.0 134 -14.6
Heating, Air
Conditioning
1620 Heavy 13.7 13.7 13.7 6,760 5,762 516 406 13,444 10.5 9.8 10.2 -25.5
Construction,
Except
Highway
1730  Electrical Work 13.1 134 133 5513 4,954 350 415 11,232 11.3 10.6 11.0 -17.3
1520 Residential 114 111 11.3 2,794 2,695 358 436 6,283 10.7 10.2 10.5 7.1
Building
Construction
1750  Carpentry and 13.0 13.1 13.1 3,285 2,515 118 178 6,096 14.0 134 13.7 4.6
Floor Work

®Rate per 100 full-time workers.
Note: Av.—Average



Total Injury/lliness

Total Injury/lliness Rate Degree of OSHA Inspection Penetration Rate After
Before Intervention® (# Inspections/# Firms in SIC) Intervention®
Percent Change in
Average Total
SIC Av. Injury/lliness Rate
Code Industry 1989 1990 Av. 1991 1992 Prop. 1993 1994 Av. After Intervention
2610  Pulp Mills 13.8 8.5 11.2 49/51 40/45 92.48 8.8 7.7 8.2 -26.79
3721  Aircraft 10.2 10.0 10.1 221/198 169/247 90.02 10.2 9.4 9.8 -2.97
2620  Paper Mills 11.9 11.3 11.6 296/346 235/325 78.93 8.7 8.7 8.7 -25.00
3369  Nonferrous 17.7 15.7 16.7 64/75 55/83 75.80 10.9 N/A — —
Foundries, NEC
3322  Malleable Iron 20.3 225 21.4 21/30 24130 75.00 25.9 21.4 23.7 10.75
Foundries
2063  Beet Sugar 15.3 14.3 14.8 30/37 12/39 55.92 15.6 12.0 13.8 -6.76
3633 Household Laundry ~ 18.7 214 20.1 14/18 5/15 55.56 14.6 17.7 16.2 -19.40
Equipment
3334  Primary Aluminum 23.9 26.4 25.2 36/57 24/52 54.66 21.8 21.6 19.9 -21.03

®Rate per 100 full-time workers.

Note: Av. Prop.—Average Proportion
N/A -The BLS report does not contain data for this SIC code for this year.



Total Injury/lliness Rate
Before Intervention®

Degree of OSHA Inspection Penetration

(# Sites Receiving Consultations/

#Firms in SIC))

Total Injury/lliness Rate After
Intervention®

Percent Change in
Average Total

SIC Av. Injury/lliness Rate
Code  Industry 1989 1990 Av. 1991 1992 Prop. 1993 1994 Av. After Intervention
2015  Poultry 22.8 26.9 24.9 75/493 64/528 13.7 14.4 13.2 13.8 -44.6
Slaughtering and
Processing

3449  Miscellaneous 19.0 N/A — 85/568 66/626 12.8 14.1 12.6 134 —
Metal Work

3312 Blast Furnaces and 155 15.8 15.7 61/514 48/411 11.8 13.2 12.1 12.7 -19.1
Steel Mills

2521  Wood Office 13.8 16.1 15.0 84/587 58/644 11.7 12.2 12.8 125 -16.7
Furniture

3541 Machine Tools, 11.2 11.8 115 53/565 51/553 9.3 8.5 10.2 9.4 -18.3
Metal Cutting
Types

3321  Gray and Ductile 21.7 30.5 29.1 73/698 51/674 9.1 24.5 27.8 26.2 -10.0
Iron Foundries

3443  Fabricated Plate 24.0 22.8 23.4 169/1,694  133/1,783 8.8 16.9 16.9 16.9 -27.8
Work (Boiler
Shops)

3069 Fabricated Rubber 15.8 149 154 84/1,035 85/1,127 7.8 9.9 13.7 11.8 234

®Rate per 100 full-time workers.

Products, NEC

N/A — The BLS report does not contain data for this SIC code for this year.



NUMBER OF TRENCHING FATALITIES INVESTIGATED BY OSHA

FEDERAL AND STATE FEDERAL ONLY
YEAR EVENTS FATALITIES EVENTS FATALITIES
1987 39 44 29 33
1988 27 27 16 16
1989 30 31 23 23
1990 31 31 29 29
1991 30 31 23 24
1992 22 23 16 16
1993 28 30 24 26
1994 28 28 24 24
1995 13 17 9 10
1996 24 24 18 18

Total 272 286 211 219
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INTRODUCTION

This section presents the data for and analyses of @Stit#e intermediate outcome
measures for FY 1996 and includes data from FY 1995 and FY 1994 for compari
son. This category captures the short-term results of OSHA programs and activities.
Intermediate outcomes reflect desirable changes in the workplace environment that
are related to primary outcomes—Ilong-term changes in the types, numbers, and
rates of workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities.

The intermediate outcome measures analyzed in this report are:

Percentage of programmed inspections that identified significant hazards
Percentage of consultation visits that identified significant hazards
Median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement for inspections

Median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement for consultations
Median time (in workdays) to respond to complaints

Median time (in workdays) to respond to consultation requests from smaller
employers in high-hazard industries and operations

Average cost per person trained through OSHa&geted training grant program

Average evaluation score on coursderefd by the OSHA fRining Institute
and Education Centers

Percentage of rulemaking actions on the regulatory agenda undertaken-as nego
tiated rulemaking

A description of each measure, relevant definitions, data analysis, data issues, and
anticipated changes are presented on pages 55 through 87. The tables on pages 89
through 151 present the FY 1994 to FY 1996 data for each measure in greater
detail.
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SIGNIFICANT HAZARD
IDENTIFICATION—
PROGRAMMED INSPECTIONS

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the percentage of programmed inspections that result in the identifi
cation of significant hazards. It addresses the following questions about © SHA
performance: Is OSHA directing its onsite interventions to the right places? Does
OSHA focus its dbrts efectively and diciently once it identifies or reaches gets
(industry establishments, or occupation group)?

DEFINITIONS

Programmed inspections (OSHA)Planned inspections to establishments in high-
hazard industries or construction worksites identified on OSHA inspection tar
geting lists. For safetyrederal OSHA lists are based on the industries with the
highest injury/illness rates according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics Annual
Survey For health, Federal OSHA lists are based on industries with the highest
number of serious health violations per inspection. Construction inspection lists
provide randomly selected active worksites. State plan States may use lists
based on alternative data sources, such as workers’ compensation claims data.

Significant hazards (inspections)Serious hazards likely to kill, injure, or make
workers ill, and willful and repeat violations. Excluded are violations related to
the OSHA posterecordkeeping, and hazard communications requirements.

ANALYSIS

OSHA found significant hazards in FY 1996 at nearly half the establishments
targeted for inspection. More than 60 pecent of programmed inspections in
manufacturing establishments identified significant hazards.

In FY 1996, 47.4 percent of OSHAprogrammed inspections identified significant
hazards. The FY 1996 result represents a decrease of 5 percentage points from
FY 1995 (52 percent) and of 3 points from FY 1994 (50 percent).
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On a quarterly basis, the percentage 0 PERCcENT OF PROGRAMMED
inspections with significant hazards ~ !NSPECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT
remained relatively stable (48 percent " A#ARPSTFY 1996
in quarters one, two, and three, and 4¢

percent in quarter four).

From FY 1994 to FY 1996, pro
grammed inspections in the manufactul
ing sector yielded a higher percentage
of significant hazards (75, 71, and 62
percent, respectively) than in either eon
struction (44, 47, and 44 percent) or all
other industries (41, 43, and 39 percent

With
Significant
Hazards
18,944

With No
In the same three years, safety inspec Significant
tions in manufacturing were more Hazards
likely to result in the identification of 21,017

significant hazards (75, 74, and 65
percent) than health inspections (71,

61, and 52 percent; see tables on pages 95 to 101). Employers with fewer than 50
employees had the lowest percentage of inspections with significant hazards (45 to
49 percent range) of any size group. The range for all other size groups was 62 to

71 percent.

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PROGRAMMED INSPECTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT
HAZARDS BY QUARTER—FY 1996

Programmed Inspections Qtr 1 Qtr2 Qtr3 Qtr 4
% with Significant Hazards 48% 48% 48% 46%
# with Significant Hazards 4,040 4,869 5,607 4,428
# with No Significant Hazard 4,292 5,378 6,113 5,234

Analysis of Federal and State OSHA activity levels from FY 1994 to FY 1996

shows that Federal OSHA experienced a higher percentage of inspectionswith sig
nificant hazards (59, 57, and 50 percent, respectively) than State OSHA (45, 49, and
46 percent, respectively). Other related information appears in Data Issues below

In 1994, Federal OSHA began affioef to change the way its fieldfafes conduct
business. The focus was on new approaches to improving workplace safety and
health, improvements to existing processes, andganizational structure to sup
port change. Seventeen of the 67 ardiaes are now operating under the new

“redesign” ofice format. In FY 1996, 49 percent of programmed inspections con
ducted by the redesignfimes resulted in the identification of significant hazards.
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In FY 1995, the Agency also embarke( NumBer AND PERCENT OF

on a new strategy in construction to ~ PROGRAMMED INSPECTIONS WITH
improve the dctiveness of its iNSPEC oo woa v Tooa s

tion time and to recognize employers

who were doing a good job. Based on 30,000
an evaluation of the employsrsafety

and health program, inspections were 25,000
limited to those hazards that are the

leading cause of construction fatalities 20,000
In FY 1996, 31 percent of construc
tion-focused (limited scope) inspec 15,000
tions resulted in the identification of

significant hazards 10,000 I With Significant Hazards
’ I With No Significant Hazards

25,649 25,232

For more detailed data on this perfor 5,000
mance measure, see the tables on pag
95 to 101. 0= Y1994 Fy 1095 FY 1996

DATA ISSUES

The programmed inspection data are from the OSHA Integrated Management
Information System (IMIS) and include both Federal and State actdiations

of the OSHA posterecordkeeping, and hazard communications requirements are
excluded from the Federal OSHA inspection counts and from the activity counts of
those States with the same standards numbers as the Federal.

The identification and exclusion of some State data on violations related to the
OSHA posterrecordkeeping, and hazard communications requirements could
change the ratio of inspections with significant hazards to inspections with-no sig
nificant hazards.

Willful and repeat violations may include hazards initially classified as
other-than-serious.

The significant hazards definition (“serious hazards likely to kill, injure, or make
workers ill, and willful and repeat violations”) is fildfult to apply across programs.
Consultation, for example, does not classify hazards identified as willful and repeat.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

Federal OSHA high-hazard lists for programmed inspections are based on industry
data. An OSHA data initiative currently underway is collecting OSHA logs from
employers in high-hazard industries. Beginning in FY 1997, these data will allow
OSHA to conduct establishment-specifiaeting based on firm injury and

illness rates.

57
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The FY 1996 performance measure fogéting was based on available data. A
candidate performance measure proposes to use percentage of establishments with

lost workday injury (MVDI) rates above the national or industry average as a mea
sure of tageting efectiveness.
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SIGNIFICANT HAZARD
IDENTIFICATION—/
CONSULTATION VISITS

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the percentage of consultation visits that result in the identification

of significant hazards. It addresses the following questions about ‘G pE#or

mance: Is OSHA directing its onsite interventions to the right places? Does OSHA

focus its efforts efectively and diciently once it identifies or reaches gets
(industry establishments, or occupation group)?

DEFINITIONS

Consultation program: A Federal program mandated by Congress to provide tech
nical advice and assistance to small employers in the identification, correction,
and prevention of workplace hazards. The program is administered by the States

under agreement with Federal OSHA.

Consultation visit (initial hazard survey): The first visit to a worksite to assist an

employer in the identification, correction, and prevention of workplace hazards.
7(c)(1) consultation pograms: Programs funded 90 percent by Federal OSHA and

10 percent by the States administering the programs.

23(g) consultation pograms: Programs funded 50 percent by Federal OSHA and

50 percent by the States administering the programs.

Significant hazards (consultation visits):Serious hazards and imminent-danger

situations likely to kill, injure, or make workers ill. Excluded are hazards related

to the OSHA poster and hazard communications requirements.

ANALYSIS

Most employers who equested consultative assistance in FY 1996 had signifi
cant hazards.
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OSHA offers small employers free PERCENT OF CONSULTATION VISITS
consultative technical assistance in ~ W!TH SIGNIFIEANT HAZARDS—

hazard identification, correction, and Fy 1996
prevention. Employers must request th With No
service to receive it; howevahrough Significant

Hazards
5,410

promotional programs OSHA @ets
high-risk employers for assistance. In
FY 1996, 74.6 percent of OSHAcon
sultation hazard survey visits resulted
in the identification of significant haz
ards.

On a quarterly basis, the percentage o
visits identifying significant hazards With

decreased moderately (78 percent in Significant

quarter one, 76 percent in quarter two, Hazards

75 percent in quarter three, and 70-per 15906

cent in quarter four). The percentage of

visits with significant hazards in FY 1996 (74.6 percent) was somewhat lower than
in FY 1994 and FY 1995 (80 percent in both years).

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CONSULTATION VISITS WITH SIGNIFICANT
HAzARDS BY QUARTER—FY 1996

Consultation V isits Qtr 1 Qtr2 Qtr3 Qtr 4
% with Significant Hazards 78% 76% 75% 70%
# with Significant Hazards 3,895 4,247 4,387 3,377
# with No Significant Hazards 1,126 1,346 1,472 1,466

Among industry groups (manufacturing, construction, all other industries), the per
centage of visits identifying significant hazards was fairly evenly distributed over

the three-year period (FY 1994 to FY 1996), although it was about 5 to 6 percentage
points lower in all industry groups in FY 1996 (see tables on pages 103 to 108).
More safety visits than health visits resulted in the identification of significant haz
ards. In all three fiscal years, visits to employers with 500 or more employees were
least likely to result in the identification of significant hazards.

In FY 1996, 78 percent of the visits conducted by consultation programs operating
under 7(c)(1) OSHA grant agreements resulted in the identification of significant
hazards, compared to 62 percent for programs operating under 23(g) agreements;
the results are similar to those reported in FY 1994 and FY 1995. The percentage of
visits identifying significant hazards was fairly consistent across industry groups
(manufacturing, construction, all other industries) for both programs in FY 1995 and
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FY 1996. For both programs, more NUMBER AND PERCENT OF
safety visits than health visits identifiec EENSULTATION VISITS WITH
. e . SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS—

significant hazards. its to establish v 1994-Fy 1996
ments with more than 499 employees
were least likely to identify significant

hazards. L

20,519

For more detailed data on this peffor 29000
mance measure, see the tables on pag
103 to 108.

15,906

15,000
10,000 Hl  With Significant Hazards

DATA ISSUES B With No Significant Hazards

The consultation visit data are from the 5,000
OSHA Integrated Management

Information System (IMIS) and include
consultation visits conducted under FY 1994  FY 1995
Federal 7(c)(1) and 23(g) grant agree

ments with the States. These data

reflect consultation visits in private sector and public sector (State and locat) estab
lishments. Hazards related to the OSHA poster and hazard communications require
ments are excluded from the counts of 7(c)(1) consultation programs in Federal
OSHA States and from 23(g) programs in State plan States with the same standards
numbers as the Federal.

FY 1996

The identification and exclusion of some State data on hazards related to the OSHA
poster and hazard communications requirements could change the ratio of eonsulta
tion visits with significant hazards to consultation visits with no significant hazards.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

This measure will be carried forward.
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HAZARD ABATEMENT TIME—
PROGRAMMED AND

NONPROGRAMMED INSPECTIONS

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement forinspec
tions. It addresses the following question about OShd&rformance: Does OSHA
get timely results with inspections once hazards are identified?

DEFINITIONS

Inspection hazard abatement timeNumber of workdays assigned by OSHA for
the abatement of hazards (all classifications) identified during an inspection.

Inspections (type):OSHA programmed inspections @ated inspections) and non
programmed inspections (complaint, followup, and referral inspections; accident
and criminal investigations).

Abatement time calculation (inspections)Opening conference date to abatement
date on citation.

Median time (abatement):Number of workdays assigned for the abatement of 50
percent of the hazards identified. Half the values in the population (days
assigned for abatement) exceed the median time and half fall. below

ANALYSIS

From FY Z.|..994 to !:Y ;'-996: haz MEDIAN TIME ASSIGNED FOR HAZARD
ards identified during inspec ABATEMENT FOR INSPECTIONS —
tions by OSHA were assigneda  FY1994-FY 1996

decreasing number of workdays

for abatement 1994 1995 1996
In FY 1996, OSHA compliance Inspections 37 35 34
staf assigned up to 34 workdays A
for the abatement of 50 percent of etk

the hazards identified. On a quar
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terly basis, they MEDIAN TIME ASSIGNED FOR HAZARD ABATEMENT
assigned fewer work FOR INSPECTIONS BY QUARTER — FY 1996

days in quarter four Inspections

(30 workdays) than ' (Programmed and Qtr1 Qtr 2 Qtr3 Qtr 4
in quarter one (36 Nonprogrammed)

workdays). The Median Time Assigned

median time assigned ¢ "1i-2 4 Abatement % 2 o .

gradually decreased (in workdays)
from FY 1994 to FY

1996 (37, 35, and 34

workdays, respectively).

In FY 1996, the median abatement time assigned was lowest for the construction
industry (25 workdays) and highest for manufacturing (41 workdays). The pattern
was the same in FY 1994 and FY 1995 (see tables on pages U@).tdHere were
differences between the median abatement times assigned for health hazards and
safety hazards. In FY 1996, the median abatement time assigned for health hazards
was 12 workdays higher than for safety hazards.

