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The Navy created the Navy Executive Safety Board (NESB) in accordance with the Secretary of the Navy’s Naval Safety Strategy and the Navy Plan of Action and Milestones (POA&M) created to implement that strategy.  The NESB is chaired by the Vice Chief of Naval Operations, and its Executive Agent is the Commander, NAVSAFECEN.  Its members include MCPON, FFC, PACFLT, CNIC, Naval Air Forces, Naval Surface Forces, Naval Submarine Forces, Naval Expeditionary Combat Command, SPECWARCOM, NETC, NAVAIR, and NAVSEA.  DASN(Safety) and Director, HQMC Safety Division are advisors to the Board.  The NESB held its inaugural session, chaired by VCNO, Admiral Willard, on 2 May 2006 from 1045-1230.  A list of Flag officer and staff attendees is included in a separate enclosure.  Briefings and supporting documentation are available at the Naval Safety Center’s website.

RADM George Mayer, Commander, NAVSAFECEN, welcomed all attendees and expressed his appreciation for those participating in the NESB meeting. ADM Willard welcomed the group and noted that with the safety challenges the Navy has experienced within the past several months, he hoped that there would be time for discussion during the presentations to add some context to the issues.

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Safety) Mr. Kurt Garbow, speaking on behalf of Mr. Penn, Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Environment, and Secretary Winter, thanked ADM Willard for chairing the committee, and added that its creation is a significant new chapter for Navy safety and contributes greatly to the readiness of the naval forces.

     CDR Hobbs of NAVSAFECEN presented the first brief on the Status of Navy mishaps for FY06.  He noted that the only category in which the Navy has not exceeded its FY06 rate ceiling is Operational Motor Vehicle mishaps.  If Shore Class A mishaps do not increase for the rest of the fiscal year, that rate will also fall below the ceiling.  RADM Mayer added that in comparison to FY05 rates, the Navy is doing better in five out of the eight categories.  CDR Hobbs continued with the Class A Flight Mishap rate, noting that it was generally close to the FY05 rate, with a spike in trainer aircraft mishaps (a small number, with a large impact on the rate).  He said that NAVSAFECEN is also looking at Class B/C aviation mishaps and hazards to identify any leading indicators.

     ADM Willard emphasized that while reviewing mishap statistics and trends is helpful, the focus of our efforts must be to understand the root causes of these mishaps and critically review the corrective actions that have already been put in place to see if they have been effective.  He requested that root cause analysis and analysis of corrective actions be central to future ESB discussions. 

     VADM Zortman (CNAF) added that the aviation class C mishap trend upward looks strongly like an inflation curve, perhaps related to the mishap threshold level not being altered since 1990.  He also noted that the decline in the HAZREP rate could be attributed to the implementation of the online reporting system (WESS), which is cumbersome and has discouraged online reporting.  VADM Massenburg noted that a similar trend occurred some years ago with engineering investigation reports.  Mr. Garbow contributed that in aviation, there is a cadre of personnel available to do in-depth mishap investigations.  He further suggested that we bring that culture to other areas so they can do root cause analysis as well as aviators. 

CDR Hobbs continued by citing the rise in the FY06 four wheel private motor vehicle rate.  VADM Massenburg noted that civilian private motor vehicle mishaps are not captured in the data and should be represented in some way as the Navy moves to a Total Force construct.  ADM Willard suggested the data be tracked and called out separately because there are fewer enforceable controls over civilian personnel.  He reemphasized the importance of identifying the root cause and asked, for example, is there a trend of sailors having increased PMV incidents after their second or third rotation at war? Can this data be used for education?

VADM Conway, noting increased PMV fatality rates in the lowest age bracket, asked if the Navy had looked at vehicle licensing in boot camp. Are sailors licensed when they come in and influenced in some way?  RADM Mayer responded that often the case is that Sailor behavior is significantly restricted at boot camp; when that control goes away after boot camp, the mishap rate seems to go up.  VADM Massenberg asked if the Navy can look at individual driving records, to determine risk levels and help predict behavior.  RADM Mayer noted that task is in the POA&M for the Safety Strategy, along with determining how commands can get data about current incidents that occur away from home station.  

ADM Willard noted that there is generally little investigation into PMV mishaps by the Navy, beyond JAG or line of duty determinations.  Local authorities do no do any further investigation into causation.  He then asked RADM Mayer if it is too late to go back to the current FY06 mishaps and analyze causal factors.  RADM Mayer replied that the Navy should develop an investigative program to implement from now forward, but NAVSAFECEN will go back to previous FY06 mishaps to determine root causes as best as possible.  ADM Willard requested that NAVSAFECEN look at Army and Air Force PMV mishap investigation procedures to see if there is applicability for a Navy investigation program.  

