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PREFACE

The Nation and its leadership have a responsibility to the men and
women in uniform. Without adequate numbers of high-quality personnel,
our defense structure is powerless, our sophisticated and expensive
equipment useless, Numbers alone, even of the highest quality, are not
enough, Our mission readiness and national security rely on the loyalty,

. dedication, and proper leadership of this professional manpower force.
- We must be ready to give them the honor and respect that is truly theirs,
3 Compensation is but a part of our appreciation and the overall system
of Uniformed Services compensation must be configured to countribute to
| the mission readiness that 1s essential to supporting our national secu-
T rity objectives. To assess the effectiveness of the current military
compensation system to achieve this goal, the Fifth Quadrennial Review
o of Military Compensation (Fifth QRMC) was organized in September of
N 1982, The Fifth QRMC was directed to focus attention on the retirement
. system, its associated benefits, and the Special and Incentive pay
system,

LI A )

a1,

- The Fifth QRMC complies with Title 37, United States Code 1008(b).
- The code requires a complete review every four years to examine the prin-
;. ciples of the compensation system and to evaluate their implementation .

< in compensation provided to Uniformed Service members. : SN

a LAl --.~l

RMCWV"*WI
N President Reagan designated the Secretary of Defense to be his execu-
» tive agent for the review; he, in turn, instructed the Assistant Secretary
: of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs & Logistics) (ASD(MRA&L)) to conduct
) it, On October 1, 1982, a technical staff was officially assembled with
\fi members, either full-time or advisory, drawn from all the Uniformed Ser-
b 2 vices. To provide overall policy guidance and to review the study efforts,
“1 a Steering Committee was formed. This was composed of the Assistant Sec- .
) retaries for Manpower from the Military Departments, the Deputy Assistant ;;_-
Ao Secretary of Defense (MRA&L) (Military Personnel and Force Management) AR
ib: (MP&FM), the seven Uniformed Service manpower and personnel chiefs, and ,}:’i;
A ;ﬁ the Director, J-1 (Manpower and Personnel) Office of the Joint Chiefs of e
W Staff. The ASD(MRA&L) chaired the Steering Committee, with the DASD ,‘.,;‘.‘,‘.;.‘:‘
) (MP&FM) serving as the deputy. The scope of the activities undertaken e
: : by the Fifth QRMC can best be understood by reviewing this and related e,
sy volumes of the final report. The subsequent paragraphs describe the -
'?3? conceptual reference of the work, as well as resources, data sources
,C;; and analytic approaches used.
5 YN
. In the analyses, the value of total compensation to the servicemem-
N ber, in Fiscal Year 1982, was used as a point of reference. First, the
\j j history and implementation of retirement benefits, pays and incentives
I:J were reviewed in detail. Previous studies and resultant proposals to
«;»ﬁ change the retirement system were thoroughly examined. Then, proposed
NAY) changes in compensation were assessed by evaluating their ultimate impact
— on force structure, related force effectiveness and resultant costs.
;xﬁu Analysis of the retirement system focused primarily on its effect-
f}:a tiveness as a general long-term force management tool, which must attract
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and retain the high-quality career force essential for our national secur-
ity, and support the development of a ready pool of reserve manpower for
immediate recall. In a substantial portion of this analysis, alternatives
to the existing retirement system were developed and evaluated. An addi-
tional focus of this analysis was a consideration of how the retirement
system assists in the transition of servicemembers to the private sector
upon retirement, and the extent to which it provides adequate compensation
when they later reach old age.

The individual Services provided the force structure data which
formed the baseline against which to assess the effectiveness of the re-
tirement system and the Special and Incentive pays. These data were con-
structed in a steady-state mode, using established career field and skill
level requirements, and the Fiscal Year 1982 manpower level ceiling. To
permit detailed analyses, the data were provided at pay grade and year of
service levels of disaggregation. Finance and personnel records, both
in the form of automated data and special, subject-specific reports were
also provided by the Services. Civilian earnings data were obtained from
the Bureau of the Census, Internal Revenue Service and the Social Security
Administration. These data formed the basis for comparisons of Service
and civilian earnings.

Numerous Federal agencies, professional associations, labor organi-
zations, consultants and businesses in the private sector, and profession-
al researchers, were contacted in the course of the work. They provided
invaluable data, shared their experiences in understanding similar issues
and often supplied a judicious, critical perspective on our task.

The Fifth QRMC benefited from its access to individuals, both on its
staff and in consultive capacities, capable of using many different analy-
tical techniques. Statistical modeling, trend analysis and cost/benefit
analysis, among others, were employed in the course of the review, The
steady-state personnel flows of alternative force structures, together
with the associated costs (i.e., maintenance, Special and Incentive pays,
gains, losses, and retirement) were evaluated using a modified Defense
Officer Personnel Management System (DOPMS) Model entitled Defense Man-
power Static Model (DMSM).

A new and significantly enhanced version of the Annualized Cost of
Leaving (ACOL) Model was developed to evaluate retirement system alterna-
tives. It allows for careful examination of the implications of change
for all Services, officers and enlisted personnel, as well as for broad
occupational and quality groupings, under varying economic assumptions.
Results from the modified ACOL were linked to both the DMSM and to the
DoD Actuary Retirement Valuation Model (GORGO) to establish resulting
alternative force structures and to calculate the force costs, retirement
costs and make retiree projections. These results provided the Fifth
QRMC with the capability to consider, realistically, force structure and
cost issues which would result from the proposed changes to the retirement
system.
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The associated benefits which encompass the Government-provided
: estate program were also analyzed. These benefits include Death Gratu-
N ity, Burial Expenses/Burial Flag, Dependency and Indemnity Compensation
' Survivor Benefit Plan, Servicemen's Group Life Insurance, and Social
Security. Each benefit was evaluated independently for adequacy and then
o integrated into the full range of the Estate Program of the Uniformed
& Services to insure against overlap or duplication of purpose,

>, The assessment of the current structure of Special and Incentive pays
.- concentrated on their effectiveness as specialized short-term management
tools, which must attract and retain personnel in highly technical occu-
pations (critical skills), as well as those working in hazardous or

‘:-: undesirable conditions,
_\"‘
:-J These pays were reviewed by weighing their suitability in meeting
3 stated or legislated goals against their costs., The reviews included
L examination of the military's competition with the private sector for
critical skills, and of private-sector parallels for financial incen-
e tives paid to individuals working in hazardous occupations. The complete
--:{. Special and Incentive pay structure was examined for internal consistency
e and cost effectiveness. Several issues related to Special and Incentive
o pays required special attention; these were the payment of multiple pays,
L the utilization and role of pays in wartime, and the relationship between
a pays and force quality considerations.
;b This report represents the final product of the Fifth QRMC. 1In addi-
AN tion to fulfilling its defined mission, the Fifth QRMC sought to improve
-".3 compensation system management, proposing changes which will better serve
-..1.; our total and full commitment, and to provide a solid starting point for
) future reviews. This additional task took the form of archiving extensive
E " documentation, and making provisions to maintain and update analytic
)-’( models and assocliated data bases developed in the course of the work.,
§-. These data are fundamental to any future review of comparable scope,
‘;: This review could not have been completed without the tremendous
spirit of cooperation, and commitment to fair and open review, that was
shown by the Uniformed Services and the many assisting agencies and indi-
., viduals., A very difficult and complex job was made manageable and pro-
2 _‘:Z ductive as a result of their efforts. The true results of the work re-
Ertet ported here can be achieved only through acceptance of the recommenda-
L '\} tions, and subsequent willingness to work towards the passage and imple-
S mentation of relevant legislation and force management policies,
o
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Kevin Wells
Gerald Glesecke
Harry Richardson
Connie Lyons
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Survey & Market Analysis Division
Dr. Kyle Johnson
Dr. Melanie Martindale