An analysis of the actual abatement time assigned (as opposed to the median abate
ment time assigned) shows that 44 percent of all hazards identified were assigned
fewer than 31 workdays for abatement in FY 1996, 43 percent in FY 1995, and 38
percent in FY 1994. The percentage of hazards assigned more than 90 workdays for
abatement decreased by 3 points from FY 1994 to FY 1995 (from 10 percent to 7
percent) and remained the same from FY 1995 to FY 1996.

There was no diérence between the median abatement time assigned by Federal
OSHA and State OSHA in FY 1996 (34 workdays). The FY 1996 median time rep
resents a decrease over FY 1994 and FY 1995 for both programs. Forty-five percent
(45 percent) of the hazards identified by Federal OSHA in FY 1996 were assigned
fewer than 31 workdays for abatement, compared to 43 percent in FY 1995 and 37
percent in FY 1994. The percentages for State OSHA were 44, 43, and 39 percent,
respectivelyfor the same periods. For Federal OSHA, 9 percent of the hazards
identified were assigned more than 90 workdays for abatement in FY 1996 (up from
7 percent in FY 1995), while for State OSHA, 6 percent were assigned more than 90
days (down from 7 percent in FY 1995).

In FY 1996, Federal OSH#& 17 “redesign” area fiées assigned up to 30 workdays
for the abatement of 50 percent of hazards identified. Federal OSHA began a
reengineering é&brt in 1994 to change the way its fieldioés conduct business.
Seventeen of the 67 arediods were operating under this new format in FY 1996.

For more detailed data on this performance measure, see the tables orlpages 1
to 119.
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DATA ISSUES

Hazard abatement time data are from the OSHA Integrated Management
Information System (IMIS) and include Federal and State actiMitgse data reflect
time assigned for the abatement of hazards, not actual time to abate.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

Performance measures for FY 1996 were based on available data. A candidate mea
sure proposes to measure actual time to abate for hazards identified during inspec
tions instead of abatement time assigned; how&®HA would have to institute
collection of data on actual abatement time.
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HAZARD ABATEMENT TIME—
CONSULTATION VISITS

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the median time (in workdays) for hazard abatement for consulta
tion visits. It addresses the following question about OSkarformance: Does
OSHA get timely results with consultation visits once hazards are identified?

DEFINITIONS

Consultation hazard abatement time:Number of workdays assigned by the State
OSHA program for the abatement of serious hazards identified during an onsite
consultation visit.

Consultation visit: An employer-requested visit to a worksite by a State consultant
to provide technical advice on and assistance in the identification, correction,
and prevention of workplace hazards.

Abatement time calculation (consultation visits):Opening visit (conference) date
to correction date/abatement date on Hazard Record data form.

Median time (abatement):Number of workdays assigned for the abatement of 50
percent of the hazards identified. Half the values in the population (days
assigned for abatement) exceed the median time and half fall. below

ANALYSIS

From FY 1995 to FY 1996, the
number of days assigned for

. ope MEDIAN TIME ASSIGNED FOR HAzZARD
abatement of hazards identified 5L \TEMENT FOR CONSULTATION
during consultation visits by VisITs—FY 1994-FY 1996

OSHA remained constant.
1994 1995 1996

In FY 1996, OSHA consultation pr¢  gonsultation T n n

grams assigned up to 41 workdays Visits
(median time) for the abatement of
50 percent of the hazards identifiec
during onsite visits. On a quarterly

Median Time Assigned
(in workdays)

67
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basis, the number of MepbiaNn TIME AsSsSIGNED FOR HAZARD ABATEMENT
Workdays assigned FOR CONSULTATION VISITS BY QUARTER—FY 1996
(median time)

decreased by 6 work | Consultation V isits otr 1 Qtr 2 otr3 Qtr 4
days from quarter

one (41 workdays) to  Median Time Assigned

quarter four (35 for Hazard Abatement 41 40 41 35
workdays). The (in workdays)

median time assigned

increased by 5 workdays from FY 1994 to FY 1995 and stayed the same from
FY 1995 to FY 1996.

From FY 1994 to FY 1996, the lowest median times assigned for hazard abatement
(23 to 25 workdays) were in the construction indysttyile the highest median

times (42 to 45 workdays) were assigned to hazards identified in manufacturing (see
tables on pageslY to 122). In the same period, the median time assigned for the
abatement of health hazards ranged from 44 to 46 workdays and for safety hazards
from 34 to 36 workdays.

Comparing the actual time (as opposed to the median time) assigned to abate shows
that the percentage of hazards assigned 0 workdays decreased from 4 percent in

FY 1994 to 2 percent in FY 1995 and remained at 2 percent in FY 1996. The same
pattern occurs in the percentage of hazards assigned 1 to 30 workdays for abatement
(36, 31, and 31 percent, respectively). The percentage of hazards assigned more than
90 workdays for abatement was relatively constant, increasing from 12 to 13 percent
from FY 1994 to FY 1995 and then dropping back to 12 percent in FY 1996.

From FY 1994 to FY 1996, the median times assigned by consultation programs
operating under 7(c)(1) grant agreements were slightly lower (35 to 41 workdays)
than for programs operating under 23(g) grants (40 to 46 workdays). For beth pro
grams, the lowest median times assigned were in construction. For actual time
assigned in FY 1996, the two programgetid significantly in the percentage of
hazards assigned 31 to 50 workdays and more than 90 workdays for abatement—23
and 21 percent, respectivefgr 23(g) programs, compared to 33 addogrcent for

7(c)(1) programs.

For more detailed data on this performance measure, see the tables on pages 121
to 126.

DATA ISSUES

Hazard abatement data for consultation visits came from the OSHA Integrated
Management Information System (IMIS) and include State consultation activity
conducted under 7(c)(1) and 23(g) OSHA grant agreements.
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Consultation abatement time is not comparable to abatement time assigned for haz
ards identified during inspections. Consultation time does not include abatement
time for other-than-serious hazards. Current OSHA regulations require employers
receiving consultative assistance to correct only serious hazards and imminent-
danger situations. Inspection data include abatement time assigned for serious and
other-than-serious hazards.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

Performance measures for FY 1996 were based on available data. A candidate
measure proposes using actual time to abate instead of abatement time assigned,;
however OSHA would have to institute collection of data on actual abatement time.
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COMPLAINT RESPONSE TIME

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the median time (in workdays) taken to respond to complaints. It
addresses the following question about OSH#erformance: How timely are the
services OSHA provides to its customers?

DEFINITIONS

Complaint: A notice from an employee, an employee representative, or other
source of a hazard or a violation of the Occupational Safety and Health Act
believed to exist in a workplace.

Complaint response timeDate complaint received to date of inspection or date
complaint received to date of lett@ihe type of response is based on the
Agencys first contact with the employer to resolve the complaint.

Median time (complaints): Number of workdays taken to respond to 50 percent of
complaints received. Half the values in the population (days taken to respond)
exceed the median time and half fall below

ANALYSIS

Complainants who filed reports of unsafe or unhealthful working conditions
in FY 1996 received a quicker esponse fom OSHA than those who filed in
FY 1994 and FY 1995.

Private sector

employees, their

representatives, or ;
; ; Median Time

others may fIIQ with to Respond Qtr1 Qtr2 Qtr3 Qtr 4

OSHA complaints of iy workdays)

unsafe or unhealthful

MEDIAN TIME ASSIGNED TO RESPOND TO
COMPLAINTS BY QUARTER—FY 1996

working conditions All Response Times 3 3 2 2
or violations of the _ _

Occupation al Safety Inspection Response Time 10 10 10 10
and Health Act. Letter Response Time 1 1 1 1
OSHA responds to (Complaint Investigations)
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these complaints with an inspection or a letieiFY 1996, OSHA median time to
respond to complaints was 3 workdays (10 workdays for inspections and 1 workday
for letter responsax investigations).

Between quarters one and two of FY 1996, the median time to respond-to com
plaints did not change (3 workdays), but it decreased to 2 workdays in the third and
fourth quarters. Inspection response times and letter response times remained stable
throughout the four quarters (10 workdays and 1 workaespectively).

The median time to

respond to com MEDIAN TIME TO RESPOND TO COMPLAINTS—
plaints decreased by FY 1994-FY 1996

2 workdays from FY 1994 1995 1996
1994 to FY 1995 and

by another 2 work All Response Times 7 5 3
days from FY 1995 , ,

to FY 1996. Letter Inspection Response Time " " i

reSponse time exhib Letter Response Time
ited the same pattern  (complaint Investigations)

(4, 3, and 1 work 4 3 !
days, reSpeC“Vel_Y) Median Time to Respond
for the same periods (in workdays)

of time. Performance
related to inspection responses remained the same from FY 1994 to FY 1995 but
decreased by 1 workday from FY 1995 to FY 1996.

From FY 1994 to FY 1996 (see tables on pages 123 to 136), median response times
were lowest for the construction industry (3, 2, and 1 workaespectively) and

highest for manufacturing (10, 6, and 3 workdays, respectively). Median times for
safety complaints (2 to 6 workdays) were lower than for health complaints (3 to 8
workdays) and complaints classified as both safety and health (4 to 10 workdays)
for the same periods.

Federal OSHA median response time gradually decreased from FY 1994 (5 work
days) to FY 1995 (3 workdays) to FY 1996 (1 workday). State OSHA median
response time did not change from FY 1994 to FY 1995 (9 workdays) but decreased
by 2 workdays from FY 1995 to FY 1996 (7 workdays). For both programs, the
median time to respond to construction industry complaints was lower than for
manufacturing.

Analysis of actual time to respond in FY 1996 shows that 49 percent of all com
plaints received responses in under 2 workdays, compared to 37 percent in FY 1995
and 29 percent in FY 1994. The downward shifjédy results from improvements

in letter response time. A total of 64 percent of the letter responses were completed
within 2 workdays in FY 1996, compared to 49 percent and 38 percent in the pre
ceding years.
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For Federal OSHA “redesigned” area fafes, the median response time for eom
plaints was 1 workday in FY 1996. In 1994, Federal OSHA begarf@m tef

change the way its field fi€es conduct business. Seventeen of Federal OS6A
field offices were operating under a new format in FY 1996 that focused activities
toward workplaces with the greatest potential for worker injury or illness.

For more detailed data on this performance measure, see the tables on pages 123
to 136.

DATA ISSUES

Complaint response time data are from the OSHA Integrated Management
Information System (IMIS).

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

The complaint response time measure will be carried forward.
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CONSULTATION RESPONSE TIME

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the median time (in workdays) taken to respond to requests from
smaller employers in high-hazard industries and operations. It addresses the follow
ing question about OSH# performance: How timely are the services OSHA pro
vides to its customers?

DEFINITIONS

Consultation program: A Federal program mandated by Congress to provide tech
nical advice and assistance to small employers in the identification, correction,
and prevention of workplace hazards. The program is administered by the States
under agreement with Federal OSHA.

7(c)(1) consultation pograms: Programs funded 90 percent by Federal OSHA and
10 percent by the States administering the programs.

23(g) consultation pogram: Programs funded 50 percent by Federal OSHA and
50 percent by the States administering the programs.

Consultation request: A request from an employer for assistance in workplace
safety and health hazard identification, abatement, and prevention.

Comprehensive scopeaquest (consultation):A request from an employer for
consultative assistance with safety and health conditions of the entire worksite.

Specific scope equest (consultation):A request from an employer for consultative
assistance with safety and health conditions of a specific operation(s) of the worksite.

Smaller employers (consultation):EEmployers with fewer than 250 employees
at the worksite.

High-hazard industries (consultation): Industries on OSHA FY 1996 High
Hazard listing or an approved state listing.

High-hazard operations (consultation):Operations or processes generally recog
nized as hazardous in an otherwise nonhazardous industry (e.g., bindery in a
publishing house).

Response time calculation (consultation)Time from date of request to date of
visit or from requested visit date to date of visit.

75
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Median time (consultations):Number of workdays taken to respond to 50 percent
of the consultation requests received from smaller employers in high-hazard
industries and operations. Half the values in the population (days taken to
respond) exceed the median time and half fall below

ANALYSIS

Smaller employers who equested consultative assistance in FY 199éceived a
quicker response fom OSHA than those who equested assistance in FY 1994
and FY 1995.

The OSHA Consultation MEDIAN TIME TO RESPOND TO REQUESTS FROM

- SMALLER EMPLOYERS IN HIGH-HAZARD INDUSTRIES
Progrgm pro‘('des free AND OPERATIONS—FY 1994-FY 1996
technical assistance to

small employers upon 1994 1995 1996
request (employers

i 1 10 6
with fewer than 500 Al Requests
empl_oyees) and glve_s Specific Scope Requests 7 5 5
priority to employers in
high-hazard industries  comprehensive
and operations who Scope Requests 14 1 5

have fewer than 250
employees. Employers
may request technical

Median Time to Respond
(in workdays)

assistance with specific

operations (specific scope requests) or with the entire worksite (comprehensive
scope requests). In FY 1996, OSklifedian response time for requests from
smaller employers in high-hazard industries and operations was 6 workdays (5
workdays for specific scope requests and 6 workdays for comprehensive scope
requests).

The median response time for consultation requests decreased throughout FY 1996
(9, 5, 5, and 3 workdays in quarters one through f@spectively). There was a

decrease in median “ . a a -

: EDIAN TIME TO RESPOND TO REQUESTS FROM
response _tl_me for SMALLER EMPLOYERS IN HIGH-HAZARD INDUSTRIES
both specific scope AND OPERATIONS BY QUARTER—FY 1996

requests (6, 7, 5, and [ijegian Time

1 workdays) and to Respond Qrl  Qtr2 Qtr3 Qtr 4

comprehensive scope| (inworkdays)

requests (10, 5, 6, AlR . o 5 5 ,

and 4 workdays) esponse fimes

across the quarters. Specific Scope Requests 6 7 5 1
Comprehensive Scope 10 5 6 4

Requests
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The median response time decreased by 9 percent from FY 1994 to FY 1995 and
decreased by 40 percent from FY 1995 to FY 1996. OSHA experienced similar
changes in median response times for specific and comprehensive scope requests
over these same periods. From FY 1994 to FY 1996, the median time to respond to
requests from the manufacturing industry (20, 16, and 10 workdays, respectively)
was higher than for construction (median value of 1 workday for each of the three
years). The median times for all other industries were 1,3ardid 8 workdays in the
three years.

Analysis of actual time to respond in FY 1996 shows that OSHA responded to 42
percent of the requests in 0 days, compared to 38 percent in FY 1995 and 37 percent
in FY 1994. Over these same periods, 13 to 19 percent of requests took more than
60 workdays. For the three fiscal years, 15 to 16 percent more safety requests than
health requests received responses in 0 workdays.

From FY 1994 to FY 1996, consultation programs operating under 23(g) grant
agreements assigned median response times that were 7 to 10 workdays shorter thar
programs operating under 7(c)(1) grants (8 to 15 workdays). Both programs

assigned the lowest median times to construction (1 workday). For actual time to
respond in FY 1996, 7(c)(1) programs had a higher percentage of requests taking
more than 60 workdays to respond (16 percent) than did 23(g) programs (9 percent).

For more detailed data on this performance measure, see the tables on pages 137
to 140.

DATA ISSUES

Data on consultation response time are from the OSHA Integrated Management
Information System (IMIS) and include State consultation activity conducted under
7(c)(1) and 23(g) OSHA grant agreements.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

The consultation request measure will be carried forward.
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CosT PER PERSON TRAINED—
TARGETED TRAINING GRANT
PROGRAM

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the average cost per person trained through ©talgéted train
ing grant program. It addresses the following question about G3p¢iformance:
Does OSHA focus its &drts efectively and diciently once it identifies or reaches
taigets (industryestablishments, or occupation group)?

DEFINITIONS

Targeted training grant program: OSHA program that tgets training to emploey
ers and employees in industries and establishments determined to have signifi
cant injuries or hazards.

Persons trained:Persons participating in training classes provided by an OSHA-
funded tageted training grant program.

Program cost (training): OSHASs contribution to a tgeted training grant program.
The grantees contributed at least another 25 percent of the Federal amount.

Training grantees: Safety or health ganizations, employer associations, labor
organizations, and educational institutions.

ANALYSIS
Targeted training cost less per person in FY 1996 than in FY 1995.

Through grant agreements with safety and heafiarozations, employer associa

tions, labor groups, and educational institutions, OSHgetarsafety and health
training and education to employers and employees who are in industries er estab
lishments determined to have significant injuries or hazards. Many grantees have
gained notable experience over the years. Through this experience, grantees might
reduce training cost.
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In FY 1996, the AVERAGE CoOsT PER PERSON TRAINED—
average cost per FY 1994-FY 1996

person trained 1994 1995 1996
through the

OSHA tageted Avg. Cost Per Person Trained $60.91 $118.41 $96.35
training grant

program was No. Persons Trained 9,897 18,602 23507
$96.35. This

OSHA Program Cost
average was 19

percent lower
than in FY 1995
and 37 percent
higher than in FY 1994. The sighif AveErace CosT PER PERSON TRAINED
icant jump between FY 1994 and BY SUBJECT AREA—FY 1996

later years reflects the timing of

$602,872 $2,202,667 $2,264,949

) ; Grant Subject Areas Average Cost Per
expenditures during the former 18- Person Trained
month grant period (see Data Construction $34.98
Issues below).

_ _ Ergonomics $65.64

For more detailed data on this per Fall Protection $137.97
formance measure, see the tables .

on pages 141 to 143. Lifting in Hospitals $76.20

Lockout/Tagout $314.28

Logging $79.05

DATA ISSUES Process Safety Management $182.08

Training cost data were assembled Small Business $152.31

from individual ofice computer
files and grantee reports. Data were
not available to compare changes in costs for other training programs.