CDR Hobbs concluded his presentation with an initial look at PMV root causes based upon the limited data that is available.  These included the inexperience of young Sailors, fatigue due to high OPTEMPO, inconsistent mentorship, and an increased disregard for traffic regulations.  Mr. Garbow noted that these observations were good but were not true root causes.. It was necessary to look back further to more primary root causes, such as ‘why’ was the sailor fatigued?  ADM Willard concurred and mentioned that in a recent meeting discussing Naval Academy alcohol abuse incidents, that the root cause was not alcohol.  The question needed to be asked:  why was there excess alcohol?  He emphasized going back to the motivation for misconduct/disregard for rules, including peer pressure, stressors, and physiological or psychological addiction.  Regarding OPTEMPO, he added that high OPTEMPO does not lead to increased mishaps, but the mismanagement of personnel operating in high OPTEMPO may.  He pointed out that the Navy routinely and successfully manages high OPTEMPO “inside the workday” all of the time and used operations on carrier decks as an example.  The problem appears to be management of OPTEMPO subsequent to the workday.  

Next, Mr. Al Lewis (NAVSAFECEN) presented a brief on the status and organization of the Navy Executive Safety Board (NESB).  During the presentation, ADM Willard asked if formal safety programs existed within the committee focus areas, particularly in acquisition, or if these were new initiatives.  Mr. Garbow cited the current rewriting of OPNAVINST 5100.24A, Navy System Safety Program, to make it more robust, and noted that DASN(S) had hired a special assistant to focus on safety in the acquisition process.  VADM Massenburg said that the strength of the connections between the program and the designated technical authority are critical, and that a formal safety program outside technical authority does not exist.  VADM Sullivan mentioned the SUBSAFE program and the increasingly robust ship certification program, and requested that the safety in acquisition representative on the SECNAV staff visit NAVSEA for discussions.  He also noted that the NAVSEA 5400 series instructions details the relationship between the technical authority and the Program Manager and suggested that the instructions be consulted during the OPNAVINST 5100.24A rewrite to ensure coordination between the two.  

Ms. Joy Erdman noted that there is defense planning guidance addressing safety in acquisition and requested that it be given more visibility at the Flag level in order to reinforce its importance with program managers.  Many times, safety and reliability measures are cut to reach cost/schedule/performance goals.  ADM Willard commented that the Navy has in place a process within OPNAV to view some of the below the line cost drivers in our programs.  The question needs to be asked every time whether an investment is affecting safety.

VADM Sullivan added that the “brick wall” that may exist in some Program Executive Offices (PEO) was caused when much technical authority influence was stripped out of the process in a drive for efficiency.  Coupled with the organizational relationship between the PEOs and SYSCOMs, there can be problems with providing appropriate checks on system acquisition.  He emphasized that there is a great need for independent technical authorities that can put a full stop to a program that is out of compliance, particularly where safety is concerned.

VADM Massenburg stated that when budgets are reduced, cuts come first from things that are deferred, such as reliability and safety.  There needs to be an effort to look at the cuts over the life of the program.  He provided an example of how the aviation community went from 1997-2000 without printing a new NATOPS manual, due to resource and billet cuts, which is unacceptable.

During the next discussion on NESB initiative development, funding and tracking, VADM Massenburg said that return on investment (ROI) should not be the only determinant for an initiative to proceed from the NESB Sponsoring committee.  There may be some issues that transcend ROI.  ADM Willard suggested that decisions be made after developing an understanding of risk and determining the feasibility of a technical solution.

VADM Cosgriff clarified the purpose and process of the NESB by stating that ideas come through the committee, which establishes policy, and NAVSAFECEN is the leading executor of the initiatives, via OPNAV and the Fleet.  

Regarding NESB and subcommittee membership, ADM Willard requested that the group examine the current representation on the slides to ensure that the entire Navy Enterprise is captured.  He would like to make sure that Echelon I and II and the Marine Corps are properly represented.  VADM Massenburg added that representation by N8 will help get initiative funding information to the programs.  RADM Mayer agreed to redo the committee slides and send to the NESB members for review.