X Data Base Maintenance & Programming Division
Robert Brandewie, Chief

Leslie Willis

Clarence Kellogg

Jane Crotser

Richard Seril

Contract Support

National Defense University
Col Robert R. Rumph, USA
CDR Hardy L. Merritt, USNR

Statistics of Income Division
Internal Revenue Service
Department of Treasury

Dr. Frederick Scheuren

Office of Research and Statistics

Office of Policy

Social Security Administration
Dr. Lawrence H. Thompson
Warren L. Buckler

Labor Force Statistics Branch
Population Division
Bureau of the Census

Paula Schneider

System Automation Corporation

855 Sixteenth Street

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
Richard A, Hornburg
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: Center for Naval Analyses L
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L Larry Wolfarth
oo Mat thew Goldberg
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~s Computer Services
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S The MITRE Corporation
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s:-\.: 1820 Dolley Madison Boulevard
M) McLean, Virginia 22102
(Y Marie Coluzzi
> Marty LeVan

Emily Hinkle
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e Allied Pilots Association
DS American Airlines, Inc.
N American Association of Engineering Societies
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;; - American Medical Association
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TN Association of Naval Aviation s
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:_".‘ Central Intelligence Agency o
MO Combat Pilot's Association AT
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f%j Defense Technical Information Center
e Delta Airlines, Inc.
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¥ Department of Transportation, Maritime Administration
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e Eastern Airlines, Inc.

o Edison Electric Institute

v Environmental Protection Agency
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e Federal Aviation Association

N Federal Bureau of Investigation

o Forest Service
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1. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Fifth QRMC review and analysis of the overall suitability and the
appropriateness of current payment structures of all Special and Incentive
pays are summarized below. The general findings and recommendations are
presented first, followed by a discussion and summary of each Special and
Incentive (S&I) pay.

A. GENERAL.

1. Except for the following, all S&I pays were found to be necessary:
-=- Glider Duty Pay
-~ Intelligence and Investigator Pay (Proposed)
-=- Leprosarium Duty Pay
—-= Nuclear Annual Incentive Bonus - recommended to be phased out
-- Proficiency Pay ~ selected categories

2. Flexibility must be retained for the Services' effective use of
S&I pays, especially in view of differing Service supply and demand con-
ditions, e.g., one-year Aviation Officer Incentive Pay contracts or Nuc-
lear Officer Annual Incentive Bonuses,

3. Bonuses should be paid in a lump-sum to be cost effective and
achieve the desired behavior,

4, Short-term officer bonuses were considered less effective than
desired, e.g., one-year Nuclear Officer Annual Incentive Bonuses.

5. A general updating (increase) of rates resulted for the majority
of the pays reviewed.

6. Several pays required restructuring to improve effectiveness.

7. Eligibility criteria was tightened in a few pays to insure proper
utilization.

8. The officer/enlisted differential was eliminated for seven of the
Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays: '

-~ Flight Deck Duty -- Parachute Duty

-= Demolition Duty -~ Toxic Fuels & Propellants
-- Experimental Stress ~= Toxlc Pesticides & Dangerous
-~ Non-Crewmember Flight Pay Organisms

9., The newness of certain pays or rates precluded a complete analy-
sis, in some instances,

10. The multiple pay condition clouded the ability to isolate the
effectiveness of several pays.

11. The lack of meaningful data limited the analysis of most medical
pays.
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12. The changing definiton of personnel quality, combined with the
Services' minimal documentation of specific selectivity, precluded an in-
depth discussion of quality-~related issues.

13. The continuance/discontinuance of the various S&I pays during war-
time is not consistently applied; additional consideration of this issue
is warranted.

B. HAZARD RELATED., Pays in this category provide special compensation
to members of the Uniformed Services as an incentive to perform hazardous
duty required by orders involving certain skills.

1. Air Weapons Controller Flight Pay. The purpose of this pay is to
provide an incentive for Air Weapons Control Officers (AWCOs) to volun-
tarily participate regularly in aerial flight, a hazardous duty, aboard
an airborne warning and control system (AWACS) aircraft. It was estab-
lished in October 1981 to resolve Air Force shortages of experienced
flying AWCOs. The recipient's monthly pay is dependent upon the officer's
cumulative years of AWCO service, whether performed in the air or on the
ground, and grade., However, to qualify for the pay, the officer must be
assigned to a flying AWCO position.

a., Findings:

(1) A special pay for flying AWCOs is necessary for the Air
Force to attract and retain sufficient volunteers possessing the appropri-
ate experience to meet its needs.

(2) This pay has been in effect for too short a time to
realistically evaluate the appropriateness of the rates.

b. Recommendation: Retain AWCO Flight Pay in its current form.
c. Legislative Implications: None.
d. Minority Position: None.

2. Demolition Duty Pay. The purpose of Demolition Duty Pay (DDP) is
to provide an incentive for personnel to perform hazardous duty involving
the use or rendering safe of demolitions. Established as a Hazardous
Duty Incentive Pay in 1949, DDP has undergone no major changes in struc-
ture and only minor changes in rates since that time. The majority of
personnel receiving this pay perform duties involving explosive ordnance
disposal (EOD), a field of increasing size, complexity, and importance.

a. Findings:

(1) A valid need for Demolition Duty Pay currently exists
and will exist in the forseeable future.
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. (a) Demolition duty, particularly in the explosive
ay ordnance disposal (EOD) field, exposes personnel to greater risks than
- those encountered by most Service personnel,

N

(b) Enlisted manning in demolition fields, especially
EOD, is below required levels,

LA

%
.
""‘.-: (c) Low attraction of personnel to the demolition fields
:: is a primary cause of undermanning.
h))
(d) High attrition in EOD training is also a major cause
No, of undermanning.
': (e) Retention of personnel in demolition fields is
generally satisfactory.
*o
i (2) Current rates of Demolition Duty Pay are generally
\ adequate to compensate for the hazards of demolition duty.
: (a) The rate of DDP should be uniform for officer and
'$~.' enlisted personnel.
~
P
f‘ (b) A DDP rate of $110 per month for both officer and
y enlisted personnel is currently appropriate,
Ak
T A
::"_-' (c) Judicious use of other Special and Incentive pays,
o, i.e., Enlistment Bonuses, Selective Reenlistment Bonuses, and Special
-.;‘- Duty Assignment Pay for members outside the SRB window, along with other
" management actions should continue in order to resolve manning, attraction
A and retention problems and maintain satisfactory retention levels.,
i
", b. Recommendations:
““:c
s\:-: (1) Continue Demolition Duty Pay.
o
\3' (2) Amend Title 37 to entitle both officer and enlisted
- personnel to $110 per month for performance of demolition duty.
gy
Jn\f c. Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(ec) (1) to
‘ ? increase the enlisted rate to $110.
Y
2 d. Minority Positions:
G px (1) The Navy prefers rates 8scaled by pay grade which they
3.‘:.; consider necessary to obtain volunteers in the required numbers and
A quality.
£
s;y (2) The Air Force believes DDP should be incentive-based
--: versus hazard-based; therefore, the officer/enlisted differential should

remain, The officer rate proposed was $165 per month.
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3. Experimental Stress Duty Pay. The purpose of Experimental Stress
Duty Pay is to provide an incentive to uniformed personnel for the per-
formance of hazardous duty required by orders involving acceleration or
deceleration testing, thermal stress experiments, and high or low pres-
sure chamber duty. The pay was established in 1955, as an addition to
the Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays, for duty as a low pressure inside-
chamber observer or as a human acceleration or deceleration experimental
subject., The change was in recognition that these duties are dangerous
to health, or in some instances to life, and subject the volunteers to
considerable discomfort. Thermal stress and high pressure chamber duties
were added to the group of Experimental Stress Duties in 1957 and 1963,
respectively.

a., Findings:

(1) There is a need to provide special compensation to per-
sonnel performing duties involving acceleration/deceleration testing,
thermal stress experiments, and high or low pressure chamber duty.