For performance measurement, training costs are assessed only on a fiscal year
basis. Actual training cost can vary considerably from quarter to quarter

The FY 1994 and FY 1995 grants were for 18 monthgyd_axpenditures during
the last 3 to 6 months of these grant agreements feut tife next yeas average
cost.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

This measure will be reevaluated. Whether this measure should be expanded to
reflect the costs of other OSHA training programs will be addressed. If carried over
an efort will be made to compare costs of other training to allow for a more-mean
ingful interpretation.
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EVALUATION SCORE ON
CoOuRsES OFFERED—OSHA
TRAINING INSTITUTE AND
EDUCATION CENTERS

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the average evaluation score (as a percentage of the maximum) on
courses dered by the OSHA fRining Institute and Education Centers. It addresses
the following question about OSHAperformance: How satisfied are OSkl8us

tomers with the services provided?

DEFINITIONS

Evaluation score (training courses):A score ranging from 0 to 5 based on a maxi
mum score of 5 points (5 = excellent, 4 = very good, 3 = good, 2 = adequate,
1 = deficient, 0 = not applicable).

Evaluation factors (training courses):Ten (10) objectives of each course.

OSHA Training Institute (OTI) courses: Courses 201/201A Hazardous Materials;
222/222A Respiratory Protection; 226 Confined Space Entry; 301 Excavation,
Trenching, and Soil Mechanics; 308 Principles of faddihg; 309/309A
Electrical Standards. These are 6 of the 82 coursexedf

Education Center (EC) coursesCourses 204A Machinery and Machine Guarding
Standards; 500 Basic Instructor Course/OSHA Construction Standards; 501
OSHA Guide to Yluntary Compliance in Safety and Health; 510 Occupational
Safety and Health Standards for the Construction Industry; 521 OSHA Guide to
Voluntary Compliance in the Industrial Hygiene Area; 600 Collateral Duty
Course for Other Federal Agencies.
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ANALYSIS

Students who attended OSHA courses in FY 1996 wewely satisfied with the
training pr ovided.

OSHA compliance dicers
and consultants, other

Federal agency stafState
employees, and private sec 1994 1995 1996
tor employers and empley

AVERAGE EVALUATION SCORE ON COURSES
OFFERED—FY 1994—-FY 1996

ees may take formal train A COUrses 40 40 42
ing at the OSHA faining

Institute (OTI) and OTI Courses* 4.2 4.0 43
Education Centers (EC).

Students who complete EC Courses 3.9 40 4.1
these courses rate each

class against ten factors Overall Score

u sing ascaleof1to5. In * Data reflect 6 most frequently offered of 82 available courses.

FY 1996, the average eval
uation score on coursedatfed (six OTI and all EC courses) was 4.2 (very good).

Scores on individual evaluation factors in FY 1996 were relatively consistent: 4.2
for communication, accomplishment, content, and relevance. The lowest scores
were for efectiveness of laboratories/trips and audiovisuals (4.0); the highest score
was for usefulness of binders/handouts (4.4).

The overall score for OTI
and EC COUI’SGS remalned AVERAGE EVALUATION SCORE ON COURSES

at 4.0 between FY 1994  CFFEREP BY KEY FAGTOR—FY 1996
and 1995 and increased to

4.2in EY 1996. The OTI Key Evaluation Factors Score
averages decreased from

1994 to 1995 (4.2 to 4.0) Each course evaluated on: Al oTl ECs
but increased to 4.3 in

1996. The EC scores Communications 4.2 44 4.1

showed an increase over
the 3-year period (3.9 in
FY 1994, 4.0 in FY 1995, Content 4.2 43 41
and 4.1 in FY 1996).

For more detailed data on

this performance measure,  Effectiveness 4.1 4.2 4.0
see the tables on pages 14 (exercises/workshops)

to 147.

Accomplishment 4.2 4.3 41

Relevance 4.2 4.3 4.2
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DATA ISSUES

Training evaluation data were assembled from completed evaluation sheets using an
office computer database program. For this report, only the most frequdatiydof
of the 82 available courses at OTI are represented.

For performance measurement, training evaluation scores will be assessed on a fis
cal year basis. The number of coursderefl each quarter can vary significantly

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

The inclusion of more OTI course evaluations in subsequent reports may change the
evaluation score for OTI courses and the combined score for all courses.

This measure will be reevaluated. Whether this measure provides the best indicator
of intermediate success, whether it should be expanded to include other OSHA
training, and the issue of comparability will be addressed.

The content of this measure may change as OSHA begins to define its outreach
program.
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NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure is the percentage of rulemaking activity on the regulatory agenda
undertaken as negotiated rulemaking. It addresses the following question about
OSHASs performance: d@ what extent does OSHA involve its stakeholders in major
initiatives?

DEFINITIONS

Negotiated rule: A standard or regulatory action developed in partnership with
other interested parties (industnganizations, employee groups, other Federal
agencies, etc.) as stipulated in the Negotiated Rulemaking Act or as prescribed
by OSHA advisory committee procedures

Regulatory agenda:OSHA calendar of regulatory activity as published in the
Federal Register in the fall for the coming year

Undertaken (standard or regulation): Initiation of an oficial action in the rule
making process, e.g., Federal Register notice announcing the formation of a

negotiated rulemaking committee.
PERCENT OF RULEMAKING ACTIVITY
ON REGULATORY AGENDA
UNDERTAKEN AS NEGOTIATED

ANALYSIS RULEMAKING—FY 1996
A higher percenj[age of OSHAS_ reg Rulemaking Actions on
ulatory agenda involved negotiated Regulatory Agenda
rulemaking in FY 1996 than in FY Undertaken as Negotiated =3

1994 and FY 1995.

Section 7(b) of the Occupational Safet
and Health Act of 1970 gives OSHA
the authority to use advisory commit
tees in the development of standards
and regulations. In FY 1990, Congress
also passed the Negotiated Rulemakin _ _

. Rulemaking Actions
Act to ensure that all Federal agencies , geguiatory Agenda
had an available framework for con Not Undertaken
ducting negotiated rulemaking. For this as Negotiated =7

9
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performance measure, an OSHA nego NuUMBER OF RULEMAKING ACTIONS
tiated rule is a standard or regulatory ©N REGULATORY AGENDA

action developed in partnership with — ghr acsh A8 NESETTATED oe
interested parties as stipulated in the

Negotiated Rulemaking Act or as pre  gg
scribed by OSHA advisory committee
procedures. A rule is undertaken when
the Agency initiates an fi€ial action

in the rulemaking process.

43

40

31

I No. Rulemaking Actions on Agenda
I No. on Agenda Undertaken as Negotiated

30

In FY 1996, 30 percent of actions on
OSHASs regulatory agenda were under 20
taken as negotiated, an increase over
3 percent in FY 1995. Of the ten rule
making activities on the regulatory
agenda in FY 1996, three are being
undertaken as negotiated: two propose 0= Fy 8o """ Fy 1500
rules (steel erection and fire protection

in shipyards) and one long-term action

(metal removal fluids). In FY 1995,

one of 31 actions was undertaken as

negotiated (steel erection).

10

FY 1996

The negotiated rulemaking process provides an opportunity for indugaxipa

tions, employee groups, Federal agencies, and others to partner with OSHA in the
drafting of safety and health standards and regulations. This process expands the

role of interest groups by getting them involved earéthe developmental stage,
rather than latemat the review and comment stage. This partnership is intended to
increase acceptability and result in greater compliance.

Not all rules are candidates for negotiation. The Negotiated Rulemaking Act identi
fies seven criteria: a need for the rule; a limited number of identifiable interests that
will be significantly afected by the rule; reasonable likelihood that a committee can
be convened with a balanced representation of persons; reasonable likelihood that a

committee will reach a consensus on the proposed rule within a fixed period of

time; the negotiated procedure will not unreasonably delay the notice of proposed
rulemaking and issuance of the final rule; the agency has adequate resources that
can be committed; and the agency will use the consensus of the committee as the
basis for the proposed rule. These criteria necessarily limit the number of regulatory

actions that would be candidates for negotiation.

For more detailed data on this performance measure, see the tables on pages 149

to 151.
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DATA ISSUES

These data were assembled from Federal Register notices, tracking reports, and
correspondence.

The numerator for this performance measure is the number of negotiated rules on
the regulatory agenda undertaken; the denominator is all rules on the regulatory
agenda. Since not all rules on a given agenda are candidates for negotiation, the
resulting percentage understates the Agenpgiformance.

Regulatory activity is dependent on adequate funds for research and development.
For negotiated rules there is the added cost of coordinating the input of interested
parties and providing a facilitator to mediate at committee hearings.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

This measure will be reevaluated. Consideration will be given to revising the mea
sure to more accurately reflect the intended scope—rulemaking proposals on the
regulatory agenda that meet criteria for negotiation. The number of rules identified
for negotiation will continue to be small because only a few of the proposed actions
will meet the specified criteria.

87
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PART TWO: OSHA PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

DEFINITIONS

Abatement time calculation (inspections)Opening conference date to abatement

date on citation.

Abatement time calculation (consultation visits):Opening visit (conference) date
to correction date/abatement date on Hazard Record data form.

Complaint: A notice from an employee, an employegpresentative, or other

source of a hazard or a violation of the Occupational Safety and Health Act

believed to exist in a workplace.

Complaint response timeDate complaint received to date of inspection or date
complaint received to date of lett@ihe type of response is based on the
Agencys first contact with the employer to resolve the complaint.

Comprehensive scopeaquest (consultation):A request from an employer for

consultative assistance with safety and health conditions of the entire worksite.

Consultation hazard abatement time:Number of workdays assigned by the State
OSHA program for the abatement of serious hazards identified during an onsite

consultation visit.

Consultation program: A Federal program mandated by Congress to provide tech
nical advice and assistance to small employers in the identification, correction,
and prevention of workplace hazards. The program is administered by the States

under agreement with Federal OSHA.

Consultation request: A request from an employer for assistance in workplace
safety and health hazard identification, abatement, and prevention.

Consultation visit: An employer-requested visit to a worksite by a State consultant
to provide technical advice on and assistance in the identification, correction,

and prevention of workplace hazards.

Consultation visit (initial hazard survey): The first visit to a worksite to assist an

employer in the identification, correction, and prevention of workplace hazards.

Education Center (EC) coursesCourses 204A Machinery and Machine Guarding
Standards; 500 Basic Instructor Course/OSHA Construction Standards; 501
OSHA Guide to Yluntary Compliance in Safety and Health; 510 Occupational
Safety and Health Standards for the Construction Industry; 521 OSHA Guide to

Voluntary Compliance in the Industrial Hygiene Area; 600 Collateral Duty
Course for Other Federal Agencies.

Evaluation factors (training courses):Ten (10) objectives of each course. See also

“Evaluation score.”
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Evaluation score (training courses):A score ranging from 0 to 5 based on a maxi
mum score of 5 points (5 = excellent, 4 = very good, 3 = good, 2 = adequate,
1 = deficient, 0 = not applicable).

Federal OSHA: States and jurisdictions where Federal OSHA administers the
Occupational Safety and Health Act.

Hazard communications requirement (OSHA): Requires employers to ensure that
hazards of all chemicals produced and imported are evaluated and thatinforma
tion is transmitted to employees.

High-hazard industries (consultation): Industries on OSHA FY 1996 High
Hazard listing or an approved state listing.

High-hazard operations (consultation):Operations or processes generally recog
nized as hazardous in an otherwise nonhazardous industry (e.g., bindery in a
publishing house).

Inspections (types):OSHA programmed inspections @ated inspections) and
nonprogrammed inspections (complaint, followup, and referral inspections;
accident and criminal investigations).

Median time (abatement):Number of workdays assigned for the abatement of 50
percent of the hazards identified. Half the values in the population (days
assigned for abatement) exceed the median time and half fall. below

Median time (complaints): Number of workdays taken to respond to 50 percent of
complaints received. Half the values in the population (days taken to respond)
exceed the median time and half fall below

Median time (consultations):Number of workdays taken to respond to 50 percent
of the consultation requests received from smaller employers in high hazard
industries and operations. Half of the values in the population (days respond)
exceed the median time and half fall below

Negotiated rule: A standard or regulatory action developed in partnership with
other interested parties (industryganizations, employee groups, other Federal
agencies, etc.) as stipulated in the Negotiated Rulemaking Act or as prescribed
by OSHA advisory committee procedures.

Nonredesigned aea ofices: OSHA field ofices (50) that have not completed the
area ofice redesign process. See also “Redesigned afieasof

OSHA Training Institute (OTI) courses: Courses 201/201A Hazardous Materials;
222/222A Respiratory Protection; 226 Confined Space Entry; 301 Excavation,
Trenching, and Soil Mechanics; 308 Principles of dihg; 309/309A
Electrical Standards. These are 6 of the 82 courseedf

Persons trained:Persons participating in training classes provided by an OSHA-
funded tageted training grant program.
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Poster requirement (OSHA): Requires employers to post and keep posted the
OSHA Notice informing employees of the protections and obligations provided
for in the Occupational Safety and Health Act.

Program cost (training): OSHASs contribution to a tgeted training grant program.
The grantees contributed at least another 25 percent of the Federal amount.

Programmed inspections (OSHA)Planned inspections to establishments in high-
hazard industries or construction worksites identified on OSHA inspection tar
geting lists. For safetyrederal OSHA lists are based on the industries with the
highest injury/iliness rates according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics Annual
Survey For health, Federal OSHA lists are based on industries with the highest
number of serious health violations per inspection. Construction inspection lists
provide randomly selected active worksites. State plan States may use lists

based on alternative data sources, such as workers’ compensation claims data.

Recordkeeping equirement (OSHA): Requires employers covered under the
Occupational Safety and Health Act to develop and maintain records of employ
ee injuries and illnesses.

Redesigned aea ofices: OSHA field ofices (17) that have gone through a
redesign process to improve performance. See also “Nonredesigned area
offices.”

Regulatory agenda:OSHA calendar of regulatory activity as published in the
Federal Register in the Fall for the coming year

Response time calculationTime from date of request to date of visit or from
requested visit date to date of visit.

7(c)(1) consultation pograms: Programs funded 90 percent by Federal OSHA and
10 percent by the States administering the programs.

Significant hazards (consultation visits):Serious hazards and imminent- danger
situations likely to Kkill, injure, or make workers ill. Excluded are hazards related
to the OSHA poster and hazard communications requirements.

Significant hazards (inspections)Serious hazards likely to Kill, injure, or make
workers ill, and willful and repeat violations. Excluded are violations related to
the OSHA posterecordkeeping, and hazard communications requirements.

Smaller employers (consultation):EEmployers with fewer than 250 employees at
the worksite.

Specific scope equest (consultation):A request from an employer for consultative
assistance with safety and health conditions of a specific operation(s) of the
worksite.

State OSHA: The States and jurisdictions operating their own safety and health
programs, as provided for in the Occupational Safety and Health Act.
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State plan State:A state operating its own safety and health program under Federal
approval and monitoring, as stipulated by section 18e of the Occupational
Safety and Health Act.

Targeted training grant program: An OSHA program that tgets training to
employers and employees in industries and establishments determined to have
significant injuries or hazards.

Training grantees: Safety or health ganizations, employer associations, labor
organizations, and educational institutions.

23(g) consultation pograms: Programs funded 50 percent by Federal OSHA and
50 percent by the States administering the programs.

Undertaken (standard or regulation): Initiation of official action in the rulemak
ing process, e.g., Federal Register notice announcing the formation of a negoti
ated rulemaking committee.