Mr. Alan Lewis (NAVSAFECEN) next presented a briefing on the POA&M (delivered to SECNAV on 17 April 06) that accompanies the Naval Safety Strategy.  He briefly described the near-term initiatives that are assigned to the NESB and its committees.  The POA&M will be an evolving document and will be briefed at the beginning of each NESB meeting.  ADM Willard clarified with Mr. Lewis that when the NESB is listed as the lead for an item, the Safety Center will present it to the Flag level panel and the subcommittees will work the more specific tasks.

VADM Conway suggested an initiative to focus on senior enlisted personnel to serve as mentors, such as following the Marine Corps lead by bringing E-3s together with mentors.  ADM Willard suggested targeting master chiefs for mentorship positions.  Mr. Lewis added that a driver history initiative is also part of the POA&M, though not specific to this board.  

VADM Massenburg stated that Secretary Winter is very interested in occupational safety and health, and Lean Six Sigma (LSS).  He suggested looking at the intersection with the Navy in these processes and how the introduction of LSS and similar programs enhances safety awareness.  Ms. Erdman mentioned that Norfolk Naval Shipyard recently trained their Six Sigma personnel to identify ergonomic safety hazards as they conduct their Six Sigma studies.  RADM Mayer cited the recent OSHA Voluntary Protection Program “Star” status achievements of three Naval shipyards and added that the Navy is strongly pushing VPP implementation to the depot level as well.  

Next, CAPT Neubauer (NAVSAFECEN) provided an update on Operational Risk Management (ORM).  He explained that while ORM has been around for more than a decade, it has lost momentum and is often viewed as a burden.  There are varied degrees of understanding of ORM principles, and it is rarely exercised off-duty.  He proposed changing the perception of risk management by emphasizing ORM as a tactic against a Blue Threat, recognizing how ORM is currently manifested, and using the question “What’s Different Today?” to bring ORM to routine evolutions.  Accomplishing this will require commitment from leadership, rejuvenation of education and training, establishment of metrics for assessment, and the creation of feedback mechanisms.  

VADM Conway asked if there had been any concerted effort with Manpower, Personnel, Training and Education (MPT&E) to get ORM into boot camp and follow-on training.  RADM Mayer responded that there is an ORM course at Great Lakes, ORM has been added to the personal development vector in the five-vector model, and the Center for Naval Leadership is also engaged in ORM training.  Mr. Garbow suggested that perhaps ORM would be more successful if it resided with FFC or OPNAV instead of the Safety Center.  ADM Willard stated that getting FFC involved is part of the solution, but risk management needs to be infused across the whole Navy.  

The Flag panel returned to the topic of root cause analysis.  VADM Cosgriff asked if there was a tool in existence from which the Navy could benefit, because it should be implemented immediately.  VADM Massenburg replied that there are plenty of tools out there to be shared.  ADM Willard stated that the Navy must determine which tools are best to use and emphasized that the need for training in this area is significant.  The XO is supposed to be responsible for risk management, yet outward demonstration of this responsibility is rarely seen.  Risk analysis is seen as a burden in some commands, but the time required to do it should be considered and included in all operations.  ADM Willard would like to see accountability emphasized, with responsible parties required to demonstrate the level of effort they commit to risk management.  He acknowledged that the Navy does not have a good answer for increasing the use of risk analysis off-duty, but the Navy has the advantage of having moderate control over its personnel as compared to private industry.  It is within the realm of the CO and XO to affect behavior.  The Navy has to decide what limits to impose on high-risk Sailors.

In wrap-up comments, ADM Willard requested a way-ahead on risk management and PMV root cause analysis immediately.  Mr. Garbow noted that there is a PMV Summit scheduled for this December, and that the Navy and Marine Corps IGs are currently doing assessments on motor vehicle regulation compliance.  Regarding root cause analysis, VADM Cosgriff suggested looking at the Human Factors Assessment Classification System as a basis for a common language.

ADM Willard suggested that NESB committee membership include representation from senior enlisted personnel, following from MCPON representation on the Flag panel.  

VADM Zortman raised the issue of safety goals.  Regarding PMV incidents, as an example, the Navy’s FY08 goals may be unrealistic, when compared to national statistics by age and gender.  ADM Willard agreed that unattainable goals are unhelpful when striving for total accountability and will discuss further with RADM Mayer and the Secretariat.

VADM Etnyre supported increasing emphasis on root cause analysis.  He added concerns about increased incidents during PT, and suggested a focus on a potential trend.  

RADM Mayer thanked the group for assembling.  ADM Willard directed that the next meeting be in 30 days to put some urgency behind the initiatives.  The meeting adjourned at 1230.
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