(a) The Services are obtaining sufficient volunteers for
acceleration/deceleration and thermal stress duties, both of which are
limited in duration,

(b) Low attraction to pressure chamber duties contrib-
utes to undermanning in the Navy,

RO A

. ‘e
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s Tv Ce

(c) Retention rates of pressure chamber personnel in
the Air Force and the Navy for both officer and enlisted are below desired
levels.

lA -
o
.'l{ v.

.

(2) Current rates of payment are generally adequate to com-
pensate for the hazards and degree of incentive associated with experimen-
tal stress duty and to provide an incentive,

(a) Officer and enlisted personnel should receive equal
compensation for exposure to experimental-type duties.

(b) An appropriate rate for both officer and enlisted
personnel receiving Experimental Stress Duty Pay is $110 per month,

el
L A

LAY

b. Recommendations:

A

(1) Retain Experimental Stress Duty Pay for personnel per-
forming duties involving acceleration/deceleration testing, thermal stress
experiments, and high or low pressure chamber duty.

(2) 1Increase the enlisted rate to $110 per month.

ce Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(l) to in-
crease enlisted Experimental Stress Duty Pay rates to $110 per wmonth,
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d. Minority Position: Both the Navy and the Air Force do not
believe that officer and enlisted Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay rates
should be equalized. The pay, they believe, should provide the proper
inducement for individuals to undertake and continue in these duties,
The Navy prefers rates scaled by pay grades which they consider to obtain
volunteers in the required numbers and quality. The Air Force stated that
providing a greater incentive to officers is consistent with the greater
responsibilities of an officer in an operational setting.

4., Flight Pay (Crewmember/Non-Crewmember). The purpose of this pay
is to provide an incentive to Uniformed Services personnel, who do not
otherwise qualify for Aviation Career Incentive Pay (ACIP), for the fre-
quent performance of hazardous duty required by orders involving aerial
flight. Originally no distinction was made between crew/non-crewmembers
or rated/non-rated officers. The differentiation between flying (crew)
and non-~flying (non-crew) personnel was established in 1933 as an
economy measure, In 1974, ACIP was specifically designed to address the
problems associated with rated/aeronautically designated officers. At
the same time, authority for officers was removed from Crewmember Flight
Pay, necessitating the payment of non-rated officer crewmembers as non-
crewmembers, Finally, in 1981, AWCO Flight Pay was created for this
specific category of non-rated flying officer. Currently, Crewmenber
Flight Pay 1is authorized only for enlisted personnel and is based upon
grade and length of service. Rates range between $83 and §131 per month.
Non-crewmember levels are set at $83 for enlisted members and $110 for
officers.

a8, Findings:
(1) Crewmember Flight Pay:

(a) The Services require an air crewmember incentive
pay to attract and retain volunteers in sufficient quantity to meet
their needs.

(b) The current rates are too low and distributed across
too many steps to provide an effective incentive.

(c) Reestablishment of Officer Crewmember Flight Pay is
warranted.

(2) Non-crewmember Flight Pay:

(a) Sufficient potential hazard exists to warrant an
additional pay for those personnel who participate in frequent aerial
flights on a non-crewmember basis,

(b) Although a need for an incentive exists to some
extent, the dominant factor associated with non-crewmember duties is the
hazard associated with performing tasks in the air, rather than on the
ground., Therefore, a flat rate of $110 per month is sufficient to rec-
ognize the risk and serve as an incentive for this category of officer
and enlisted flyers,
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b. Recommendations:

S ¢

.
/
s

(1) Crevmember Flight Pay:

2

(a) Compress and raise the FY82 enlisted crewmember
rates as proposed in Table 8 of the study.

(b) Reestablish officer Crewmember Flight Pay in accord-
ance with the schedule proposed in Table 9 of the study.

(2) Non-Crewmember Flight Pay: Raise the enlisted rate to
equal the current officer non-crewmember rate of $110 per month.

. c. legislative Implications:

(1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(b) to increase rates for enlisted
crevmembers to a maximum of $200 based upon pay grade.

(2) Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(b) to include officer crewmember pay
authority to a maximum of $250 based upon pay grade.

(3) Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(1l) to increase enlisted noncrew-
member rate to $110.

d. Minority Position: Air Force and Navy object to the elimin-
ation of the officer/enlisted differential for non-crewmembers (recom-
) mendation b.(2)). The Air Force suggested rates of $165/$110. The Navy
believes that incentive is required to continue to attract highly quali-
fied volunteers. Flat rates of $150/$110 are considered by the Navy to be
necegsary to provide that incentive.

S. Flight Deck Duty Pay (FDDP). The purpose of FDDP is to recognize
that individuals who perform tasks on the flight deck of a sea-going
vessel, during flight operations, are exposed to a greater risk than is
the typical servicemember. Although FDDP was originally restricted to
flight deck crew of fixed-wing alrcraft carriers, eligibility was extended
to personnel performing similar duty aboard any ship which accomplished a
/ minimim number of aircraft launches and recoveries. This modification to
N the qualifying criteria was a result of the expanding role of helicopters
in Naval warfare. The Department of the Navy is the only user of FDDP at
this time,

a. Findings:

(1) Sufficient hazard exists to warrant a special Hazardous
. Duty Incentive Pay.
[

(2) Since the performance of flight deck duty is generally
nonvoluntary in nature, the dominant feature of this pay is the hazard,
not the incentive.
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(3) Officer and enlisted personnel are exposed to the same
potential hazard.

(4) The rate of $110 per month for both officers and en- Lfﬂf ‘:,lk;}
listed is sufficiently high to achieve the purpose of this pay. T R

b. Recommendation: Eliminate the officer/enlisted differential ST e,
associated with this pay by setting the monthly rate at $110 per month RS
for all, S

c. Legislative Implications: Amend to 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(1l) to ML
increase enlisted rate to $110 per month. 3 : . -

d. Minority Position: None.

6. Glider Duty Pay. Glider Duty Pay was established to attract per-—
sonnel to service involving substantial danger. Its original primary
purpose was to persuade personnel to volunteer for and remain in duties
involving the frequent and regular participation in glider flights, In
enacting Glider Duty Pay in 1944, Congress' intent was to place the
glider units, who were subject to hazards comparable to those of person-
nel currently receiving flight and parachute pays, on parity with the
pay of the air forces and paratroopers of the other Services. Gliders
went out of operational service in the early 1950's and no funds have
been expended for Glider Duty Pay for over 25 years. The regulation
governin~ administration procedures was rescinded in 1955 and has never
been replaced.