Table 5
Significant Hazard ldentification—
Programmed Inspections

Percent of Programmed Inspections That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1996

INSPECTIONS

Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 65 52 62 <50 46 43 45
Construction (Total) 44 26 44

— Focused 31 20 31 50-99 58 49 56

— Nonfocused 46 26 45
Other 39 39 39 100-249 61 48 58
Combined 48 45 47 250-499 65 a7 61
1 i i I > 499 65 42 59




Percent of Programmed Inspections That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1996

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 73 61 68 <50 48 54 49
Construction (Total) 45 35 45
— Focused 27 0 27 50-99 62 66 63
— Nonfocused 53 36 53
Other 33 44 37 100-249 62 57 60
Combined 50 55 50 250-499 56 49 53
1 i I I > 499 53 33 46
FEDERAL FY 1996—Redesigned Area Offices
INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 59 60 59 <50 49 57 50
Construction (Total) 48 32 47
— Focused 24 0 24 50-99 48 58 51
— Nonfocused 57 32 56
Other 42 56 51 100-249 33 50 40
Combined 48 55 49 250-499 29 33 31
1 i i I > 499 11 50 23




Percent of Programmed Inspections That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1996—Nonredesigned Area Offices

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 74 61 69 <50 48 53 48
Construction (Total) 45 36 44
— Focused 28 0 28 50-99 63 66 64
— Nonfocused 52 37 52
Other 33 44 37 100-249 63 58 61
Combined 50 55 51 250-499 57 51 55
1 i i I > 499 56 32 47
STATE FY 1996
INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 63 45 59 <50 45 38 44
Construction (Total) 44 25 43
— Focused 41 25 41 50-99 56 39 54
— Nonfocused 44 25 44
Other 40 37 40 100-249 61 40 57
Combined 47 39 46 250-499 68 45 64
1 i i I > 499 71 49 66




Percent of Programmed Inspections That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards (continued)

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1995

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 74 61 71 <50 49 52 49
Construction 47 31 47 50-99 64 57 63
Other 41 50 43 100-249 66 56 64
Combined 51 53 52 250-499 70 52 67
1 1 1 i > 499 68 42 62

FEDERAL FY 1995

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 80 68 77 <50 54 63 56
Construction 54 46 54 50-99 67 66 67
Other 28 57 41 100-249 72 64 70
Combined 57 62 57 250-499 73 52 66
1 1 I i > 499 68 36 55




Percent of Programmed Inspections That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards (continued)

STATE FY 1995

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 71 54 68 <50 47 45 47
Construction 45 27 44 50-99 63 47 61
Other 44 44 44 100-249 64 48 62
Combined 50 46 49 250-499 69 51 67
1 1 1 i > 499 68 49 65




Percent of Programmed Inspections That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards (continued)

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1994

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 75 71 75 <50 47 59 48
Construction 44 39 44 50-99 62 68 63
Other 38 54 41 100-249 68 69 69
Combined 49 61 50 250-499 73 64 71
1 1 1 i > 499 71 65 70

FEDERAL FY 1994

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 89 82 87 <50 54 71 56
Construction 52 50 52 50-99 74 78 75
Other 40 61 47 100-249 82 80 81
Combined 57 73 59 250-499 78 73 76
1 1 I i > 499 71 73 72




Percent of Programmed Inspections That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards (continued)

STATE FY 1994

INSPECTIONS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 68 57 66 <50 42 47 42
Construction 39 33 39 50-99 56 56 56
Other 38 47 39 100-249 62 55 61
Combined 45 49 45 250-499 71 57 68
1 1 1 i > 499 71 55 68




Table 6
Significant Hazard ldentification—
Consultation Visits

Percent of Consultation Visits That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards

COMBINED (7(c)(1) & 23(g)) FY 1996

CONSULTATION VISITS

Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 90 64 78 <50 82 65 75
Construction 74 65 73 50-99 87 64 77
Other 81 62 71 100-249 86 58 73

Combined 83 63 75 250-499 84 48 67
1 1 1 1 > 499 81 35 58




Percent of Consultation Visits That Result in the Identification of
Significant Hazards (continued)

7(c)(1) FY 1996

CONSULTATION VISITS

Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 91 64 79 <50 86 67 78
Construction 78 68 77 50-99 89 68 79
Other 85 68 76 100-249 89 61 76
Combined 87 66 78 250-499 88 55 73
1 1 i 1 > 499 81 38 61
23(g) FY 1996
CONSULTATION VISITS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 78 56 70 <50 68 49 62
Construction 63 40 61 50-99 79 46 66
Other 72 43 60 100-249 77 44 63
Combined 71 46 62 250-499 77 37 56
1 1 1 1 > 499 80 33 55




Percent of Consultation Visits That Result in the Identification of

Significant Hazards (continued)

COMBINED (7(c)(1) & 23(g)) FY 1995

CONSULTATION VISITS

Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health  Combined
Manufacturing 94 70 84 <50 87 70 81
Construction 80 73 79 50-99 90 68 81
Other 86 65 76 100-249 91 63 79
Combined 88 67 80 250-499 90 48 73
1 I I i > 499 78 41 62
7(c)(1) FY 1995
CONSULTATION VISITS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health  Combined
Manufacturing 94 71 85 <50 91 73 84
Construction 86 74 84 50-99 92 72 83
Other 90 72 81 100-249 92 66 81
Combined 91 72 83 250-499 92 54 77
1 1 1 i > 499 77 51 67




Percent of Consultation Visits That Result in the Identification of

Significant Hazards (continued)

23(g) FY 1995

CONSULTATION VISITS

Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health  Combined
Manufacturing 88 51 76 <50 72 47 64
Construction 61 69 62 50-99 81 45 68
Other 77 43 63 100-249 83 51 70
Combined 75 46 65 250-499 83 35 61
1 i i i > 499 80 31 56




Percent of Consultation Visits That Result in the Identification of

Significant Hazards (continued)

COMBINED (7(c)(1) & 23(g)) FY 1994

CONSULTATION VISITS

Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 94 71 85 <50 86 70 79
Construction 78 71 76 50-99 92 70 82
Other 86 66 76 100-249 92 68 82
Combined 88 69 80 250-499 92 58 77
1 I 1 1 > 499 84 40 64
7(c)(1) FY 1994
CONSULTATION VISITS
Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 94 72 85 <50 89 73 83
Construction 84 73 82 50-99 93 74 85
Other 89 73 81 100-249 93 71 84
Combined 90 73 83 250-499 95 66 82
1 I 1 1 > 499 83 51 72




Percent of Consultation Visits That Result in the Identification of

Significant Hazards (continued)

23(g) FY 1994

CONSULTATION VISITS

Industry Safety Health Combined Establishment Size Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 90 51 78 <50 71 51 64
Construction 58 64 59 50-99 85 46 70
Other 78 47 64 100-249 88 55 74
Combined 76 49 66 250-499 85 42 66
1 i 1 1 > 499 85 33 54




Table 7
Hazard Abatement Time—
Programmed and Nonprogrammed Inspections

Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Inspections
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented)

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1996

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 40 46 41 0 7 3 6
Construction 25 35 25 1-30 41 27 38
Other 37 41 39 31-50 30 31 30

Combined 31 43 34 51-90 17 26 19

1 1 1 1 > 90 5 13 7



Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Inspections
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1996

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 41 46 43 0 0 0 0
Construction 21 35 22 1-30 51 29 45
Other 36 41 39 31-50 25 30 27
Combined 30 44 34 51-90 17 26 19
1 1 i 1 > 90 7 14 9

FEDERAL FY 1996—Redesigned Area Offices

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 39 45 40 0 1 0 1
Construction 21 25 21 1-30 55 33 49
Other 34 35 35 31-50 25 35 27

Combined 26 38 30 51-90 13 19 14

1 1 i 1 > 90 7 13 8




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Inspections
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1996—Nonredesigned Area Offices

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 41 48 44 0 0 0 0
Construction 21 36 23 1-30 50 28 44
Other 37 41 40 31-50 25 30 27
Combined 30 45 35 51-90 18 28 20
1 1 i 1 > 90 7 15 9

STATE FY 1996

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 38 46 40 0 10 4 9
Construction 25 35 25 1-30 37 26 35
Other 37 41 39 31-50 31 32 31

Combined 31 43 34 51-90 16 26 18

1 1 1 1 > 90 5 12 6




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Inspections
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1995

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 40 45 41 0 6 3 6
Construction 26 36 26 1-30 40 27 37
Other 38 43 40 31-50 29 31 29
Combined 32 43 35 51-90 19 27 21
1 i i i >90 5 12 7

FEDERAL FY 1995

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 41 45 42 0 <1 1 <1
Construction 26 35 26 1-30 47 30 43
Other 35 41 39 31-50 29 31 30
Combined 31 42 35 51-90 18 26 20
1 i i i > 90 5 12 7




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Inspections
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

STATE FY 1995

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 38 45 40 0 9 5 8
Construction 26 39 26 1-30 37 25 35
Other 39 44 40 31-50 29 31 29

Combined 33 44 35 51-90 20 27 21

1 i i i > 90 5 12 7



Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Inspections
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1994

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 42 49 45 0 5 2 4
Construction 30 40 31 1-30 37 24 34
Other 40 45 41 31-50 30 30 30
Combined 35 46 37 51-90 20 27 22
1 i i i > 90 8 17 10

FEDERAL FY 1994

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 46 50 46 0 <1 <1 <1
Construction 31 41 31 1-30 41 24 37
Other 40 45 41 31-50 31 31 31

Combined 35 46 37 51-90 20 29 22

1 i i i > 90 7 15 9




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Inspections
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

STATE FY 1994

INSPECTIONS (Median Time) INSPECTIONS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 40 46 41 0 8 4 7
Construction 30 40 30 1-30 34 23 32
Other 40 46 41 31-50 29 29 29

Combined 35 45 36 51-90 21 26 22

1 i i i > 90 9 18 11



Table 8
Hazard Abatement Time—
Consultation Visits

Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Consultation Visits
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented)

COMBINED (7(c)(1) & 23(g)) FY 1996

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 40 50 45 0 3 1 2
Construction 24 44 25 1-30 36 22 31
Other 37 45 43 31-50 31 32 31

Combined 35 46 41 51-90 20 29 23

1 1 1 1 >90 11 15 12




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Consultation Visits
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

7(c)(1) FY 1996

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 40 49 45 0 2 1 2
Construction 24 44 25 1-30 36 23 31
Other 35 45 40 31-50 33 34 33
Combined 34 46 40 51-90 19 29 23
1 1 1 i > 90 9 13 11

23(g) FY 1996

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 46 65 53 0 5 3 4
Construction 25 58 25 1-30 33 16 28
Other 48 54 50 31-50 22 24 23
Combined 41 55 46 51-90 22 28 24
1 1 i i >90 18 28 21




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Consultation Visits
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

COMBINED (7(c)(1) & 23(g)) FY 1995

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time

Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 43 53 45 0 3 1 2
Construction 24 38 25 1-30 35 25 31
Other 37 45 41 31-50 31 29 30
Combined 36 46 41 51-90 20 28 23
1 i i i >90 12 17 13

7(c)(1) FY 1995

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time

Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 42 53 45 0 3 1 2
Construction 23 35 24 1-30 35 25 32
Other 35 45 39 31-50 32 30 32
Combined 35 46 41 51-90 20 28 23
1 i i 1 > 90 10 16 12




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Consultation Visits
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

23(g) FY 1995

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 48 56 50 0 5 3 4
Construction 26 48 28 1-30 32 27 31
Other 46 48 46 31-50 23 21 23

Combined 42 50 45 51-90 22 25 23

1 i i i > 90 18 24 20



Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Consultation Visits
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

COMBINED (7(c)(1) & 23(g)) FY 1994

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time)

CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)

Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 36 50 42 0 4 2 4
Construction 23 25 23 1-30 37 32 36
Other 35 40 36 31-50 31 26 29
Combined 34 44 36 51-90 18 23 20
1 i i i > 90 10 16 12
7(c)(1) FY 1994
CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 36 50 41 0 4 2 4
Construction 22 23 22 1-30 38 31 36
Other 34 40 35 31-50 32 27 31
Combined 33 45 35 51-90 17 23 19
1 i i 1 > 90 9 15 11




Median Time (in workdays) Assigned for Hazard Abatement for Consultation Visits
(Percent distribution of actual times also presented) (continued)

23(g)) FY 1994

CONSULTATION VISITS (Median Time) CONSULTATION VISITS (Actual Time Percent)
Actual Time
Industry Safety Health Combined (Workdays) Safety Health Combined
Manufacturing 50 57 51 0 5 2 4
Construction 25 49 28 1-30 35 34 34
Other 42 36 40 31-50 21 21 21

Combined 40 41 40 51-90 23 23 23

1 i i i > 90 16 19 17



Table 9

Complaint Response Time

Median Time (in workdays) to Respond to Complaints

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1996

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Saf Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 10 15 13 11 1 1 3 4 4 3
Construction 1 5 5 2 1 1 1 2 2 1
Other 10 12 11 11 1 1 3 3 4 3
Combined 7 12 11 10 1 1 2 3 4 3
FEDERAL FY 1996
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS
Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Saf Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 11 12 13 11 1 1 1 1 2 1
Construction 1 4 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Other 10 11 10 10 1 1 1 1 1 1
Combined 6 11 11 10 1 1 1 1 2 1
NOTE: Saf. - Safety; Hith. - Health; Comb. - Combined



Median Time (in workdays) to Respond to Complaints (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1996—Redesigned Area Offices

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 10 10 10 10 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Construction 1 2 2 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
Other 7 11 9 9 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
Combined 4 9 9 7 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1

FEDERAL FY 1996—Nonredesigned Area Offices
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 11 15 15 12 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 2
Construction 1 4 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Other 10 11 11 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Combined 7 11 13 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1



Median Time (in workdays) to Respond to Complaints (continued)

STATE FY 1996

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Both Comb. Saf Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 10 16 13 12 4 5 6 5 7 11 10 10
Construction 2 7 9 2 4 4 6 4 2 5 7 3
Other 10 12 11 11 4 5 7 4 6 9 10 7
Combined 7 13 11 10 4 5 6 4 5 9 10 7



Percent Distribution: Percent of Complaints by the Number of Workdays

Taken to Respond

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1996

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 29 14 11 22 65 64 62 64 51 47 44 49
3-10 days 31 29 34 30 21 22 22 22 25 25 26 25
11-30 days 28 37 40 32 11 11 13 11 18 20 23 19
> 30 days 11 20 15 15 2 3 3 3 6 8 7 7

FEDERAL FY 1996
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 33 17 13 25 78 79 73 78 68 68 56 67
3-10 days 29 30 33 30 14 14 16 14 17 16 21 17
11-30 days 28 36 40 32 7 6 9 6 12 11 18 12
> 30 days 10 17 14 13 2 2 2 2 4 4 6 4



Percent Distribution: Percent of Complaints by the Number of Workdays

Taken to Respond (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1996—Redesigned Area Offices

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 39 15 17 28 84 83 83 83 74 74 68 74
3-10 days 30 40 39 34 11 11 9 11 15 15 16 15
11-30 days 23 34 33 28 4 4 6 4 8 8 12 9
> 30 days 9 12 11 10 1 1 2 1 3 3 4 3

FEDERAL FY 1996—Nonredesigned Area Offices
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 31 17 12 24 76 77 67 76 65 66 49 64
3-10 days 28 28 31 29 15 14 20 15 18 17 24 18
11-30 days 30 37 42 34 7 6 10 7 13 12 20 13
> 30 days 11 18 15 14 2 2 3 2 4 5 7 5



Percent Distribution: Percent of Complaints by the Number of Workdays

Taken to Respond (continued)

STATE

FY 1996

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 28 13 9 20 37 33 25 35 32 23 16 27
3-10 days 33 28 34 31 37 40 43 39 34 34 38 34
11-30 days 28 37 40 33 22 23 27 22 25 30 34 28
> 30 days 12 21 16 16 4 5 5 5 9 13 11 11



Median Time (in Workdays) to Respond to Complaints

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1995

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 11 17 16 15 3 3 3 3 5 7 8 6
Construction 2 6 6 3 2 2 3 2 2 4 3 2
Other 10 14 15 11 3 3 3 3 5 5 6 5
Combined 9 15 15 11 3 3 3 3 4 5 6 5

FEDERAL FY 1995
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 15 17 18 16 2 2 3 2 4 3 7 4
Construction 2 7 3 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2
Other 13 16 17 15 1 2 2 2 2 2 4 2
Combined 11 16 16 14 1 2 2 2 2 3 5 3



Median Time (in Workdays) to Respond to Complaints (continued)

STATE FY 1995

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 10 17 11 13 7 8 5 7 8 12 10 10
Construction 2 5 10 3 5 6 6 6 3 6 7 3
Other 10 12 12 11 6 6 7 6 8 10 11 9

Combined 7 13 11 10 6 6 6 6 7 10 10 9



Percent Distribution: Percent of Complaints by Number of Workdays
Taken to Respond

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1995

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 27 13 9 20 49 49 45 49 39 35 31 37
3-10 days 30 26 27 28 29 29 31 29 29 28 29 28
11-30 days 31 38 45 35 16 16 18 16 23 24 29 24
> 30 days 13 24 19 18 6 6 7 6 9 13 12 11

FEDERAL FY 1995
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 24 13 9 18 61 59 51 60 51 49 38 49
3-10 days 25 20 22 23 22 23 26 23 23 23 25 23
11-30 days 37 45 46 41 13 13 16 13 19 20 26 20
> 30 days 14 22 23 18 4 5 6 4 7 8 12 8



Percent Distribution: Percent of Complaints by Number of Workdays
Taken to Respond (continued)

STATE FY 1995

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. HIith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 28 13 10 21 23 25 18 24 26 18 13 22
3-10 days 32 28 33 30 43 41 50 42 36 34 40 35
11-30 days 28 35 43 32 24 23 24 24 26 30 36 28
18 12 15

> 30 days 12 24 15 18 10 10 8 10 11



Median Time (in Workdays) to Respond to Complaints

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1994

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 11 19 16 15 5 4 5 4 8 10 11 10
Construction 2 6 8 3 3 4 3 3 3 5 4 3
Other 11 15 14 12 4 4 4 4 6 8 8 7
Combined 10 15 15 11 4 4 4 4 6 8 10 7

FEDERAL FY 1994
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 16 20 20 18 4 3 5 4 7 7 11 8
Construction 2 8 5 3 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3
Other 15 18 20 16 3 3 4 3 5 4 7 5
Combined 12 18 20 16 3 3 4 3 5 5 10 5



Median Time (in Workdays) to Respond to Complaints (continued)

STATE FY 1994

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
Manufacturing 9 17 10 11 8 9 4 8 9 14 9 11
Construction 2 5 9 3 5 8 3 5 2 6 7 3
Other 10 12 10 11 5 7 4 6 8 11 9 10
Combined 7 13 10 10 6 7 4 6 7 11 9 9



Percent Distribution: Percent of Complaints by Number of workdays
Taken to Respond

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1994

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. HIth. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 24 13 10 18 38 39 38 38 31 28 26 29
3-10 days 30 25 25 28 33 31 32 32 31 28 29 30
11-30 days 32 37 44 35 21 22 23 21 26 28 32 28
> 30 days 13 25 21 19 9 8 7 8 11 16 14 13

FEDERAL FY 1994
TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb. Saf. Hith. Both Comb.
0-2 days 21 11 7 16 43 44 39 43 36 35 27 35
3-10 days 22 17 17 19 30 30 30 30 27 26 25 27
11-30 days 41 a7 50 44 20 19 23 20 27 27 33 27
> 30 days 16 25 26 21 7 7 7 7 10 11 14 11



Percent Distribution: Percent of Complaints by Number of workdays

Taken to Respond (continued)

STATE FY 1994

TYPE OF RESPONSES TO COMPLAINTS

Inspections Letters (or Investigations) Combined
Response
Time Saf. HIth. Both Comb. Saf. HIth. Both Comb. Saf. HIth. Both Comb.
0-2 days 26 13 15 20 26 26 36 26 26 18 21 22
3-10 days 35 29 39 32 37 33 39 36 36 31 39 33
11-30 days 27 32 33 30 24 28 20 26 26 31 29 28
> 30 days 12 25 14 18 12 13 5 12 12 21 11 16



