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MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDER, USACHPPM

FROM:
HQ ACC/SG
162 Dodd Blvd., Suite 100
Langley AFB, VA 23665-1995

SUBJECT:  Review of Interface for Defense Occupational Readiness System (DOHRS)

1.  As the lead Air Force Command for Occupational Health Information Systems, we have been reviewing and commenting on the DOHRS-IH’s user interfaces planned for the FY 2000 rollout.  Previously, our comments have been provided informally during various workgroup meetings.  The attached are provided to you more formally.  To my knowledge, these comments have not been presented in any past forum.

2.  I would like to highlight a concern about the DOHRS-IH system.  As you know, the Air Force business practice is well-grounded in multi-organizations within the Air Force, integrating Environmental, Safety, and Occupational Health (ESOH) functionality.  However, my staff’s review of the ASD(HA) documents describing DOHRS indicates that DOHRS-IH environmental and safety emphasis may be outside the scope of the program and health affairs funding directives.  We may have an opportunity into contributing to an ESOH system.  Any necessary integration should be conducted in concert with the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security).  As I understand it, Ms. Goodman’s office has not participated at the workgroup meetings.  Without proper approval and adequate input into the integration of environment and safety data into DOHRS, I predict the Air Force will have difficulty accepting the program as envisioned by the USACHPPM.

3.  I appreciate USACHPPM’s efforts at finalizing the DORHS-IH, and would like to let you know that we remain active participants in your process--both formally and informally.  Our concerns are not insurmountable.  If you concur, we recommend opening a multi-service dialog with DUSD(ES) that addresses DOHRS.  My point of contact in this matter is Colonel Mark Hamilton, HQ ACC/SGOP, who may be reached at DSN 574-1209.
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KLAUS O. SCHAFER







Brigadier General, USAF, MC, CFS







Command Surgeon

Attachments: 

1.   DOHRS Rad Safety Comments

2. DOHRS Ergo Comments

cc:

AFMOA/CC

USAF Comments on DOHRS-IH Radiation Safety Screen Shots

Point of Contact:

STEVEN C DEWEY, CAPT, USAF, BSC

Chief, Occupational Health Physics
DSN: 240-2471

Comm: (210)536-2471

Email: Steven.Dewey@brooks.af.mil

General Comments

The following are my comments on the DRAFT DOHRS Industrial Hygiene Ionizing Radiation Survey Forms dated 09 Nov 1999. These forms appear to be a good start but as current implemented they are insufficient for a complete radiation safety program. One of the key items that is missing is RAM permits.  The forms cover most of the required information but are missing some key elements and appear to be greatly lacking in their flexibility. Additionally, the forms are inconsistent.  Some items receive an entire block while others are just single questions listed in a group. The choice between the two seems arbitrary in most cases.

Laser Survey Form

· No block to define the mode of the laser whether it is CW, single or multiple pulsed

· No block for describing laser medium

· Seems to be no way to indicate multiple wavelength lasers 

· Beam Divergence should be at 1/e point not ½

· Atmospheric attenuation is situation dependent, should be included on controls form with NOHD

· MPE units should be J/cm^2, CW MPE’s often expressed in W/cm^2

· Optically Aided viewing with what 7x35 binoculars? Should be able to indicate and also should be able to indicate with more than one aid.

· What about evaluation of other controls? Signs?, Warning Lights?, Training?, Alignment Procedures?, etc.  These are critical elements! In many ways more important than the laser characteristics.

· Many of these values should be entered by the program and not hand entered to avoid needless data entry if possible.

Microwave Oven Survey Form

This is no longer a requirement in the AF, see AFOSH Std. 48-9

RF Survey Form

· What about non-repetitive pulsing schemes, i.e data transmission

· What about non-rectangular antennas, i.e. round, dipole etc

· What is an Exposure Value?  Should read permissible exposure limit or something similar

· Exposure standard reference source, there is only one source.. C95.1-1999 or AFOSH 48-9 which are equivalent.

· RF Measurement, 

· should include measured hazard distance

· Why recommendations here when no on other forms

· Hazardous location description? What is this seems vague

· Same with measurement location description, why is this necessary, lots of measurements

General Purpose Survey

· This form doesn’t seem well defined so it is difficult to provide specific comments.

· Radionuclide should also include the form of the nuclide and also permit number if applicable

Medical Dental X-Ray Survey Form

· Average kVp used is meaningless since it does not relate linearly with exposure

· Workload is a very important specification in these types of surveys there is no block for this

· No measurement parameters block, kVp?, mA?, etc.

· Only 2 criteria 2 mR/hr and 100 mR/yr what about occupational 5 rem/year

· What about other medical units? CT, Fluoroscopy, therapy, etc.