¥

a., Findings:

(1) Gliders have not been in use since the 1950's, with the
exception of limited use in training scenarios.

(2) There are no current operational plans for future glider
flights.

(3) No personnel have received Glider Duty Pay since the
1950's.

(4) Nonaviator-rated officer personnel could be assigned to
duties involving glider flights; however, this has occurred only once in
the past 25 years.

(5) Enlisted personnel involved in glider duty are authorized
crewmember or non-crewmember hazardous duty incentive pay in Title 37,
United States Code, clause (1) and (2) of section 301(a).

b. Recommendation: Repeal the provision referring to duty in
gliders,

c. Legislative Implications: Repeal 37 U.S.C. 301(a)(3) contain-
ing reference to duty in gliders.
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d. Minority Position: None.

.“J

7. Leprosarium Duty Pay. The purpose of this pay is to provide an
incentive for personnel to volunteer for hazardous duty involving inti-
mate contact with persons afflicted with leprosy (Hansen's Disease).
The Public Health Service, which staffs the only existing federal lepro-
sarium, the National Hansen's Disease Center, Carville, LA, is the sole
user of this pay.

L

A,

-

2"

a. Findings:

?

(1) While the probability of being infected by Hansen's

e, Disease is higher for the attending staff than that of the endemic
}.:'.: population, the low pathogenicity, i.e., the disease-producing capacity
t}.ﬁ-ﬂ of the microorganism, coupled with the tightly controlled clinical condi-
,"" tions in which the medical officers perform their duties, results in a

* L

considerably less hazardous working environment than has been true in
the past. Consequently, individuals who, in a hospital setting, have
intimate contact with persons afflicted with Hansen's Disease are not
exposed to an unreasonable hazard.

(2) The Uniformed Services are not experiencing significant
problems in attracting or retaining quality personnel at the Federal
leprosaria.

(3) Program Costs are approximately $33,000 per annum.

b. Recommendation: Eliminate Leprosarium Duty Pay. Repealing
legislation should include a provision to allow those individuals receiv-
ing LDP at time of enactment to continue to receive the pay for the
duration of the qualifying assignment.

c. Legislative Implication: Repeal provision 301(a)(5) of 37
U.S.C. but allow for continuous receipt of pay until individuals drawing
the pay at the time of the legislative action terminate their qualifying
agsignments.

d. Minority Position: None.

8. Parachute Duty Pay. Parachute Duty Pay serves as a management
tool to assist the military services in attracting individuals to assign-
ments that imply substantial danger. The primary purpose of Parachute
Duty Pay is to provide an incentive to those uniformed personnel for the
performance of hazardous duty required by orders 1involving parachute
Jumping, When rates were initially set by Congress, officer rates were
based on both the hazards of flying and parachuting since each was in-
volved. However, this rationale was not used in establishing enlisted
rates as Congress applied a "properly compensated” standard to enlisted
personnel setting the rate at one-half the rate for officers. In 1948,
P the Hook Commission downplayed the theory of payment for the risk and
: indicated that the pay's primary purpose was as an incentive to volunteer
for and remain in a hazardous duty.
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a. Findings:

(1) Parachute duty is sufficiently dangerous to warrant a
special pay for hazardous duty.

Sy

—

3 (2) Adequate data is not available to clearly determine if
:Q actual manning problems exist; however, 1if isolated manning problems are
- present, they are best handled with incentive pays designed to eliminate
o significant shortages, such as the SRBs. If it is desirable to recognize
. achievement of unusual skill levels or responsibilities, then the proposed
> Special Duty Assignment Pay (replaces Proficiency Pay) should be used,
_:- (3) An appropriate amount for performing basic parachute duty
‘:: is $110 per month. This rate should be the same for officer and enlisted
LN jump personnel since they are exposed to the same risks.

(4) High Altitude, Low Opening (HALO) jumpers are exposed to
|y significantly increased risks and should receive compensation equal to
':i regular jump pay plus 50%.

[

. 8
.
alal

b. Recommendations:

a
a

(1) Retain Parachute Duty Pay.

j{ (2) Compensate for added responsibilities in isolated posi-
r} tions, i.e., Jumpmasters, through incentive pays designed to eliminate
fq shortages such as the proposed Special Duty Assignment Pay (replaces Pro-
e
S0 ficiency Pay).
'..-'
( (3) Increase enlisted Parachute Duty Pay rates to $110 per
o month, eliminating officer and enlisted rate differentials.
W:\
}: (4) Add a provision to Title 37 U.S.C. 301 to compensate HALO
S jumpers at a rate of 50% above basic jumpers,
=3
b ¢c. Legislative Implications:
A (1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(1) to increase enlisted rates to
Ca :'l' $110 3
X
;:l (2) Add provision to 37 U.S.C. 301 to compensate HALO jumpers
iad, at a rate of 50% above basic jumpers.
o
S d. Minority Position: The Navy and the Air Force do not concur
‘:i; that the officer/enlisted differential should be eliminated. The Navy
\f} proposed variable, by grade rates which they believe are necessary to
jt{{ attract the proper volunteers. The Air Force believes that providing a
R greater incentive to officers is consistent with the greater responsibil-
N ities of an officer in an operational setting.
ey
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iﬂ: 9. Toxic Fuels and Propellants (TF&P) Exposure Pay. This relatively .}f?i"}i;jrizf
‘tf. new pay provides an incentive to service personnel performing hazardous RRPES ;A_:.i
N duties involving the servicing of aircraft or missiles with highly toxic ST e
> fuels or propellants. Approximately 600 servicemen, predominantly Air RIS
Y Force, qualify for the pay. This number 1is projected to remain generally o o 4
L. constant through the foreseeable future. Recent implementation of this o T
:ﬁq pay precluded an in-depth analysis. :
SOk
r:}: a. Findings:
e
"7 (1) There is currently a need to provide special compensation
:\: to personnel performing duty in the TF&P field.
Rl
¢Q§ (a) TF&P duty exposes personnel to greater risks than
oy those normally encountered by most service personnel.
h\.
{‘ (b) Manning levels within the field are satisfactory.
o (2) The rates of TF&P Pay are generally believed to be
o adequate,
}t} (a) Officer and enlisted personnel serving in the TF&P
e field should receive equal compensation for exposure to TF&Ps.
(i: (b) The effectiveness of TF&P Pay rates cannot be
-:3: determined because of the recent authorization of the pay. However,
,,-' 8110 per month for both officer and enlisted personnel appears to be
‘}d appropriate at this time.
‘. (3) Certain personnel in the chemical munitions field risk
M exposure to chemicals, of an equal or greater toxicity than many highly
TN toxic fuels and propellants, for which no hazardous duty incentive pay
:}‘ entitlement exists,
:J;‘ b. Recommendations:
q ]
:, (1) Continue Toxic Fuels and Propellants (TF&P) Exposure Pay.
a7
:';:; (2) Amend Title 37 to:
5-“.'-
aft (a) Entitle both officer and enlisted personnel to
2 $110 per month for performance of TF&P duties.
:f: (b) 1Include duty involving the handling of chemical
-t munitions within the definition of hazardous duties.
e
N c. Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(ec)(1l) to
S increase enlisted rates to $110 per month and to include duty involving
4 handling chemical munitions. Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(a)(12) to include duty

involving the handling of chemical munitfons.