Table 10

Consultation Response Time

Median Time (in workdays) to Respond to Requests From Smaller Employers in
High-Hazard Industries and Operations

CONSULTATION 7(c)(1) & 23(g) FY 1996

CONSULTATION PROGRAM SCOPE OF VISIT
7(c)(2) 23(9) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Comp. Specific Comb.
Manufacturing 6 19 11 6 1 1 6 16 10 10 10 10
Construction 1 7 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 1
Other 5 16 10 4 1 1 5 11 8 10 5 8
Combined 2 17 8 2 1 1 2 15 6 6 5 6

NOTE: Saf. - Safety; HIth. - Health; Comb. - Combined; Comp. -

Comprehensive




Median Time (in workdays) to Respond to Requests From Smaller Employers in
High-Hazard Industries and Operations (continued)

CONSULTATION 7(c)(1) & 23(g) FY 1995

CONSULTATION PROGRAM

SCOPE OF VISIT

7(c)(2) 23(9) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Comp. Specific Comb.
Manufacturing 12 26 18 8 6 7 12 25 16 20 11 16
Construction 1 4 1 1 13 1 1 4 1 1 1 1
Other 5 21 11 6 6 6 6 18 11 11 8 11
Combined 5 22 11 2 6 3 5 21 10 11 5 10

CONSULTATION 7(c)(1) & 23(g) FY 1994
CONSULTATION PROGRAM SCOPE OF VISIT

7(c)(2) 23(9) Combined
Industry Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Comp. Specific Comb.
Manufacturing 16 26 20 12 5 10 15 26 20 20 16 20
Construction 1 4 1 1 9 1 1 5 1 1 1 1
Other 10 21 15 9 11 10 10 19 13 15 11 13
Combined 9 24 15 3 10 5 7 21 11 14 7 11




Percent Distribution:

Taken to Respond

Percent of Consultations by Number of Workdays

CONSULTATION 7(c)(1) & 23(g) FY 1996

CONSULTATION PROGRAM SCOPE OF VISIT

e 7(c)(2) 23(9) Combined

Time Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Comp. Specific Comb.
0 days 47 29 40 47 54 49 47 32 42 42 40 42
1-20 days 25 25 25 23 24 23 24 25 25 23 29 25
21-40 days 10 18 13 14 10 13 11 17 13 13 13 13
41-60 days 5 8 6 6 5 6 5 8 6 6 5 6
60 days 13 20 16 10 7 9 12 18 15 15 13 15




Percent Distribution: Percent of Consultations by Number of Workdays
Taken to Respond (continued)

CONSULTATION 7(c)(1) & 23(g) FY 1995

CONSULTATION PROGRAM

SCOPE OF VISIT

e 7(c)(2) 23(9) Combined

Time Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Comp. Specific Comb.
0 days 43 27 37 47 35 44 44 28 38 38 39 38
1-20 days 21 21 21 27 30 28 22 22 22 21 27 22
21-40 days 12 18 14 14 14 14 12 17 14 14 13 14
41-60 days 7 11 8 4 6 5 6 10 8 8 7 8
> 60 days 18 24 20 7 15 10 16 23 18 19 15 18

CONSULTATION 7(c)(1) & 23(g) FY 1994
CONSULTATION PROGRAM SCOPE OF VISIT

e 7(c)(2) 23(9) Combined

Time Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Saf. Hith. Comb. Comp. Specific Comb.
0 days 41 27 36 44 31 40 42 27 37 36 39 37
1-20 days 20 20 20 29 36 31 22 22 22 21 24 22
21-40 days 13 18 15 14 14 14 13 17 15 16 12 15
41-60 days 7 11 8 6 7 6 7 10 8 8 7 8
> 60 days 18 25 20 7 12 9 16 23 19 81 18 19




Table 11

Cost Per Person Trained—
Targeted Training Grant Program

Average Cost Per Person Trained

FEDERAL FY 1996

Number Trained

Grant Subjects Program Cost Employers Employees Others Total Average Cost
Construction $ 90,756.00 133 935 0 1,068 $ 84.98
Ergonomics $ 437,750.00 216 6,443 10 6,669 $ 65.64
Fall Protection $ 226,819.00 344 1,300 0 1,644 $137.97
Lifting in Hospitals $ 323,671.00 393 3,855 0 4,248 $ 76.20
Lockout/Tagout $ 73,856.00 0 235 0 235 $314.28
Logging $ 415,104.00 1,142 3,777 332 5,251 $ 79.05
Process Safety $ 171,522.00 82 859 1 942 $182.08
Management
Small Business $ 525,465.00 924 2,526 0 3,450 $152.31
COMBINED $2,264,949.00 3,234 19,930 343 23,507 $ 96.35



Average Cost

Per Person Trained (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1995

Grant Subjects Program Cost Employees Others Average Cost

Bloodborne 103 830 933 $ 128.86
$ 162,653.00 1 0 460

Construction Safety $ 191,543.00 1,421 0 $ 82.70

Confined Space 23 778 801 $ 226.32
$ 149,489.00 235 0 458

Process Safety $ 104,000.00 617 0 $ 155.46

Lead in 115 2,897 3,021 $112.35
$ 470,372.00 1,678 0 6,807

Maine 200 $ 59,689.00 670 0 $ 89.09

Ergonomics 44 2,384 2,476 $171.65
$2,202,667.00 3,146 48 18,602



Average Cost Per Person Trained (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994

Number Trained

Grant Subjects Program Cost Employers Employees Others Total Average Cost
Bloodborne $ 123,098.00 12 643 0 655 $187.94
Lockout/Tagout $ 28,401.00 21 611 0 632 $ 44.94
Confined Space $ 16,314.00 9 398 0 407 $ 40.08
Lead in $141,773.00 457 398 0 855 $ 165.82
Logging $ 256,305.00 1,176 5,183 510 6,869 $ 37.31
Maine 200 $ 36,981.00 0 479 0 479 $ 77.20

COMBINED $ 602,872.00 1,675 7,712 510 9,897 $60.91



Table 12
Evaluation Score on Courses Offered

Average Evaluation Score on Courses Offered by the OSHA Training Institute and

Education Centers

FEDERAL FY 1996

OSHA Training Institute (OTI) Courses® and Score

Education Centers (EC) Courses and Score

Evaluation oTl
Factors 201A 222A 226 301 309A All 204A 500 501 510 521 600 All &EC
Communications 4.1 4.1 4.4 45 47 44 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.2 39 43 41 42
Accomplishment 4.1 4.0 4.4 45 4.6 43 4.0 4.1 4.0 4.1 38 4.1 41 42
Content 4.0 4.1 4.4 45 47 43 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2 38 4.1 41 42
Time Allocation 43 38 43 43 44 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.1 43 39 4.0 42 42
Relevance 4.0 4.2 43 45 4.6 43 4.0 4.2 4.2 4.1 39 4.1 42 42
Effectiveness 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.2 47 4.2 4.0 43 39 38 3.6 4.2 40 41
(exercises/

workshops)

Effectiveness 39 39 4.0 4.0 45 4.1 43 39 38 SN 32 43 38 40
(laboratoriesitrips)

Effectiveness 39 3.6 43 43 43 4.1 38 4.0 38 4.0 35 4.0 39 40
(audiovisuals)

Usefulness 45 43 4.6 45 4.6 45 4.1 43 4.4 43 4.1 43 43 44
(binders/handouts)

Course rating 4.1 4.1 4.4 45 48 44 4.2 43 4.2 43 38 4.2 42 43
COMBINED 4.1 4.0 43 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.1 38 4.1 41 42

#Courses identified for OTI are among the most frequently presented of the 82 courses offered and represent a mix of courses offered for OSHA compliance staff (Federal and State),

7(c)(1) consultants, other Federal agency staff, employers, employees, and other private sector personnel.



Average Evaluation Score on Courses Offered by the OSHA Training

Institute and Education Centers (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1995

OSHA Training Institute (OTI) Courses?® and Score

Education Centers (EC) Courses and Score

Evaluation OTl
Factors 201 201A 222 222A 226 301 308 309  309A All 204A 500 501 510 521 600 Al & EC
Communications 4.3 39 4.0 4.2 4.2 4.2 45 38 43 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.0 43 41 4.1
Accomplishment 4.1 3.7 3.8 4.0 41 4.1 44 37 41 4.0 41 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.9 41 40 4.0
Content 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.2 4.2 4.3 44 38 41 41 4.0 4.0 41 4.1 3.9 42 41 41
Environment 3.8 32 3.8 34 3.8 33 41 31 32 35 3.8 3.6 35 35 3.6 38 36 3.6
Relevance 4.1 3.8 41 4.0 41 4.2 44 32 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.1 41 4.1 4.1 41 41 41
Effectiveness 39 3.8 4.0 4.0 3.8 39 44 34 41 4.0 4.2 39 39 39 38 42 39 39
(exercises/

workshops)

Effectiveness 4.3 3.7 39 3.8 3.8 3.8 47 32 39 39 4.2 33 31 32 30 44 34 34
(laboratoriesitrips)

Effectiveness 4.0 3.7 35 39 4.2 4.2 38 32 40 39 3.6 39 36 39 3.6 39 338 3.8
(audiovisuals)

Usefulness 4.6 4.1 44 4.6 45 4.3 44 39 4.2 4.4 41 4.1 44 4.2 4.2 43 43 43
(binders/

handouts)

Course rating 4.2 3.9 3.9 41 4.2 4.3 45 338 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.1 41 4.1 4.0 43 41 41
COMBINED 4.1 3.8 3.9 4.0 41 4.1 44 35 4.0 4.0 41 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.9 41 40 4.0

#Courses identified for OTI are among the most frequently presented of the 82 courses offered and represent a mix of courses offered for OSHA compliance staff (Federal and State),

7(c)(1) consultants, other Federal agency staff, employers, employees, and other private sector personnel.



Average Evaluation Score on Courses Offered by the OSHA Training Institute and

Education Centers (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994

OSHA Training Institute(OTI) Courses® and Score

Education Centers (EC) Courses and Score

Evaluation OTl
Factors 201 201A 222 222A 226 301 308 309  309A All 204 204A 500 501 510 521 600 Al & EC
Communications 4.0 — 4.6 44 43 44 46 44 4.2 44 43 4.2 4.2 4.2 — 43 43 42 4.2
Accomplishment 3.7 — 45 43 41 4.3 46 43 3.9 4.3 4.2 41 4.0 4.1 — 41 42 40 41
Content 3.8 — 4.6 44 41 4.3 45 43 4.0 4.3 41 4.0 41 4.1 — 4.2 41 41 41
Time Allocation 2.8 — 39 3.6 3.6 39 40 37 33 3.7 39 3.7 31 33 — 37 34 33 34
Relevance 3.6 — 4.2 44 41 4.3 46 43 4.2 4.3 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.1 — 4.2 39 41 41
Effectiveness 35 — 44 4.2 39 4.3 45 40 3.8 4.1 4.2 4.0 37 38 — 38 44 38 39
(exercises/

workshops)

Effectiveness 39 — 43 4.2 3.8 4.1 47 39 39 4.2 44 4.1 35 36 — 34 46 38 4.0
(laboratoriesitrips)

Effectiveness 39 — 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.1 43 41 40 4.1 3.6 39 39 37 — 37 40 38 39
(audiovisuals)

Usefulness 4.0 — 4.7 4.6 45 4.3 46 44 43 4.4 44 43 43 4.5 — 44 44 44 44
(binders/

handouts)

Course rating 3.8 — 45 44 4.2 4.3 46 43 41 4.4 43 4.2 41 4.1 — 4.2 43 42 4.2
COMBINED 3.7 — 43 43 41 4.2 45 42 4.0 4.2 41 4.0 392 40 — 4.0 42 39 4.0

®Courses identified for OTI are among the most frequently presented of the 82 courses offered and represent a mix of courses offered for OSHA compliance staff (Federal and State),

7(c)(1) consultants, other Federal agency staff, employers, employees, and other private sector personnel.



Table 13
Negotiated Rulemaking

Percent of Rulemaking Activity on the Regulatory Agenda Undertaken as
Negotiated Rulemaking

FEDERAL FY 1996

OSHA REGULATORY AGENDA AND NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING ACTIVITY

— Regulatory Agenda Iltems 4Rules on Agenda Undertaken as Negotiated

Proposed Rules Final Rules Long-Term Actions

—  #Steel Erection —  Occupational Exposure to Butadiene — 4 Metal Removal Fluids
—  Occupational Safety and Health Program —  Occupational Exposure to Methyl Chloride

—  Occupational Exposure to Tuberculosis —  Abutment Verification

—  #Fire Protection in Shipyards — Respiratory Protection

— Indoor Air Quality in the Workplace



FEDERAL FY 1995

Percent of Rulemaking Activity on the Regulatory Agenda Undertaken as Negotiated
Rulemaking (continued)

OSHA REGULATORY AGENDA AND NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING ACTIVITY

— Requlatory Agenda ltems 4Rules on Agenda Undertaken as Negotiated

Proposed Rules

#Steel Erection

Recording and Reporting Occupational Injuries/llinesses

Prevention of Work-Related Musculoskeletal Disorders

Comprehensive Occupational Safety and Health
Programs

Occupational Exposure to Hexavalent Chromium
Occupational Exposure to Tuberculosis

General Working Conditions in Shipyards
Eliminating and Improving Regulations
Permissible Exposure Limits for Air Contaminants

Revision of Certain Standards Promulgated Under
section 6(a)

Grain-Handling Facilities

Final Rules

Respiratory Protection

Scaffolds

Safety and Health Regulations for Longshoring
Scaffolds in Shipyards

Access and Egress in Shipyards

Personal Protective Equipment in Shipyards
1,3-Butadiene

Glycol Ethers 2-Methoxyethanol, 2-Ethoxyethanol,
and Their Acetates Protecting Reproductive Health

Methylene Chloride

Walking Working Surfaces and Personal Fall
Protection Systems

Abatement Verification

Long-Term Actions

— Accreditation of Training Programs for Hazardous
Waste Operations

—  Control of Hazardous Energy (Lockout)—Construction
—  Powered Industrial Truck Operator Training

— Indoor Air Quality in the Workplace

—  Confined Spaces for Construction

—  Fire Protection in Shipyard Employment

—  Permit Required Confined Spaces

Completed Actions

—  Air Contaminants Rule for
Construction/Agriculture/Maritime

—  Miscellaneous Amendments to the Safety Standards—
Construction



Percent of Rulemaking Activity on the Regulatory Agenda Undertaken as
Negotiated Rulemaking (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994

OSHA REGULATORY AGENDA AND NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING ACTIVITY

— Requlatory Agenda ltems 4Rules on Agenda Undertaken as Negotiated

Proposed Rules — Retention of Markings and Placards —  Explosive and Other Dangerous Atmospheres

Respiratory Protection

Safety and Health Regulations for Longshoring and

Marine Terminals

#Steel Erection

Welding, Cutting, and Brazing
Hazardous Materials

Shipyard Employment Phase Il

Recording and Reporting Occupational
Injuries/llinesses

Air Contaminants Rule for
Construction/Agriculture/Maritime

Control of Hazardous Energy (Lockout/Tagout)—

Construction

Powered Industrial Truck Operator Training
Lead in Construction

Ergonomic Safety and Health Standards
Crane Safety

Abatement Verification

— Hazard Communication (MSDS)

—  Coke Oven Emissions

Final Rules

—  Methods of Compliance

—  Fall Protection

—  Scaffolds

—  Fall Protection Systems (PPE)

— Logging Operations

— Electric Power Generation, Transmission, and Distribution
— Fall Protection in Shipyards

—  Scaffolds in Shipyards

—  Access and Egress in Shipyards

— Face, Head, Eye, and Foot Protection (PPE)
—  Welding, Cutting, and Heating in Shipyards
— PPE in Shipyards

— 1,3-Butadiene

—  Glycol Ethers 2-Methoxyethanol, 2-Ethoxyethanol and
Their Acetates

Methylene Chloride

Hazard Communication
Walking and Working Surfaces
Asbestos

Accreditation of Training Programs for Hazardous
Waste Operations

Occupant Protection in Motor Vehicles

Reporting of Fatality or Multiple Hospitalizations

Prerules

Medical Surveillance Programs for Employees

Exposure Assessment Programs for Employees
Exposed to Hazardous Chemicals

Indoor Air Quality in the Workplace

Comprehensive Occupational Safety and Health
Programs
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PART TWO: OSHA PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

INTRODUCTION

This section presents the data for and analyses of @S3Hike activity measures
for FY 1996 and includes data from FY 1995 and FY 1994 for comparison.
Activities include the services or products provided by OSHWograms. The
results of these activities become measures of teeteeness, ditiency, and

responsiveness of OSHA programs (intermediate outcomes) and of the extent to
which OSHA prevents or reduces workplace injuries, illnesses, and fatalities (primary

outcomes).

The activity measures analyzed in this report are:
m Onsite intervention activities

m Offsite intervention activities

B Leveraged intervention activities

A description of each measure, relevant definitions, data analysis, data issues, and
anticipated changes are presented on pages 157 through 168. The tables on pages
169 through 202 present in greater detail the FY 1994 to FY 1996 data for each

measure.
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PART TWO: OSHA PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

ONSITE INTERVENTION
ACTIVITIES

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure tracks onsite interventions by type and addresses the following ques
tion about OSHA performance: What services does OSHA provide?

DEFINITIONS

Onsite interventions: OSHA safety- or health-related activities conducted during
normal operating hours at an empldgegstablishment to address workplace
conditions.

Inspections (type):OSHA programmed inspections @ated inspections) and non
programmed inspections (complaint, followup, and referral inspections; accident
and criminal investigations).

Consultation visits: Initial hazard survey visits, training and assistance visits, and
followup visits.

VPP evaluations:Onsite visits to determine advancement or continuation in the
Voluntary Protection Program (VPP).