NDI Radiation Survey Form

· Rated kVp should be max kVp and it is also listed twice

· Time? What time? Average exposure time? Max exposure time, typical exposure time? What is this for?

· Exposure should be exposure rate in units of R/s @ 1 meter.

· Eliminate SCD not needed if distance specified

· Current should indicate whether this is max current or average current

· Workload is of primary importance when conducting these surveys, should indicate shots/week avg mA per shot and average exposure time

· Should have a block for max workload of facility in mAmin

· Room dimensions are irrelevant

· Design criteria is not really important as well

· If it’s an exposure room as the title implies why do you need to ask whether it is inside a room?

· Same with operated in an open area.

· The checklist is missing many many questions, Why do some questions have their own blocks when they are not that important. This sections needs definite improvement

· Measurements

· Occupancy factors?

· What about 5 rem/year

· Exterior room usage

· Location of measurements

· Measurement conditions kVp, mA, etc

USAF Comments on DOHRS-IH Ergonomics Screen Shots

KATHARYN A GRANT, MAJ, USAF, BSC

Chief, Ergonomics Function

DSN: 240-6116

Comm: (210) 536-1854

Email: kathy.grant@brooks.af.mil

General Comments

Comments on the DRAFT DOHRS Ergonomics Survey Forms dated 22 Nov 1999 are provided below. These forms are supposed to be modeled on the USAF-developed Level I Ergonomics Methodology Guides.  Note that many of the data collection forms I would expect to see in this module were not provided for review.  Also missing are the report forms that would be generated using data collected during the survey. 

FIGURE 1.  Level I Analysis List data entry screen

It is not clear what this screen represents.  Even though it is labeled as a data entry screen, it appears to be the table where information collected using the form shown in Figure 2 is stored.  If not, how are they different?

FIGURE 2.  Level I Body Part Analysis  (General Tab) data entry screen

In the Level I Guides, analysts are required to complete a cover page (where basic information about the workplace and date of survey are recorded) followed by a work content matrix.  The work content matrix helps the analyst to break the job/process down into its component tasks, and to identify the important ("critical") tasks for analysis.  A separate analysis (using the checklist that follows) is then completed for each "critical task." Most jobs/processes are comprised of 2-4 critical tasks; therefore, several checklists would be completed during the job/process assessment.  Note also that the survey is performed for a job/process -- not for an individual.

In this figure, most of the identifying information contained on the original cover page is omitted. At an absolute minimum, I would have expected a blank for workplace identifier or the SEG/PEG/HEG. It is not clear, then, how the analysis can be linked back to a specific workplace.  Although I deduce from Figure 1 that "Name" is the name of the workplace, this is not intuitive.  I object to the inclusion of blanks for "Associated person" and "associated person SSN" because this tool should not be applied to individuals, per se.

Although there is a blank for the job/process name, I don't see anywhere to list out the component tasks, or to indicate which task will be addressed in the subsequent screens.  This is especially confusing since the top left corner of the screen asks the analyst to describe the "task frequency." Also note that the number and content of the checklist questions that follow (for each body part) varies depending on whether the job/process occurs in an industrial shop or in an adminstrative (office) environment.  This form does not provide the analyst opportunity to indicate the type of shop being evaluated.  I interpret this to also mean that no provision has been made for changing the questions that appear in subsequent screens depending on the type of work environment.

FIGURE 3.  Level I Body Part Analysis  (Shoulder/Neck Tab) data entry screen

First, there should be a blank at the top of the screen that indicates both the job/process and the specific task the questions are being applied to.  Second, there should not be two columns on the right side of the screen labeled "Moderate" and "High".  Rather, there should be one column labeled "Job Factor Frequency."  The response provided by the analyst in Figure 2 with regard to "Task Frequency" should determine (a) the contents of the pick list, and (b) the point value awarded to the response.  Third, this section is missing questions 3-5 (i.e., there are five questions in the shoulder/neck section of the Level I Ergonomics Methodology Guides).

FIGURE 4.  Level I  Body Part Analysis  (Questions Tab) data entry screen

This questionnaire is NOT a component of the Level I analysis protocol and must be omitted from the Level I Guide module!

FIGURE 5.  Case Study Information data entry screen

This screen is difficult to evaluate, since it doesn’t appear to be completely defined.  What I would expect to find in this screen is the following:  First, if a risk factor was identified during the survey, and the associated task was rated as a high or medium priority for control, the risk factor would appear on the screen with a list of potential corrective actions.  The analyst would then use the series of boxes on the left to indicate which corrective actions were appropriate and should appear in a final report.  
Figures 7-9.

Insufficient detail provided for evaluation.
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