.

.j{ d. Minority Position: Navy recommends a flat rate of $125.00
. per month,

o

10, Toxic Pesticides and Dangerous Organisms Exposure Pay (TP&DO).
The purpose of this pay is to provide an incentive to personnel required
;ni to perform hazardous duties involving highly toxic pesticides or live,
dangerous viruses or bacteria. This pay was only recently implemented,
u: in May 1983. Payment to a limited number of personnel under the Toxic

- Pesticides provision is expected, while payments to personnel under the
Dangerous Organisms portion of the law is not expected in the foreseeable
future, although applications of this provision may develop. The relative

- newness of this Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay precluded a full evaluation
e of the effectiveness of the pay.

L

o a. Findings:

L (1) There is a need to provide special compensation to per-
S sonnel performing duty involving highly toxic pesticides. Duty requiring
;uf the use of pesticides of high acute toxicity exposes personnel to risks
oy greater than those normally encountered by most Service personnel,
R

o0 (2) The current Executive Order governing the payment of

) Dangerous Organisms Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay provides reasonable

3o criteria for receipt of this pay.

.:f (3) Although there is currently no demonstrated need to
35§ provide special compensation to personnel working with dangerous organ-
A isms, future applications for this pay may yet evolve.
(_ ) (4) No basis yet exists to evaluate the adequacy of the pay
Pe "o rates for these areas; however, the rate should be consistent with other
-: : payments to personnel required to frequently expose themselves to uniquely
tt- hazardous conditions.

.- b. Recommendations:

e (1) Continue Toxic Pesticides and Dangerous Organisms Expos-
R ure Pay (TP&DO).

", .

3;:}, (2) The rate of TP&DO Pay should be consistent with the
) rates for other Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays.

e c. Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(1l) to

:}}: increase the enlisted rate to $110 per month.

~}}f' d. Minority Position: The Air Force believes that in developing
<. the implementing Executive Order, OSD has an excessively restrictive in-

terpretation of the skills eligible for coverage.

: C. INCENTIVE. This category of pays provides special compensation for
LA the purpose of increasing the ability of the Uniformed Services to attract
and retain personnel in certain skills,
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1. Aviation Career Incentive Pay (ACIP). The purpose of ACIP is to

I"‘" -
.

W provide an incentive for officers of the Uniformed Services to volunteer
t}'_::- for and remain in the field of aviation on a career basis. Although it
Sac shares a common origin with Crewmember Flight Pay, there are striking
differences. Rated/aeronautically designated officers (except Flight
_-';,-: Surgeons) who perform the minimum years of operational flying duty by
oL specified points in their careers (gates) are entitled to receive ACIP
Lf-‘-',-j on a continuous basis, irrespective of their flying status. Flight Pay
is awarded only when an individual is assigned to a position requiring
}‘-f' flying and a minimum number of flight hours are actually performed in the
; given month. In addition, the level of ACIP payment is based upon length
of aviation service (except beyond 25 years), not grade and length of
s active service. ACIP was structured in this manner, primarily in response
L to serious losses of experienced pilots immediately following termination
IR of obligated service. Naval Flight Officers/Navigators were experiencing
‘.j-}l-" similar, though less severe, manning problems. The rates were increased
S to their current levels ranging from $125 to $400 monthly by the Military
. Personnel and Compensation Amendments of 1980, in recognition of the dete-
‘: ) rioration of the incentive value of ACIP since its inception in 1974.
ba® 1
NS a. Findings:
LAY
2 (1) ACIP is necessary to maintain the Services' ability to
attract and retain career aviators in sufficient quantity and quality
.:r‘, to meet their needs.
]
"':;:Q (2) The full effects of the current ACIP rates on attraction
,\.g-f and retention are not yet known; however, the following conclusions
Ky can be drawn:
3
LT\ (a) The rates are sufficient to maintain current inven-
:;:';- tory-to—authorization ratios through FY87. However, if the major air-
AR lines begin to hire new entrants to the pilot pool in sigunificant numbers,
:‘-:, as 1s expected to happen no later than 1990, the current ACIP rates may
o~ not be able to prevent serious losses.

(b) ACIP in itself is not sufficient to support signif-
icant growth. For example, some of the aviator shortfalls are not a func-
tion of continuation, but of accession policies (0-1/0-2), and, therefore,
cannot be corrected by means of ACIP, Other shortages (0-3 and above)
exist in spite of ACIP., This situation may happen when authorizations

P AR &

L increase at a higher rate than inventory over an extended period of time,
= necessitating exceptionally high continuation rates or, when the type of
::-: aviation duty to be performed is viewed as particularly unattractive,
v In these cases, other force management tools in addition to ACIP must be
;j employed.

b

= (c) The rates are targeted toward the appropriate length-
» of-service cells.

o

~'~:';: (3) The ACIP gate system is an effective means of encouraging
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& officers to participate in the maximum operational flight time that their
respective Services' manpower structures allow.

b. Recommendations: Re-evaluate the effectiveness of the rates
of ACIP no later than the end of FY86,

c. Legislative Implications: None.

d. Minority Position: None.

2., Aviation Officer Continuation Pay (AOCP). Established as a sup-
plement to Aviation Career Incentive Pay (ACIP), AOCP's purpose is to
help alleviate, when needed, current or projected shortages of career
-_‘;. officers in aviation specialties determined by the Secretary of the Ser-

E vice concerned to be critical. Authorized in 1981, AOCP consisted of
e payments of up to four months' basic pay for each year a qualified offi-
cer agrees to remain on active duty beyond the expiration of his obli-
- gated service. Spurred by shortages of pilots and navigators/naval

flight officers (NF0s), AOCP was additional to any other pay and allow-
- ances, including reduced ACIP, to which an officer was entitled. The
- bonus was paid to Navy and Marine Corps aviators in FY81 and FY82, The

. Air Force and Army supported AOCP but believed that their particular
R aviator shortages would be solved by the use of increased ACIP rates and
Y internal management programs. Although not currently in use, AOCP was
examined to determine its effectiveness in decreasing aviator shortages
and its appropriateness for future use.

P a. Findings:

L (1) AOCP for the Navy has been effective in terms of reten-
o tion and cost avoidance. Both pilots and NFOs should continue t¢ receive
LY AOCP until inventory levels are adequate. Aviator inventory levels should

. be reviewed annually to determine its continued need.

(2) Although AOCP for the Marine Corps assisted in retaining
v experienced pilots, it will not solve current Marine Corps shortages,
b N Analysis indicates that AOCP is not currently appropriate for Marine Corps St ’ -
pilots and NFOs. However, pilot and NFO inventories should be reviewed : . O -
periodically to determine the future need of AOCP in preventing or cor- A .
recting mid-career shortages. PR A
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(3) Payment of AOCP to aviators with more than 11 years of
gervice did not significantly decrease aviator shortages. Unless reten-
tion becomes a problem in these years of service (YO0S) cells, -payment
should be limited to a single AOCP bonus to aviators with 6 through 10
years of service. However, it may become necessary to offer a second

bonus opportunity in the 10-15 YOS cells during periods of increased air-
line hiring.
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p (4) One- and two-year contracts are not an effective means
R of increasing retention in the critical mid-career years (6-10 YOS). Con-
.’: tracts in these YOS cells should be established at 3- and 4-year minimum
NG } commitments.
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e
g (5) Lump-sum payments appropriately discounted would be more
‘:ﬂ: cost effective and more productive than the anniversary payment schedule,

- (6) If ACIP rates are adjusted for non-bonus recipients, ACIP
levels for AOCP recipients should be reviewed.