VPP pre-approvals: Onsite visits to determine worksite eligibility for the VPP

| =4
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ANALYSIS NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF
ONSITE INTERVENTIONS—FY 1996
OSHA conducts a range of .
. Lo Inspections
onsite activities. 81229

<

OSHA onsite interventions for
FY 1996 reflect a range of pro
grams. For the fiscal year VPP

OSHA conducted 107,878 P TS
L . . and Evaluations

onsite interventions. Inspections 146 = 1%

accounted for 75.3 percent of .

the interventions, consultation Consultation

visits 24.6 percent, and Visits

Voluntary Protection Program 26,503

(VPP) pre-approvals and evalua
tions 0.1 percent.

On a‘ quarterly' 'ba's_ls’ the numbe NUMBER OF ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY
of onsite activities in FY 1996 RUARTER—FY 1996

increased in the second (from  [“program Qr1 Qw2 Qr3  Qtr4
23,585 to 27,694) and third
guarters (to 30,425) but declinec Inspections 17,329 20,594 23186 20,120

in the fourth quarter (to 26,174). consultation Visits 6,228 7,063 7,200 6,003
Inspections and consultation vis -\ oo o Approvals 28 37 20 B

its experienced similar fluctuat  n4 Evaluations
ing patterns, while VPP pre-

approvals and evaluations

increased in the fourth quarter

The number of onsite interventions declined each year from FY 1994 to FY 1996 in
all areas except VPBSHA conducted 134,383 interventions in FY 1994,671

in FY 1995, and 107,878 in FY 1996, representing a 12 percent decrease in the first
period and an1lpercent decrease in the second. Fewer inspections (-23,103)
accounted for most of the decrease over the three years, although there gas a lar
drop in consultation visits between FY 1995 and FY 1996 than in the preceding
period. In FY 1996 the number of VPP pre-approvals and evaluations increased, fol
lowing a substantial decrease in FY 1995. The number of onsite interventions may
continue to fluctuate as OSHA implements operational changes.

The distribution of onsite activities among industry groups remained constant during
the three years at 30 percent manufacturing, 35 percent construction, and 35 percent
all other industries.

Both Federal and State OSHA programs experienced decreased onsite activities in
FY 1996. Federal OSHA activity dropped 20 percent from FY 1994 to FY 1995 and
an additional 15 percent from FY 1995 to FY 1996. Fewer inspections (-5,120) and
consultation visits (-3,138) accounted for the Federal decrease over the three years;
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NUMBER OF ONSITE INTERVENTIONS—FY 1994—-FY 1996

Inspections Consultations VPP*
120,000 30,000 g2 eibged o) 150 146
104,332 26,503
100,000 89,706 25,000 120
81,229

80,000 20,000
90

60,000 15,000
60

40,000 10,000
20,000 5,000 30
0 0 0

FY94 FY95 FY96

FY94 FY95 FY96

FY94 FY95 FY9%
*VVPP = Pre-Approvals and Evaluations

the number of construction inspections fell 12 percent (-1,603) and manufacturing
inspections fell 20 percent (-1,602). Federal VPP activity declined from FY 1994 to
FY 1995 (from 129 to 104) but rebounded in FY 1996 (to 134). State OSHA -experi
enced a gradual decline in activity from FY 1994 to FY 1996 (-2 percent FY 1994
to FY 1995, -6 percent FY 1995 to FY 1996), which appears in all areas except
VPP The number of State pre-approvals and evaluations doubled from FY 1994 to
FY 1995 and did not change in FY 1996.

In FY 1995, the Agency embarked on a new strategy in construction to improve the
effectiveness of its inspection time and to recognize employers who were doing a
good job. Based on an evaluation of the empleysafety and health program, an
inspection was limited to those hazards that are the leading cause of construction
fatalities. In FY 1996, OSHA conducted 2,098 focused (limited scope) and 9,319
nonfocused inspections.

DATA ISSUES

Inspection and consultation visit data were obtained from the OSHA Integrated
Management Information System (IMIS). No computerized mechanism currently
exists for assembling VPP datafdffs are underway to include Federal VPP activi

ty data in the IMIS. States were asked to update and refine VPP activity data report
ed through a manual system. VPP collection mechanisms and comparability criteria
will be reviewed.

The onsite intervention data do not reflect some activities. SH@alth Response
Team (HR) and Ofice of Construction and Engineering provided expert technical
assistance during some inspections. During many consultation visits, consultants not
only assisted employers with workplace hazards, but also provided training and help
with safety and health program development. For this report, each inspection and
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consultation visit is counted as one activity regardless of its nature or scope. Future
reports will explore ways of capturing and reporting these additional activities and
relating them to impact.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

The onsite activity levels will continue to change as OSHA focuses attention and
resources on implementing new concepts, approaches, and processes.

The onsite activity measure will be carried forware Wil be looking to improve
the completeness and representativeness of the activity measures. Additienal mea
sures will attempt to address new activities, such as the formation of partnerships.
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OFFSITE INTERVENTION
ACTIVITIES

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure tracksfsite interventions by type and addresses the following-ques
tion about OSHA performance: What services does OSHA provide?

DEFINITIONS

Offsite interventions. OSHA activities usually conducted at a location other than
the employes establishment to address issues related to worksite safety or
health

Complaint investigations Investigations of oral or unsigned notices of unsafe or
unhealthful working conditions from an employee or representative, and of
notices from nonemployees.

Discrimination investigations. Investigations of alleged adverse actions taken
against employees who have voiced concerns regarding unsafe or unhealthful
working conditions at their places of employment.

Referrals handled by letter Responses to reports of unsafe or unhealthful working
conditions based on information from OSHA compliandeeifs, other Federal
agencies, media or employer documentation, etc.

VPP (Moluntary Protection Program) annual reviews Reviews of employer self-
evaluation reports on worksite safety and health program and of worksite injury
data for previous years.

ANALYSIS
OSHA provided a broad range of ofsite activities in FY 1996.

SIAdNSV3IN ALIAILOV



OSHA PERFORMANCE REPORT—FY 1996

NUMBER AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
OF OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS—FY 1996

OSHA conducted four types of

offsite intervention activities in Complaint

FY 1996: complaint investigations  Investigations

(89 percent of all dsite activity), D

discrimination investigations

(9.1 percent), referrals handled by Discrimination
letter (1.2 percent), andbMintary Investigations
Protection Program (VPP) annual . 3037
reviews (0.7 percent). Most of these \

offsite activities support or are < VPP Annual
related to similar onsite activities, ?gg"i"";%
e.g., complaint inspections, referral Referrals '
inspections, and VPP pre-approvals Handled

and evaluations. In FY 1996 OSHA by Letter

conducted 33,509 fsite interven 407 =1.2%

tions.

On a quarterly basis, the number of OSH#sité interventions increased in the
second quarter (from 7,333 to 8,988) but then declined slightly in the third (8,623)
and fourth (8,565) quarters of FY 1996. Discrimination investigations exhibited the
same pattern, while complaint investigationgedldd by showing a slight increase

in the last quarteBy

contrast, referrals
NUMBER OF OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY

handled by letter QUARTER—FY 1996
increased in every
quarter All VPP Program Qtrl Qtr2 Qtr3 Qtr4
annual reviews are _ -
scheduled and cen Complaint Investigations 6,545 7,837 7,713 7,731
ducted during the Discrimination Investigations 706 813 808 710
second quarter only

Referrals Handled by Letter 82 99 102 124

From FY 1994 to
FY 1996 ofsite VPP Annual Reviews 0 239 0 0
interventions in all

program areas fluctu

ated, with total activity increasing 17

percent from FY 1994 to FY 1995 and falling 2.5 percent from FY 1995 to FY
1996.

The distribution of dkite activities among industry groups remained constant in the
three years, with manufacturing receiving 32 to 33 percent, construction 8 to- 10 per
cent, and all other industries 58 to 59 percent. Gengadliyndustry groups experi
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NUMBER OF OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS—FY 1994-1996

35,000
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000

5,000

Complaint Investigations Discrimination Investigations Referrals Handled by Letter

3,500 Gpuild 500

30,265 29826 2000 3,037 439
' 400
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000

500

407

26,226

300

200

100

0 0
FY94 FY95 FY 9 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY94 FY95 FY96
* VPP annual reviews are not graphically represented. In FY 1996, 239 reviews were conducted, compared to
183 in FY 1995 and 118 in FY 1994.

enced an increase infgite interventions from FY 1994 to FY 1995 and a slight
decrease from FY 1995 to FY 1996 (see tables on pages 181 to 187).

While Federal OSHA d$ite activity levels fluctuated during these years (21,363 in
FY 1994, 24,364 in FY 1995, and 23,149 in FY 1996), State OSHA activity levels
steadily increased (from &,2 to 10,01 to 10,360). A 19 percent drop in the num

ber of complaint investigations, a 6 percent drop in the number of discrimination
investigations, and a 32 percent drop in referrals accounted for the Federal decline
from FY 1994 to FY 1995. The greatest Federal change from FY 1994 to FY 1996
occurred in the number of VPP annual reviews, which increased 81 percent. The
State OSHA increase occurs in all program areas except referrals. Over the three
years, state complaint activity increased 27 percent, referrals decreased 8 percent,
and discrimination investigations increased 44 percent. The States are continuing to
establish recognized VPP programs.

DATA ISSUES

Data on complaint investigations, discrimination investigations, and referrals han
dled by letter were obtained from the OSHA Integrated Management Information
System (IMIS). VPP data were manually assemblefbrisfare underway to

include Federal VPP activity in the IMIS. States with recognized VPP programs
were asked to update and refine activity data reported through a manual system.
VPP collection mechanisms and comparability criteria will be reviewed.
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ANTICIPATED CHANGES

The ofsite activity measure will be carried forward. As OSHA begins to define its
outreach dbrts and establish appropriate data collection mechanisms, the number
and types of d$ite interventions reported should increase and expand.
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LEVERAGED INTERVENTION
ACTIVITIES

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

This measure tracks leveraged interventions by type and addresses the following
question about OSH# performance: What services does OSHA provide?

DEFINITIONS

Leveraging programs and activities:Programs or activities that have the potential
to reach or impact safety and health at new or additional establishments/
worksites or of employers/employees with minimal additional OSHA involve
ment and/or expenditure of resources.

Worksites/establishments impactedWorksites/establishments identified as bene
fiting directly or indirectly from an action or activity

Employers/employees impactedEmployers/employees identified as benefiting
directly or indirectly from an action or activity

VPP mentoring companies:Voluntary Protection Program participant companies
that agree to assist nonparticipant companies in meeting the eligibility require
ments of the VPP program.

Corporate Settlement Ageements (CSA):Agreements with employers to extend
the terms and conditions of citations issued for the inspected site to other
corporate sites.

Training classes/seminarsFormal training where a specific agenda, topic, and
goal exist.

Potential trainers and persons trained:Private sector employers/employees,
Federal personnel, State employees, and others completing the trainer classes
(potential trainers); or employees, employers, and others completing any formal
training class (persons trained).

Standards and regulations: Final and proposed safety or health rules issued by
OSHA. (Estimated impact numbers obtained from the OSHA regulatory-analy
sis process.)
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ANALYSIS

The Agency Performance Measurement System attempts to reflect the changing
direction of OSHA. In 1995, OSHA introduced leveraged interventions as a new
activity categoryA leveraging program or activity is one that has the potential to
reach or impact safety and health at new or additional establishments/worksites or of
employers/employees with minimal additional OSHA involvement and/or expendi
ture of resources. In FY 1996, four program activities with leveraging qualities

made data availableoWuntary Protection Program (VPP) Mentoring Program,
Corporate Settlement Agreements (CSAs), formal training, and standards and regu
lations. This analysis addresses the potential of each program as a leveraging tool.

NUMBER OF LEVERAGED INTERVENTIONS AND NUMBER OF WORKSITES/
ESTABLISHMENTS AND EMPLOYERS/EMPLOYEES IMPACTED—FY 1994-FY 1996

Program FY 94 FY 95 FY 96
VPP Mentor Companies 8 36 52
Mentee Companies 8 ®H 67
Employees Impacted 3,921 71,000 93,754
CSA Monitoring Inspections 83 33 8
Worksites Impacted 1,518 566 1,029
Employees Impacted 380,600 127,400 383,000
Training Classes and Seminars 4,292 5,104 10,666
Potential Trainers 3,913 4,964 4,749
Persons Trained 121,799 143,977 133,779
Standards and Regulations 12 3 5
Establishments Impacted 7,967,126 669,936 1,225,732
Workers/Employees Impacted 94,258,058 4,922,100 7,657,322

VPP Mentoring Program. Employers approved for participation in the VPP-pro
gram are encouraged to help other companies make safety and health program
improvements and reduce on-the-job injuries and illnesses. This mentoring process
occurs without direct OSHA involvement, so each mentored company essentially
doubles OSHA reach. The process may also reduce significantly OSHA review
time for those mentee companies that subsequently apply for participation in the
VPR In FY 1996, 52 VPP participant companies provided assistance to 67 potential
VPP worksites, up from 37 companies and 35 worksites in FY 1995. In FY 1996,
these actions #dcted 93,754 employees at the mentored worksites.

Corporate Settlement Ageements (CSAS)CSAs are OSHA settlement agree
ments with inspected employers, in which they agree to extend the terms and condi
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tions of citations issued for the inspected site to other company sites in exchange for
OSHA not pursuing related legal action. The number of worksites covered by agree
ments and the number of employees at these sites are the leveraging qualities of this
process. Agreements generally cover a period of 3 to 5 years. A percentage-of work
sites covered by each agreement receive annual monitoring inspections. While the
number of monitoring inspections declined from FY 1995 to FY 1996 (from 33 to

8), the number of worksites covered by CSAs increased, causing a similar increase
in the number of worksites covered (from 566 to 1,029) and the number of employ
ees covered (from 127,400 to 383,000).

Training. OSHA offers formal training on a variety of safety and health subjects to
private sector employers and employees, OSHA compliandeattedr Federal
agency personnel, State employees, etc. This type of training enables OSHA to

NUMBER OF LEVERAGED INTERVENTIONS AND NUMBER OF
WORKSITES/ESTABLISHMENTS AND EMPLOYERS/EMPLOYEES
IMPACTED—FY 1994-FY 1996

VPP CSAs
3 2 g
(2]
100,000 = 400,000 g 2
§ 350,000
80,000 G - ]
= 300,000 mm No. Monitoring Inspections
| mm Worksites Impacted
60,000 mm No. Mentor Companies 250,000 mm Employees Impacted
' = No. Mentee Companies =
mm Employees Impacted 200,000 8
40,000 150,000 S
20,000 . 100,000 i i
Sk 500000 ., 2H, & 8
Lea2bBlEE L BB SHls S
FY 94 FY95 FY96 FY 94 FY9  FY 9
Training Standards
(o]
= S
S o ]
) = 8
150,000 § S o 100,000,000 S
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otential Trainers
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60,000 40,000,000

30,000 20,000,000

0 0

*Bar not drawn to scale.
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reach significant numbers of people through a single class or sefftiedeverag

ing potential of this process is even greater when those who receive training as
trainers subsequently instruct others. In FY 1996, Federal and State OSHA €onduct
ed 10,666 formal training sessions, more than double the 5,f0édin FY 1995.

This training reached 133,779 persons, 4,749 of whom were trained as potential
trainers. Almost 80 percent of those trained were private sector employers and
employees.

Standards and RegulationsMillions of private sector establishments are covered

by the Occupational Safety and Health Act. OSHA has the responsibility of assuring
the safety and health of workers in these establishments. Prescribing safe and
healthful work practices and conditions is one way the Agency achieves its mission.
OSHA proposed or promulgated 20 safety or health standards and regulations dur
ing the last three fiscal years. Five of these OSHA standards were issued in FY
1996, 3in FY 1995, and 12 in FY 1994. In FY 1996, regulatory actidested
1,225,732 establishments and 7,657,322 employees. In FY 1995, proposed or final
rules afected 669,936 establishments and 4,922,100 workers, compared to
7,967,126 establishments and 94,258,058 workers in FY 1994.

DATA ISSUES

With few exceptions, the leveraging activity data were assembled from individual
office reports and computer files. The VPP Mentoring Program data are from the
Voluntary Protection Program Participant Association (\MPESA data are from

the OSHA automated Integrated Management Information System (IMIS). The
Federal training data were assembled from annual and quarterly reportfiand of
computer files. State plan training data are currently reported each year in the grant
agreements. The States were asked to confirm, update, and refine these data.
Consultation training data are in the IMIS. Consultation Projects were asked to con
firm, update, and refine these data. Information on standards and regulations was
assembled from &i€e tracking reports and economic analysis reports.

ANTICIPATED CHANGES

The leveraging aspects of all OSHA programs and activities are being reviewed. The
results of this review may change how OS$lieveraging activities are reported.




AGCTIVITY

MEASURES




PART TWO: OSHA PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

DEFINITIONS

Complaint investigations: Investigations of oral or unsigned notices of unsafe or
unhealthful working conditions from an employee or representative, and of
notices from nonemployees.

Consultation visits: Initial hazard survey visits, training and assistance visits, and
followup visits.

Corporate Settlement Ageements (CSA)Agreements with employers to extend
the terms and conditions of citations issued for the inspected site to other
corporate sites.

Discrimination investigations: Investigations of alleged adverse actions taken
against employees who have voiced concerns regarding unsafe or unhealthful
working conditions at their places of employment.

Employers/employees impactedEmployers/employees identified as benefiting
directly or indirectly from an action or activity

Focused inspectionA targeted inspection limited to hazards that are the leading
cause of fatalities in the construction induskgr Federal OSHA, the basis for
such inspections is an evaluation of the empleysafety and health program.
State OSHA programs may use similar ofetént criteria to determine whether
an inspection will be focused.

Inspections: OSHA programmed inspections @ated inspections) and nonpro
grammed inspections (complaint, followup, and referral inspections; accident
and criminal investigations).

Leveraging programs and activities:Programs or activities that have the potential
to reach or impact safety and health at new or additional establishments/work
sites or of employers/employees with minimal additional OSHA involvement
and/or expenditure of resources.

Offsite interventions: OSHA activities usually conducted at a location other than
the employeis establishment to address issues related to worksite safety or
health.

Onsite interventions: OSHA safety- or health-related activities conducted during
normal operating hours at an employerss establishment to address workplace
conditions.

Potential trainers and persons trained:Private sector employers/employees,
Federal personnel, State employees, and others completing the trainer classes
(potential trainers); or employees, employers, and others completing any formal
training class (pesons trained).

171
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Referrals handled by letter: Responses to reports of unsafe or unhealthful working
conditions based on information from OSHA compliandieeiffs, other Federal
agencies, media or employer documentation, etc.

Standards and regulations: Final and proposed safety or health rules issued by
OSHA. (Estimated impact numbers obtained from the OSHA regulatory-analy
Sis process.)

Training classes/seminarsFormal training where a specific agenda, topic, and
goal exist.

VPP (Voluntary Protection Program) annual reviews:Reviews of employer self-
evaluation reports on worksite safety and health program and of worksite injury
data for previous years.

VPP evaluations:Onsite visits to determine advancement or continuation in the
VPP

VPP mentoring companies:Voluntary Protection Program participant companies
that agree to assist nonparticipant companies in meeting the eligibility require
ments of the VPP program.

VPP pre-approvals: Onsite visits to determine worksite eligibility for the VPP

Worksites/establishments impactedWorksites/establishments identified as bene
fiting directly or indirectly from an action or activity




Table 14
Onsite Intervention Activities

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1996

ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

VPP Pre-Approvals and

Category Inspections Consultation Visits Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 81,229 26,503 146 107,878
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 4,372,087 1,277,575 87,352 5,737,014

Number of Interventions by Industry

4 Manufacturing 20,370 11,859 120 32,349
4 Construction (Total) 34,706 3,563 7 38,276
— Focused 2,835 1 i 2,835
— Nonfocused 31,871 1 i 31,871
4 Other 26,153 11,081 19 37,253

4 Total 81,229 26,503 146 107,878



Onsite Intervention Activities (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1996

ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

VPP Pre-Approvals and

Category Inspections Consultation Visits Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 24,030 21,745 134 45,909
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 1,344,522 987,513 79,372 2,411,407

Number of Interventions by Industry

4 Manufacturing 6,879 10,982 109 17,970
4 Construction (Total) 11,417 2,767 7 14,191
— Focused 2,098 i i 2,098
— Nonfocused 9,319 1 1 9,319
4 Other 5,734 7,996 18 13,748

4 Total 24,030 21,745 134 45,909



Onsite Intervention Activities (continued)




COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1995

ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

VPP Pre-Approvals and

Category Inspections Consultation Visits Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 89,706 29,849 116 119,671
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 4,566,525 1,388,979 106,991 6,062,495
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 22,494 13,476 104 36,074
4 Construction 36,954 4,320 4 41,278
4 Other 30,258 12,053 8 42,319
4 Total 89,706 29,849 116 119,671
FEDERAL FY 1995
ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE
Consultation VPP Pre-Approvals and
Category Inspections Visits (7(c)(1)) Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 29,132 24,883 104 54,119
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 1,392,932 1,106,654 101,544 2,601,130
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 8,481 12,466 93 21,040
4 Construction 13,020 3,385 3 16,408
4 Other 7,631 9,032 8 16,671
4 Total 29,132 24,883 104 54,119



Onsite Intervention Activities (continued)

STATE FY 1995

ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Consultation VPP Pre-Approvals and

Category Inspections Visits (7(c)(1)) Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 60,574 4,966 12 65,552
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 3,173,593 282,325 5,447 3,461,365
Number of Interventions by Industry

4 Manufacturing 14,013 1,010 11 15,034

4 Construction 23,934 935 1 24,870

¢ Other 22,627 3,021 0 25,648

4 Total 60,574 4,966 12 65,552



COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1994

ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

VPP Pre-Approvals and

Category Inspections Consultation Visits Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 104,332 29,916 135 134,383
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 4,974,244 1,370,631 109,464 6,454,339
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 24,953 13,029 125 38,107
4 Construction 47,746 4,523 3 52,272
4 Other 31,633 12,364 7 44,004
4 Total 104,332 29,916 135 134,383
FEDERAL FY 1994
ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE
Consultation VPP Pre-Approvals and
Category Inspections Visits (7(c)(1)) Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 42,564 24,690 129 67,383
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 1,982,782 1,054,237 107,744 3,144,763
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 10,784 12,000 119 22,903
4 Construction 22,764 3,519 3 26,286
4 Other 9,016 9,171 7 18,194
4 Total 42,564 24,690 129 67,383



Onsite Intervention Activities (continued)

STATE FY 1994

ONSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Consultation VPP Pre-Approvals
Category Inspections Visits (23(g)) Evaluations Total
Number of Interventions 61,768 5,226 6 67,000
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected 2,991,462 316,394 1,720 3,309,576
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 14,169 1,029 6 15,204
4 Construction 24,982 1,004 0 25,986
¢ Other 22,617 3,193 0 25,810
4 Total 61,768 5,226 6 67,000



Table 15
Offsite Intervention Activities

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1996

OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Referrals VPP

Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews Total
Number of Interventions 29,826 3,037 407 239 33,509
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not compiled?® 3,118 55,561 209,004 267,683

Number of Interventions by Industry

¢ Manufacturing 9,554 812 145 212 10,723
¢ Construction 2,890 319 82 5 3,296
4 Other 17,382 1,906 180 22 19,490
4 Total 29,826 3,037 407 239 33,509

®Data collection mechanisms or comparability of data for Agency performance measurement have not yet been established.



FEDERAL FY 1996

OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Referrals VPP
Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews Total
Number of Interventions 20,444 2,218 273 214 23,149
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not compiled?® 2,291 35,772 194,944 233,007
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 6,922 594 100 188 7,804
¢ Construction 2,112 238 69 5 2,424
¢ Other 11,410 1,386 104 21 12,921
¢ Total 20,444 2,218 273 214 23,149
STATE FY 1996
OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE
Referrals VPP
Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews Total
Number of Interventions 9,382 819 134 25 10,360
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not compiled?® 827 19,789 14,060 34,676
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 2,632 218 45 24 2,919
4 Construction 778 81 13 0 872
¢ Other 5,972 520 76 1 6,569
¢ Total 9,382 819 134 25 10,360

®Data collection mechanisms or comparability of data for Agency performance measurement have not yet been established.



Offsite Intervention Activities (continued)

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1995

OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Referrals VPP

Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews Total
Number of Interventions 30,265 3,488 439 183 34,375
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not Compiled? 3,634 166,768 138,972 309,374

Number of Interventions by Industry

4 Manufacturing 9,980 908 148 169 11,205
¢ Construction 2,879 377 89 4 3,349
4 Other 17,406 2,203 202 10 19,821
4 Total 30,265 3,488 439 183 34,375

®Data collection mechanisms or comparability of data for Agency performance measurement have not yet been established.



FEDERAL FY 1995

OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Referrals VPP
Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews Total
Number of Interventions 21,342 2,584 260 178 24,364
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not Compiled? 2,696 68,815 137,744 209,255
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 7,383 686 84 164 8,317
¢ Construction 2,219 255 74 4 2,552
¢ Other 11,740 1,643 102 10 13,495
¢ Total 21,342 2,584 260 178 24,364
STATE FY 1995
OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE
Referrals VPP
Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews Total
Number of Interventions 8,923 904 179 5 10,011
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not Compiled 938 97,953 1,228 100,119
Number of Interventions by Industry
4 Manufacturing 2,597 222 64 5 2,888
4 Construction 660 122 15 0 797
¢ Other 5,666 560 100 0 6,326
¢ Total 8,923 904 179 5 10,011

?Data collection mechanisms or comparability of data for Agency performance measurement have not yet been established.



Offsite Intervention Activities (continued)

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1994

OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Referrals VPP

Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews Total
Number of Interventions 26,226 2,750 381 118 29,475
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not Compiled? 2,932 131,973 85,512 220,417

Number of Interventions by Industry

4 Manufacturing 8,720 710 120 110 9,660
¢ Construction 2,172 269 65 2 2,508
4 Other 15,334 1,771 196 6 17,307
4 Total 26,226 2,750 381 118 29,475

®Data collection mechanisms or comparability of data for Agency performance measurement have not yet been established.



Offsite Intervention Activities (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994

OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Referrals VPP

Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews? Total
Number of Interventions 18,830 2,180 235 118 21,363
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not Compiled® 2,341 112,589 85,512 200,442

Number of Interventions by Industry

4 Manufacturing 6,588 571 81 110 7,350
¢ Construction 1,630 215 48 2 1,895
¢ Other 10,612 1,394 106 6 12,118
¢ Total 18,830 2,180 235 118 21,363

2By the end of FY 1994, several States had established approved VPP programs. No annual reviews were due.

"Data collection mechanisms or comparability of data for Agency performance measurement have not yet been established.



Offsite Intervention Activities (continued)

STATE FY 1994

OFFSITE INTERVENTIONS BY TYPE

Referrals VPP

Complaint Discrimination (Handled by Annual
Category Investigations Investigations Letter) Reviews? Total
Number of Interventions 7,396 570 146 — 8,112
Number of Employees Impacted/Affected Not Compiled® 591 19,384 — 19,975

Number of Interventions by Industry

¢ Manufacturing 2,132 139 39 — 2,310
4 Construction 542 54 17 — 613
¢ Other 4,722 377 90 — 5,189
¢ Total 7,396 570 146 — 8,112

By the end of FY 1994, several States had established approved VPP programs. No annual reviews were due.

®Data collection mechanisms or comparability of data for Agency performance measurement have not yet been established.



Table 16

Leveraged Intervention Activities

Voluntary Protection Program (VPP) Mentoring Program

COMBINED (Federal & State) FY 1996

Number
Number Number mentee Number mentee sites with employees at Location of mentee sites
Industry mentor companies LWDI rates above industry mentee sites (state)
companies average
Manufacturing 48 42 Not available? 36,118 GA,ID,IL,MA,MO,NV,NY,
ND,OH,PA, TN, TX,WA,WI
Construction 0 0 Not available 0 0
Other 4 25 Not available 57,636 AZ,CA,CO,ID,LA,NJ,NY,
OH,SC, TX,WA
Total 52 67 Not available 93,754 1
FEDERAL FY 1996
Number
Number Number mentee Number mentee sites with employees at Location of mentee sites
Industry mentor companies LWDI rates above industry mentee sites (state)
companies average
Manufacturing 45 36 Not available® 33,638 GA,ID,IL,MA,MO,NY,ND,
OH,PA, TX,WI
Construction 0 0 Not available 0 0
Other 4 25 Not available 57,636 KY
Total 49 61 Not available 91,274 1

®Data are not easily accessible.



Voluntary Protection Program (VPP) Mentoring Program (continued)

Manufacturing 2 5 Not available® 1,600 KY,TN,WA
Construction 0 0 Not available 0 0

Other 0 1 Not available 0 AZ

Total 2 6 Not available 1,600 i

Data not easily accessible.



Voluntary Protection Program (VPP) Mentoring Program (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1995%

Number
Number mentor Number mentee Number mentee sites with employees at Location of mentee sites
Industry companies companies LWDI rates above industry mentee sites (state)
average
Manufacturing 36 35 Not available® 71,000 TX,NY,LA,NJ,ID,MA,NV,
GA,IL, WI,CT,PA,OH
Construction 0 0 Not available 0 0
Other 1 0 Not available 0 0
Total 37 35 Not available 71,000 i
FEDERAL FY 1994°
Number
Number mentor Number mentee Number mentee sites with employees at Location of mentee sites
Industry companies companies LWDI rates above industry mentee sites (state)
average
Manufacturing 8 8 Not available 3,921 TX,IL,MA,ID
Construction 0 0 Not available 0 0
Other 0 0 Not available 0 0
Total 8 8 Not available 3,921 1

®FY 1995 VPP mentoring activity included one State plan State mentor company and one mentee company.
"Data not easily accessible.
°FY 1994 VPP mentoring activity included no State plan State mentor or mentee companies.



Corporate Settlement Agreements

FEDERAL FY 1996

Number
Agreement Number of employees at Number employees at all Number worksites
Coverage monitoring worksites worksites covered by all covered by all Location of monitored
(by subject) inspections inspected agreements? CSA agreements sites
Ergonomics/ 6 4,091 370,000 99 Not available®
recordkeeping
Process safety 0 0 0 0 Not available
management
HAZWOPER/ 0 0 0 0 Not available
HAZCOM
Fire Safety 1 8 13,000 930 Not available
Other 1 65 Not applicable®* Not applicable®* Not available
Total 8 4,164 383,000 1,029 1

?Estimates derived from IMIS data.

"This CSA is with BE&K (construction), which has a mobile and variable workforce.
“No comparable program on activity exists.

“Data not easily accessible.



Corporate Settlement Agreements (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1995

Number
Agreement Number of employees at Number employees at all Number worksites
Coverage monitoring worksites worksites covered by all covered by all Location of monitored
(by subject) inspections inspected agreements? CSA agreements sites
Ergonomics/ 9 10,363 98,000 196 Not available
recordkeeping
Process safety 3 2,454 16,000 13 Not available
management
HAZWOPER/ 0 0 0 0 Not available
HAZCOM
Fire Safety 20 250 13,000 353 Not available
Other 1 110 400 4 Not available
Total 33 13,177 127,400 566 1

2Estimates derived from IMIS data.

"Data not easily accessible.



Corporate Settlement Agreements (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994

Number
Agreement Number of employees at Number employees at all Number worksites
Coverage monitoring worksites worksites covered by all covered by all Location of monitored
(by subject) inspections inspected agreements? CSA agreements sites
Ergonomics/ 24 1,652 98,000 196 Not available®
recordkeeping
Process safety 3 2,887 16,000 13 Not available
management
HAZWOPER/ 23 9,397 250,000 950 Not available
HAZCOM
Fire Safety 32 131 13,000 353 Not available
Other 1 300 3,600 6 Not available
Total 83 14,367 380,600 1,518 1

2Estimates derived from IMIS data.

®Data not easily accessible.



Formal Training

FEDERAL & STATE FY 1996

TRAINING SOURCES

OTI Education Centers Consultation®
All Potential All Potential State Training
Trained®  Trainers Trained® Trainers 7(c)(2) 23(9) Programs® Grants Total
Total Number 131 16 310 218 821 992 7,154 1,258 10,666
Classes
Conducted
Total Number Trained
¢  Private Sector 850 34 4,298 3,830 20,918 7,955 118,770° 23,507 176,298
Employers/
Employees
4 State/Local 1,408 82 342 265 1,520 3,832 18,450 0 25,552
Employees
4 OSHA 359 6 39 25 1 1 1 0 398
Employees
¢  Other Federal 1,182 20 601 177 1 1 i 0 1,783
Employees
¢  Other (e.g., 18 0 18 0 1,338 5,784 5,863 0 13,021
foreign
students)
¢ Total 3,817 452 5,298 4,297 23,776 17,571 143,083 23,507 217,052

The consultation and State program numbers are estimates. These data may reflect some activity that may be inconsistent with the definition of formal training. Some of the consultation
training numbers are also represented as visit activity under "Onsite Interventions."

"The "All Trained" column includes the potential trainer data.

“This figure includes a nationwide video conference training session by satellite with approximately 10,000 employees and employers. It also includes 70,288 trained in Michigan that
were not identified under any specific category.



Formal Training (continued)

FEDERAL & STATE FY 1995

TRAINING SOURCES

oTI Education Centers Consultation®
All Potential All Potential State Training
Trained®  Trainers Trained®  Trainers 7(c)(2) 23(9) Programs? Grants Total
Total Number 227 32 263 169 817 2,070 805 922 5,104
Classes
Conducted
Total Number Trained
¢ Private Sector 1,347 921 4,152 3,479 28,628 31,730 28,675 18,602 113,134
Employers/
Employees
¢ State/Local 2,171 111 215 151 2,486 14,027 7,206 1 26,105
Employees
¢ OSHA 1,978 6 43 33 1 1 1 1 2,021
Employees
¢ Other Federal 1,936 35 763 214 1 1 1 1 2,699
Employees
¢ Other (e.g., 14 10 4 4 0 0 0 1 18
foreign
students)
¢ Total 7,446 1,083 5,177 3,881 31,114 45,757 35,881 18,602 143,977

®The consultation and State program numbers are estimates. These data may reflect some activity that may be inconsistent with the definition of formal training. Some of the
consultation training numbers are also represented as visit activity under "Onsite Interventions."
*The "All Trained" column includes the potential trainer data.



Formal Training (continued)

FEDERAL & STATE FY 1994

TRAINING SOURCES

oTI Education Centers Consultation®
All Potential All Potential State Training
Trained”® Trainers Trained® Trainers 7(c)(2) 23(9) Programs? Grants Total
Total Number 245 48 112 91 659 2,094 750 432 4,292
Classes
Conducted
Total Number Trained
¢ Private Sector 1,876 1,367 2,268 2,115 18,368 25,301 33,265° 9,897 90,975
Employers/
Employees
¢ State/Local 2,369 113 210 155 312 13,258 8,902 1 25,051
Employees
¢ OSHA 902 3 15 7 1 1 1 1 917
Employees
¢ Other Federal 1,867 38 206 115 1 1 1 1 2,073
Employees
¢ Other (e.g., 166 0 2 0 1,197 0 1,418 1 2,783
foreign
students)
¢ Total 7,180 1,521 2,701 2,392 19,877 38,559 43,585 9,897 121,799

®The consultation and State program numbers are estimates. These data may reflect some activity that may be inconsistent with the definition of formal training. Some of the

consultation training numbers are also represented as visit activity under "Onsite Interventions."
*The "All Trained" column includes the potential trainer data.