§
RS
SN . (7) Data on aviation communities should be maintained to
0N enable evaluation of bonus applicability to the various communities,
R
e (8) AOCP should be continued for future use, when other
) actions are not effective, to assist in alleviating Service aviator
' shortages.,
~L
':j- b. Recommendations:
-
<+
::j (1) Continue AOCP to Navy Pilots and NFOs until inventory
> levels are adequate,
A
2 (2) Discontinue offering new AOCP contracts to Marine Corps
ﬁf Pilots and NFOs until necessary to prevent or correct future mid-career
_;2. shortages.,
] 4’\.:
{“a (3) Amend Title 37 U.S.C. 301b(a)(4) and 301b(a)(5) to limit
g AOCP eligibility to aviators with 6 through 10 years of service and estab-
:;3 1lish 3- and 4-year minimum contract lengths,
20! _
*kj (4) Pay AOCP as a lump-sum bonus,
b
'%:} (5) Maintain data by aviation community to enable evaluation
¢ of bonus applicability to the various communities.
.
-:a (6) Establish a periodic review of AOCP and aviator inven-
T tories to determine if eligibility criteria are valid and if further use
3}4 of AOCP is necessary to prevent or correct mid-career shortages of pilots,
-yd navigator/NFOs or both, in any service.
>_ ce. Legislative Implications:
e
S (1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 301b(a)(4) to limit AOCP eligibility to
{? aviators with 6 through 10 years of service.
D
";“ (2) Amend 37 U.S.C. 301b(a)(5) to establish 3 and 4 years as
> the minimum contract lengths,
a1
'}2: d. Minority Position: None.
oA
“~
'tiz 3. Special and Continuation Pays for Dentists. The purpose of these
‘o pays is to provide additional compensation to military dentists, thereby
<3 increasing the ability of the Uniformed Services to attract and retain
. volunteers in the discipline of Dentistry. Additional pay for dentists
'-jﬁ began in 1947 as a $100 per month increase over basic pay and increased to
.. \
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its current maximum of $350 per month plus 4 months' FY80 basic pay annu-
ally in 1981.

J‘ g -
otala s

.
~tatatstats

a, Findings:

(1) Manning levels for dentists are good. This indicates

0, 9, ol

“~

-~ that there 1is no need for compensation above the current levels,

;;.: (2) Earnings levels for military dentists lag behind those

N of their civilian counterparts for the greater part of their wmilitary

S careers.

- b. Recommendations: Retain the Special and Continuation Pay for
- Dentists in their present forms.

7

c. Legislative Implications: None.

A d. Minority Position: None. ',"', W "Z.'-‘{q
i‘\-l ,'.";'_ -‘ i . .1
e 4. Diving Duty Pay. The purpose of this pay is to increase the N J
::-.j ability of the Uniformed Services to attract and retain sufficient volun- o .
o teers to perform the arduous and hazardous duties involved with diving. .

o Diving Duty Pay has been authorized in one form or another since 1886.

Most recently, in July 1982, the rates of Diving Pay were increased to a

e maximum of $300 per month for enlisted personnel and $200 per month for

'1 officers. This was the first adjustment in the rates since 1962 and con-

WO stituted a fairly significant change from the old maximum rate of $110 per

month. Because of this recent change, definitive conclusions pertaining
to the effectiveness of the new rates could not be made.

(et
)
LA
na'?

\
AL | a. Findings:

S

\g-:: (1) There is a need for Diving Duty Pay now and in the future.
:":' (a) Undermanning currently exists in the diving programs
oA of the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force.

;.-'\'q-,' (b) Inability to attract sufficient personnel to diving
: :1 is considered to be a major reason for current manning shortfalls.
R

.':’.':‘ (¢) The most serious current undermanning is in the
AT Navy, specifically in the Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) and Fleet
o diving programs.

$JI

::}, (d) Manning shortfalls in the Fleet diving program are
i.:J_'.: at all levels of diving skill., A need exists within the Fleet diving
:-;..:-'_ program to provide incentives for skill advancement within the program.
5 -‘*..4
o™ (e) Navy requirements for divers are projected to
Ao increase in the foreseeable future. This will compound current shortages
::'_.:{. in the Fleet and EOD communities, and may create new shortages in the

SEAL Program,
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(2) The effectiveness of recent increases in Diving Duty
Pay in meeting the need for Service divers 1is not yet fully evident.
This precludes specific findings concerning the appropriateness of the
current rates at the present time.

(a) The full effects of current rates on diver attrac-
tion and retention should be evident two years after implementation. A
determination of the effectiveness of current Diving Duty Pay rates
should be made at that time (July 1984).

(b) Many divers are not being compensated for all the
hazardous duties they perform under orders because Diving Pay legislation
restricts them to receiving only one Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay, Auth-
orizing payment of all Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays to which a member
is entitled would increase the attractiveness of both the SEAL and EOD
programs and could improve manning.

b. Recommendations:

(1) A joint Service review to determine the effectiveness
of Diving Duty Pay rates should be conducted after July, 1984.

(2) Entitle personnel receiving Diving Pay to receive not
more than two additional payments under 37 USC 301, Incentive Pay: Haz-
ardous Duty.,

c. Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C. 304(c) to entitle
divers to receive not more than two additional payments under 37 U.S.C.
301.

d. Minority Position: The Navy concurs in principle; however,
they believe that an additional increase in the pay rate may be necessary
in the future to provide an increased incentive for saturation divers.

5. Engineering/Scientific Career Continuation Pay (ESCCP). ESCCP is
authorized to provide an additional incentive for officers with certain
engineering and scientific skills to continue serving in the military in
those skills, after completion of initial obligated service. The Air
Force 18 the only service using this authority and has been doing so since
September 1982, The pay is in the form of a bonus with associated obli-
gated service. It is unique in that eligibility criteria is based on
academic background first, with duty specialty a secondary criterion.

a, Findings:

(1) Notwithstanding some difficulties associated with the
application of the continuation bonus, it should be left in its present
form to determine improvements achieved over time. In view of its recent
implementation, there 18 currently no real basis for change.

(2) There 1is a disparity between military and civilian




starting pay; however, the effects of the increased ROTC scholarships and
the continuation bonus should be examined before considering any major
modifications such as an accession bonus.

(3) Title 37 U.S.C. authorizes this pay for the "armed
forces."” Public Health Service and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration are “"Uniformed Services™ not authorized to use this bonus,
Although there is no immediate critical need in these Services, they
should not be precluded from the authority to implement this incentive
in the future if the need should arise. The statute should apply to all
Uniformed Services.

b. Recommendations:

(1) Retain Engineering and Scientific Career Continuation Pay
in its present form.

(2) Amend Title 37 U.S.C. 315 to read "Uniformed Services"
vice "armed forces”.

)
TR o A

SRR NN

c. Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C. 315 to authorize
the pay for all "Uniformed Services™ vice "armed forces"”.

&

v
.

d. Minority Position: None.

6. Enlistment Bonus. The purpose of the Enlistment Bonus (EB) 1is to
increase the number of initial enlistments in the military specialties
experiencing critical personnel quantity or quality shortages. Monetary
incentives, in addition to regular pay, date back to 1776. The current EB
program had its beginning in 1971, when a bonus was offered to certain
persons who enlisted in a combat element of an armed force for at least
three years. Expanded in 1974 to include any skill designated as critical,
the bonus currently pays up to $5,000 for enlistment in the Army, Navy,
Marine Corps or Air Force in skills that suffer from quality or quantity
shortfalls, Each service establishes its own maximum bonus within this
1limit. In addition, the Army is conducting a test of an expanded bonus
program which authorizes bonus payments of up to $8,000. Current bonusg
legislation expires September 30, 1984,

a. Findings:

(1) Enlistment Bonuses are an appropriate managerial tool
for channeling quality individuals into critically undermanned skills,

(2) Use of the Enlistment Bonus is improving the mix of high
quality recruits for the Army, Marine Corps and Air Force. These Services
either currently restrict recipients to AFQT Categories I~IIIA and High
School Diploma Graduates or have plans to do so in the immediate future,

(3) Enlistment Bonuses should not be extended to Armed Forces
Qualification Test (AFQT) Categories IIIB or IV except when it would be o 'Ifu’ el
disadvantageous or uneconomical to limit a particular skill to higher RS {ui':n'\:w
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:‘: categories, or necessary to meet accession goals in a particular skill, or
: under adverse recruiting conditions.

0

N (4) The criteria by which the Services add, change or delete
- bonus skills are meeting their needs and are appropriate to maintaining

(" a flexible and responsive program.

<.

." (5) Enlistment Bonuses are cost-effective, as they may reduce

accessions and their associated training costs.

(6) Current Enlistment Bonus payment limits are appropriate

and provide the necessary flexibility to adjust payment based on Service
s needs.

b. Recommendations: Retain Enlistment Bonuses as a management
tool to obtain quality personnel in critically undermanned skills,

ce. Legislative Implications: None.

Y
::-\.‘ d. Minority Position: None.
72 )
: 7. Nuclear Officer Pays. There are approximately 135 commissioned
.-:, nuclear reactor powered ships in the U.,S. Navy of which 13 are surface SR

ships and the remainder are submarines. Approximately 3,650 Navy offi- E.;‘,;i’t;;é.;".@‘
A cers are nuclear-trained. Because of the skills and training, with
- associated civilian marketability, required for these officers it tra-
’:‘: ditionally has been difficult to recruit and retain them at desired
{‘ rates. These special pays are 1intended to reduce these particular
Y difficulties. The policies and administration of this set of special
; pays is clearly delineated from that of other special pays, such as Sea
i Pay and or Submarine Pay, that may also be applicable to these officers
‘,‘: through the course of a normal career.
3 a, Findings:

(1) General. Present special compensation available to nu-

clear officers is sufficient to maintain retention above 402 in the short-
PN term. Current retention is expected to be at least 42X. To sustain this
H‘ FY83 high retention rate on a long-term basis would require an estimated
) $3,300 increase in annual pay for junior officers. The Navy has docu-
o mented a need to maximize retention of experienced officers in forthcoming
k) retention year groups because of accessions shortfalls for these groups.
- The ability to achieve retention rates near or above 507 among these groups
s at a realistic cost is doubtful,
"-'4 (2) Annual Incentive Bonus. The Annual Incentive Bonus may
:- have been an important factor in causing an improvement in the number
L of people retained for 3 years in the 11-17 year group (from 80% to 85%).
- However, the 3 year retention for the group with less than 11 years has
- declined, suggesting that the AIB may be in competition with the Continu-
F ation Pay, thereby reducing its potential effectiveness in allowing the
‘::
‘ o 18
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Navy to secure satisfactory management control over attrition.

(3) Continuation Pay. Continuation Pay should be enhanced as
soon as legislation can be passed to:

(a) allow 3-, 4-, and S5-year contracts at a maximum of
$7,000 per year of obligation, instead of the current restriction of 4-
year contracts only;

(b) authorize and pay the bonus in one lump-sum when the
agreement is made; and

(c) allow the Navy to offer a maximum of &4 Continuation
Pay agreements per servicemember for obligated service not beyond 24 years
of service. The pay should be structured in such a way that the service-
member accepts the offer within 1 year of eligibility or forfeits one of
the remaining opportunities for Continuation Pay.

(4) Accession Bonus. The Accession Bonus and other policies,
i.e., E-3 pay and nuclear scholarships, are working well at this time
and should be retained in their present form.

(5) Nuclear Trained and Qualified Enlisted. Title 37 U.S.C.
section 312a "Special Pay: Nuclear-trained and qualified enlisted mem-
bers” should be repealed. Insofar as the Selective Reenlistment Bonus
(SRB) authority of FY75 was equal in value and structure to the authority
that expired under this section, the SRB has served well in its place.

b. Recommendations.

(1) The provisions authorizing the Annual Incentive Bonus
should provide for 1its phase-out no later than the end of FY90, provided

that the recommended enhancements to the Continuation Pay have been made
and proven effective.

(2) Authorize contract lengths of 3 and 5 years in addition
to the 4-year contracts currently authorized.

(3) Authorize up to 4 agreements for each officer payable
for obligated service not beyond 24 years of service.

(4) Repeal the provision for a "Special Pay: Nuclear-trained
and qualified enlisted members.”

c. Legislative Implicationmns:

(1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 312(a)(4) to authorize contracts of 3,

4 and 5 years, provided the period of new service does not extend beyond
24 years of service.

(2) Amend 37 U.S.C. 312(a) to provide for lump-sum payments
only.

19
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- (3) Amend 37 U.S.C. 312(b) to authorize up to 4 agreements
for each officer otherwise eligible and eliminate 312(a)(3), which re-
stricts bonus eligibility based on years of commissioned service.
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(4) Repeal 37 U.S.C. 312(a), "Special Pay: Nuclear trained

fl
- and qualified enlisted members.”
- (5) Amend 37 U.S.C. 312(c) to extend the authority for Annual

2
-

Incentive Bonus to 30 September 1990, However, future legislation to fur-
ther extend this expiration date should not be enacted unless the enhanced
Continuation Pay proposal has not been adopted, implemented or judged
effective,

d. Minority Position: None.

AL S

8. Special Pays for Optometrists and Veterinarians. The purpose of
these pays is to provide additional compensation for Optometry and Veter-
inary service personnel to increase the ability of the Uniformed Services
to attract or retain officer volunteers in those skills. An outgrowth
of the orginal special pay for Dentists and Physicians, these pays have
remained at the $100 per month rate since they were first began in 1953,

a. Findings:

(1) Manning levels for optometrists and veterinarians are in
the good to excellent range. This indicates that there is no need for
compensation above the current levels.

(2) Earning levels for military optometrists and veterinar-
ians lag behind those of their civilian counterparts, for the greater
part of their military careers.

(3) Any reduction in the Special Pays for Optometrists and
Veterinarians would exacerbate the existing earnings gap.