Final and Proposed Standards and Regulations

FEDERAL FY 1996

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS

Regulatory Action

Estimated Number Establishments Impacted®

Estimated Number Workers Impacted/Exposed?®

Manufacturing

Construction

Other Total

Manufacturing

Construction

Other

Total

Final Safety Standards (1)

¢

PPE in 1
Shipyards (Issue
date: 5/24/96)

Scaffolds (Issue 1
date: 8/30/96)

Grain Handling 1
(Issue date:
3/8/96)

Proposed Safety Standards (1)

¢

Grand Total

Industrial Trucks 1
(Construction)

(Issue date:

6/30/96)

Recordkeeping 125,000
(Issue date:

2/2/96)
125,000

1

572,000

i

83,000

96,000

676,300

500 500

i 572,000

23,932 23,932

i 8,300

400,000 621,000

424,432 1,225,732

These estimated numbers were obtained from the OSHA regulatory analysis process.

1

1

1

1

2,162,000

2,162,000

1

2,300,000

1

12,400

381,000

2,693,400

98,000

1

145,000

1

2,545,000

2,788,000

98,000

2,300,000

158,922

12,400

5,088,000

7,657,322



Final and Proposed Standards and Regulations (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1995

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS

Estimated Number Establishments Impacted?®

Estimated Number Workers Impacted/Exposed?®

Regulatory Action Manufacturing

Construction

Other

Total

Manufacturing  Construction Other Total

Final Safety Standards (1)

¢ Logging 11,936
Operations
(Issue date:
10/12/94)

Proposed Safety Standards (1)

¢ Industrial Trucks Not
(General Available
Industry,
Maritime) (Issue
date: 3/14/95)

Proposed Health Standards (1)

4 Respiratory 138,400
Protection
(Issue date:
11/15/94)

Grand Total 150,336

These estimated numbers were obtained from the OSHA regulatory analysis process.

Not
Available

132,200

132,200

Not
Available

387,400

387,400

11,936

Not
Available

658,000

669,936

72,100 0 0 72,100

592,895 12,400 641,468 1,250,000

1,600,000 500,000 1,500,000 3,600,000

2,264,995 512,400 2,141,468 4,922,100



Final and Proposed Standards and Regulations (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS

Estimated Number Establishments Impacted?® Estimated Number Workers Impacted/Exposed?®

Regulatory Action  Manufacturing  Construction Other Total Manufacturing  Construction Other Total

Final Safety Standards (5)

¢  Electric Power 0 0 12,074 12,074 0 0 382,073 382,073
Generation
(General
Industry)
(Issue date:
1/31/94)

4 Grain Handling 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
(Issue date:
4/1/94)

4 Confined 0 0 500 500 0 0 80,000 80,000
Spaces
(Shipyards)
(Issue date:
7/25/94)

¢ Personal 283,000 0 539,000 822,000 8,300,000 0 3,400,000 11,700,000
Protective
Equipment
(General
Industry)
(Issue date:
4/6/94)

¢ Fall Protection 0 536,000 0 536,000 0 4,000,000 0 4,000,000
(Construction)
(Issue date:
8/9/94)

These estimated numbers were obtained from the OSHA analysis process.



Final and Proposed Standards and Regulations (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994 (continued)

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS

Estimated Number Establishments Impacted?®

Estimated Number Workers Impacted/Exposed?®

Regulatory Action  Manufacturing  Construction Other Total Manufacturing

Construction

Other

Total

Final Health Standards (3)

¢ Hazard i i i i 1
Communica-
tion® (Issue
date: 2/9/94)

4 Asbestos 234 329,018 329,252 6,685
(Remand
Category lll)
(Issue date:
8/10/94)

Final Safety and Health Regulations (1)

¢ Recordkeep- i i i 200 i
ing® (Reporting
of Fatalities
and Catas-
trophes) (Issue
date: 4/1/94)

4 Retention of 1 1 I I I
Markings and
Placards®
(Issue date:
7/19/94)

These estimated numbers were obtained from the OSHA regulatory analysis process.

®No economic analysis was conducted; adoption of requirements did not add any new regulatory burdens on employers.
“Estimated number of establishments in the construction industry impacted cannot be determined.

YEstimated number of establishments impacted based on the results of similar State requirements.

1

3,255,315

1

1

1

676,985

1

1

1

3,938,985

1

1



Final and Proposed Standards and Regulations (continued)

FEDERAL FY 1994 (continued)

STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS

Estimated Number Establishments Impacted?®

Estimated Number Workers Impacted/Exposed?®

Regulatory Action  Manufacturing  Construction Other Total Manufacturing  Construction Other Total
Proposed Safety Standards (1)
¢ Longshoring 0 0 5,600 5,600 0 0 157,000 157,000
(Issue
date:6/2/94)
Proposed Health Standards (1)
¢ Indoor Air 400,000 600,000 5,200,000 6,200,000 5,700,000 1,600,000 63,700,000 71,000,000
Quality (Issue
date: 4/5/94)
Proposed Safety and Health Regulations (1)
¢ Abatement 15,500 27,500 18,500 61,500 750,000 1,335,000 915,000 3,000,000
Verification
(Issue date:
4/19/94)
Grand Total 698,734 1,163,500 6,104,692 7,967,126 14,756,685 10,190,315 69,311,058 94,258,058

These estimated numbers were obtained from the OSHA regulatory analysis process.
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OSHA PERFORMANCE REPORT—FY 1996

GLOSSARY

Abatement time calculation (inspections)Opening conference date to abatement
date on citation.

Abatement time calculation (consultation visits): Opening visit (conference) date
to correction date/abatement date on Hazard Record data form.

Average rate (Maine 200):Average injury/illness rate for all companies participat
ing in or graduating from the Maine 200 program.

Complaint: A notice from an employee, an employee representative, or other
source of a hazard or a violation of the Occupational Safety and Health Act
believed to exist in a workplace.

Complaint investigations: Investigations of oral or unsigned notices of unsafe or
unhealthful working conditions from an employee or representative, and of
notices from nonemployees.

Complaint response time:Date complaint received to date of inspection or date
complaint received to date of lettefThe type of response is based on the
Agencys first contact with the employer to resolve the complaint.

Comprehensive scopeaqguest (consultation): A request from an employer for
consultative assistance with safety and health conditions of the entire worksite.

Concentration: Number of establishments in an SIC receiving onsite OSHA
inspections and consultation visits.

Consultation hazard abatement time:Number of workdays assigned by the State
OSHA program for the abatement of serious hazards identified during an onsite
consultation visit.

Consultation penetration: Proportion of establishments in an SIC receiving OSHA
consultation visits.

Consultation program: A Federal program mandated by Congress to provide tech
nical advice and assistance to small employers in the identification, correction,
and prevention of workplace hazards. The program is administered by the States
under agreement with Federal OSHA.

Consultation request: A request from an employer for assistance in workplace
safety and health hazard identification, abatement, and prevention.

Consultation visit: An employer-requested visit to a worksite by a State consultant
to provide technical advice on and assistance in the identification, correction,
and prevention of workplace hazards.
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Consultation visit (initial hazard survey): The first visit to a worksite to assist an
employer in the identification, correction, and prevention workplace hazards.

Corporate Settlement Agreements (CSA):Agreements with employers to extend
the terms and conditions of citations issued for the inspected site to other
corporate sites.

Discrimination investigations: Investigations of alleged adverse actions taken
against employees who have voiced concerns regarding unsafe or unhealthful
working conditions at their places of employment.

Education Center (EC) coursesCourses 204A Machinery and Machine Guarding
Standards; 500 Basic Instructor Course/OSHA Construction Standards; 501
OSHA Guide to Y¥luntary Compliance in Safety and Health; 510 Occupational
Safety and Health Standards for the Construction Industry; 521 OSHA Guide to
Voluntary Compliance in the Industrial Hygiene Area; 600 Collateral Duty
Course for Other Federal Agencies.

Employers/employees impactedEmployers/employees identified as benefiting
directly or indirectly from an action or activity

Evaluation factors (training courses):Ten (10) objectives of each course. See also
“Evaluation score.”

Evaluation score (training courses): A score ranging from 0 to 5 based on a max
imum score of 5 points (5 = excellent, 4 = very good, 3 = good, 2 = adequate,
1 = deficient, 0 = not applicable).

Excavations: Open hollows made in the eadtsurface, including trenches. A
trench is a narrow excavation, usually less than 15 feet wide.

Fall injur y: Injury resulting from a fall from an elevation, platform, ladqsie,
stair, or roof, or from a fall into an opening or to a lower level.

Federal OSHA: States and jurisdiction where Federal OSHA administers the
Occupational Safety and Health Act.

Focused inspection (construction)A targeted inspection limited to hazards that
are the leading cause of fatalities in the construction industryFederal
OSHA, the basis for such inspections is an evaluation of the ems@gdety
and health program. State OSHA programs may use similarferedit criteria
to determine whether an inspection will be focused.

Graduate (Maine 200):A participant company of the Maine 200 program that has
graduated from the program, i.e., met all program criteria, abated all identified
hazards, focused on preventing/reducing injuries and illnesses, and implemented
an efective site-specific safety and health program at worksites.




GLOSSARY

Hazard communications iequirement (OSHA): Requires employers to post and
keep posted the OSHA Notice informing employees of the protections and
obligations provided for in the Occupational Safety and Health Act.

High-hazard industries (consultation): Industries on OSHA FY 1996 High
Hazard listing or an approved state listing.

High-hazard operations (consultation):Operations or processes generally recog
nized as hazardous in an otherwise nonhazardous industry (e.g., bindery in a
publishing house).

Incidence rate (Maine 200):Lost workday case incidence rate—calcualtion based
on the employés OSHA 200 Log and Summary of Occupational Injuries and
llinesses for those cases that resulted in the worker either being restricted or tak
ing time of work (columns 2 + 9 x 200,000 divided by total hours worked).

Injur y/iliness rates:Estimated rates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Annual
Survey of all cases of work-related occupational injuries and illnesses, including
cases with days away from work and cases with restricted work activity

Inspection penetration: Proportion of establishments in an SIC receiving onsite
OSHA inspections.

Inspections: OSHA programmed inspections @ated inspections) and nonpro
grammed inspections (complaint, followup, and referral inspections; accident
and criminal investigations).

Leveraging programs and activities:Programs or activities that have the potential
to reach or impact safety and health at new or additional establishments/work
sites or of employers/employees with minimal additional OSHA involvement
and/or expenditure of resources.

Median time (abatement):Number of workdays assigned for the abatement of 50
percent of the hazards identified. Half the values in the population (days
assigned for abatement) exceed the median time and half fall. below

Median time (complaints): Number of workdays taken to respond to 50 percent of
complaints received. Half the values in the population (days taken to respond)
exceed the median time and half fall below

Median time (consultations):Number of workdays taken to respond to 50 percent
of the consultation requests received from smaller employers in high-hazard
industries and operations. Half the values in the population (days taken to
respond) exceed the median time and half fall below

Negotiated rule: A standard or regulatory action developed in partnership with
other interested parties (industnganizations, employee groups, other Federal
agencies, etc.) as stipulated in the Negotiated Rulemaking Act or as prescribed
by OSHA advisory committee procedures.
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Nonredesigned aea ofices: OSHA field ofices (50) that have not completed the
area ofice redesign process. See also “Redesigned afieasof

Offsite interventions: OSHA activities usually conducted at a location other than
the employess establishment to address issues related to worksite safety or
health.

Onsite interventions: OSHA safety- or health-related activities conducted during
normal operating hours at an empldgegstablishment to address workplace
conditions.

OSHA excavation standard: Covers all open excavations made in the earth’
surface.

OSHA Training Institute (OTI) courses: Courses 201/201A Hazardous Materials;
222/222A Respiratory Protection; 226 Confined Space Entry; 301 Excavation,
Trenching, and Soil Mechanics; 308 Principles of fatdihg; 309/309A
Electrical Standards. These are 6 of the 82 cour$exedf

Percent change in injury/iliness rates:[(post-intervention rate — pre-intervention
rate)/pre-intervention rate] x 100.

Persons trained:Persons participating in training classes provided by an OSHA-
funded tageted training grant program.

Poster requirement (OSHA): Requires employers to post and keep posted the
OSHA Notice informing employees of the protections and obligations provided
for in the Occupational Safety and Health Act.

Potential trainers and persons trained:Private sector employers/employees,
Federal personnel, State employees, and others completing the trainer classes
(potential trainers); or employees, employers, and others completing any formal
training class (persons trained).

Program cost (training): OSHASs contribution to a tgeted training grant program.
The grantees contributed at least another 25 percent of the Federal amount.

Programmed inspections (OSHA)PIlanned inspections to establishments in high-
hazard industries or construction worksites identified on OSHA inspection tar
geting lists. For safetyrederal OSHA lists are based on the industries with the
highest injury/iliness rates according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics Annual
Survey For health, Federal OSHA lists are based on industries with the highest
number of serious health violations per inspection. Construction inspection lists
provide randomly selected active worksites. State plan States may use lists
based on alternative data sources, such as workers’ compensation claims data.

Recordkeeping equirement (OSHA): Requires employers covered under the
Occupational Safety and Health Act to develop and maintain records of employee
injuries and ilinesses.




GLOSSARY

Redesigned agea ofices: OSHA field ofices (17) that have gone through a
redesign process to improve performance. See also “Nonredesigned area
offices.”

Referrals handled by letter: Responses to reports of unsafe or unhealthful working
conditions based on information from OSHA compliandeeifs, other Federal
agencies, media or employer documentation, etc.

Regulatory agenda:OSHA calendar of regulatory activity as published in the
Federal Register in the fall for the coming year

Response time calculation (consultation)Time from date of request to date of
visit or from requested visit date to date of visit.

(7)(c)(1) consultation pograms: Programs funded 90 percent by Federal OSHA
and 10 percent by the States administering the programs.

Significant hazards (consultation visits):Serious hazards and imminent-danger
situations likely to Kill, injure, or make workers ill. Excluded are hazards related
to the OSHA poster and hazard communications requirements.

Significant hazards (inspections)Serious hazards likely to kill, injure, or make
workers ill and willful and repeat violations. Excluded are violations related to
the OSHA posterecordkeeping, and hazard communications requirements.

Smaller employers (consultation):Employers with fewer than 250 employees at
the worksite.

Specific scope equest (consultation):A request from an employer for consultative
assistance with safety and health conditions of a specific operation(s) of the
worksite.

Standards and regulations: Final and proposed safety or health rules issued by
OSHA. (Estimated impact numbers obtained from the OSHA regulatory-analy
Sis process.)

State OSHA: The States and jurisdictions operating their own safety and health
programs, as provided for in the Occupational Safety and Health Act.

State plan State:A State operating its own safety and health program under
Federal approval and monitoring, as stipulated by section 18e of the
Occupational Safety and Health Act.

Targeted training grant program: OSHA program that tgets training to emploey
ers and employees in industries and establishments determined to have signifi
cant injuries or hazards.

Training classes/seminarsFormal training where a specific agenda, topic, and
goal exist.
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Training grantees: Safety or health ganizations, employer associations, labor
organizations, and educational institutions.

23(g) consultation pograms: Programs funded 50 percent by Federal OSHA and
50 percent by the States administering the programs.

Undertaken (standard or regulation): Initiation of an oficial action in the rule
making process, e.g., Federal Register notice announcing the formation of a
negotiated rulemaking committee.

VPP (Moluntary Protection Program) annual reviews: Reviews of employer
self-evaluation reports on worksite safety and health program and of worksite
injury data for previous years.

VPP evaluations:Onsite visits to determine advancement or continuation in the VPP

VPP mentoring companies:Voluntary Protection Program participant companies
that agree to assist nonparticipant companies in meeting the eligibility require
ments of the VPP program.

VPP pre-approvals: Onsite visits to determine worksite eligibility for the VPP

Worksites/establishments impacted:Worksites/establishments identified as
benefiting directly or indirectly from an action or activity
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REPORT EVALUATION

Please answer the following general questions abo@8t¢A Performance
Measuement, Fiscal &ar 1996 Repdr Your comments will help us improve the
report for next year

1. DID THE REPORT PROVIDE USEFUL
INFORMATION? YES  NDO

If yes, rate the sections of the report on the usefulness of the information provided,
using a scale of 1 to 5 (5 = excellent, 4 = very good, 3 = good, 2 = adequate, 1 =

deficient).
Executive Summary Tables -
Analyses - Table Definitions
Graphic presentations__ Glossary .

If no, explain why not and suggest improvements.

2. DID YOU FIND THE REPORT’S LAYOUT
AND ORGANIZATION EASY TO FOLLOW? YES NoO

If not, what did you find unclear or dii¢ult to follow?

3. WILL YOU USE THE INFORMATION IN THE
REPORT? YES NO

If yes, how will you use the information?
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4. How cAN WE IMPROVE THE UTILITY/USEFULNESS
OF THE REPORT FOR YOUR PURPOSES?

5. ARE THERE OTHER CATEGORIES OF INFORMATION

THAT YOU wOULD LIKE INCLUDED IN FUTURE

REPORTS? YES__ NO

If yes, please describe.

6. DID ANY OF THE INFORMATION IN THE REPORT
SEEM RUESTIONABLE OR INACCURATE? YES  ND_

If yes, please describe and provide appropriate documentation.

Thank you for your suggestions.
Please return this form to:

Edna \ance

Office of Statistics, OSHA

U.S. Department of Labor

200 Constitution senue, N.W Rm. N3507
Washington, D.C. 20210

Fax: 202 219-5161