(4) The Special Pays for Optometrists and Veterinarians
should be maintained in their present forms,

b. Recommendation: Retain the Special Pays for Optometrists and . i
Veterinarians in their present forms. B YR

c. Legislative Implications: None,

N d. Minority Position: None. o -

- 9., Overseas Duty Extension Pay (ODEP). This special pay, only re- iy
- cently established, provides an incentive for enlisted personnel in ="
certain skill specialties to extend their tours of duty overseas. This b
pay actually encompasses three 1incentives only one of which 1is the
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special pay provision of $5 per month., Other incentive options include

a thirty day “rest and recuperative” absence and a fiftecn dav "rest and
recuperative” absence coupled with round-trip transportation, at Jovern-
ment expense, between the overseas station and the unearest port in the
U.S. The newness of the payv and the accompanving lack »! duta concerning

overseas extension rates precluded definitive findinis
effectiveness of the pav in meeting its intended purposes.

concerning  the

a. Findings:

(1) ODEP serves an appropriate purpose, especially for those
Services having substantial overseas requirements for certain skills,

(2) Collection and maintenance of extension and CONUS turn-
around-time data for ODEP specialties by the Services will facilitate a
future review of the effectiveness of ODEP after stabilization of Service
programs,

(3) The recent implementation of this pay, coupled with a
lack of prior data on overseas extensions, precludes specific findings
concerning the current rates. Adjustment of the $50 per month rate may
be appropriate; however, increases in the rate should be subsequent to a
determination of the effectiveness of the pay.

b. Recommendations:
(1) Retain overseas Duty Extension Pay (ODEP).

(2) Services using ODEP should collect and maintain extension
and turn-around-time data to facilitate a later review of this pay's
effectiveness.

c. Legislative Implications: None.
d. Minority Positions: None.

10, Medical Officer Pays. The purpose of “Special Pay: Medical
Officers of the Armed Services" is to provide additional pay for officers
of the Army or Navy Medical Corps or officers of the Air Force or Public
Health Service who are designated as Medical Officers, thereby increasing
the ability of the Uniform Services to attract and retain officer volun-
teers in the disciplines of Medicine or Osteopathy. It began in 1947
as $100 per month and has increased to a possible maximum amount of
$29,000 annually, when all categories of payment are applied.

a. Findings:

(1) Manpower indicators for physicians have shown some im-
provement since the implementation of the Special Pay for Medical Officers
of the Armed Forces.,
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B (2) A determination as to the specific effect the special pay
el has had on the Medical Officer community can not be made because:

(a) 1insufficient time has elapsed since its implementa-

tion;

(b) the Services do not keep the data in a manner con-
ducive to determining the full effectiveness of the pay; and

(c) many other factors could have impacted on the at-
traction and retention problem thus masking the effect of the pay.

(3) A comparison of civilian and military income for selected
o specialties shows that the military physician's income is significantly
. below that in the civilian sector.

(4) The Special Pay for Medical Officers should be maintain-
ed in its present form.

) b. Recommendations:

(1) Retain the Special Pay for Medical Officers of the Armed
Forces in its present form.

? (2) The Services should maintain their data in such a manner
{-. that retention rates for physicians, after completion of service of obli-
’ gations, can be computed.

2 c. Legislative Implications: None.

d. Minority Position: None.

11. Proficiency Pay. Proficiency Pay 1s designed to provide an
attraction and retention management tool for shortage category enlisted
specialties; to attract additional volunteers to unique duty assignments
outside the member's normal skill-progression pattern; and to stimulate
outstanding performance in any enlisted specialty, thereby improving the
» proficiency of the Armed Forces as a whole. Conceptionalized by the
- Cordiner Committee in 1957, Proficiency Pay has been in effect since
', 1958, For a time it was used as the major reenlistment incentive. Since
'3 the inception of the Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) it has been used

’ to provide a pay differential to persons in special duty assignments.
It also has been used by the Navy as a means of providing a monetary
reenlistment incentive in conjunction with SRBs.

a. Findings:

(1) Proficiency Pay should be discontinued in its present
form based on the following:

(a) Proficiency Pay Grade Method: This method of payment
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7 has never been used and it 1s unlikely that it ever will be.
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(b) Proficiency Pay Rating Method:

‘¢‘ ) .’l
PIing

Shortage Specialty Pay - The actual effect of this
pay on reenlistments is not documented. The money spent on SSP could be
better managed if it was moved to the SRB program where reenlistment
shortfall problems are more properly addressed. However, certain QRMC
proposed enhancements to the SRB program, such as removal of the dollar
ceiling on bonus amounts and the addition of a 7th multiple, should be
implemented as a first step to eliminate this pay. SSP recipients should
continue to receive payments while assigned to their current billet,

a
v
2

o) Superior Performance Pay - This pay category is no
::.; longer employed by OSD. Only the Coast Guard continues to use it (32
4‘-:: people). It should be discontinued with consideration given to incorpo-
:\.' rating Coast Guard requirements into revised Special Duty Assignment Pay.
A Special Duty Assignment Pay - This category should
",'wj be retained and become a separate pay replacing Proficiency Pay in its
XA entirety. The rates should be enhanced to the maximum level of $275 per
.::-J" month.,

L (2) The OSD proposed Special Pay for Enlisted Recruiters
Ad should not be adopted since the creation of Special Duty Assignment Pay
v~ will fulfill the same purpose and continue to provide for other special
i :.:-: duty assignments. The policy that limits payment of Special Duty Assign-
:-'.:- ment Pay for recruiter supervisors should be changed to acknowledge the
*-j'-: special circumstances of selection and assignment as a recruiter at
NN headquarters.

{

N (3) Career areas currently drawing SDAP should be carefully
., reviewed and, if they do not meet the established criteria and fulfill
¢ ) the purpose of this particular pay, they should be eliminated.

i
SO
‘;‘-:._‘ b. Recommendations:

o, (1) Discontinue Proficiency Pay in its present form, thereby
d:,:i eliminating:
N
g
\.4-::, (a) the Pay Grade Method;

& (b) Shortage Specialty Pay (contingent on implementation
of the 7th SRB multiple and elimination of the dollar ceilings on SRB
- e amounts);

Nt

:-.:.:::. (c) Superior Performance Pay; and

T8

AR (d) the present form of Special Duty Assignment Pay.

(2) In place of Proficiency Pay institute the new form of
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Special Duty Assignment Pay, based upon the extreme difficulty of the job
or the high degree of responsibility.

(3) Establish the maximum allowable amount of payment for
this Special Duty Assignment Pay at $275 per month,

(4) Special Duty Assignment Pay policy should be reconstruc-
ted to permit payments to recruiters at all levels of command at the
same levels payable to field recruiters.

c. Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C 307 by rewriting
major portions to replace Proficiency Pay with Special Duty Assignment Pay
to include name change, eligibility requirement, saved pay, and new rates,
conditional upon the removal of the ceilings on SRB bonuses and the addi-
tion of a 7th multiple.

d. Minority Position: None.

12, Career Sea Pay. Career Sea Pay provides special compensation
to personnel serving on sea duty in recognition of the unusually arduous
nature of such duty and as a means of improving retention of personnel
in sea service skills. The most recent major change to this pay was
effective 1 January 1981 when an entirely new structure of special pay
for career sea duty was introduced. The new law retained the philosophy
of pay for cumulative years of duty at sea with rates ranging up to $310
per month, The pay applies to all enlisted persomnnel in pay grades E-4
and above, to all warrant officers and to those commissioned officers in
pay grades O0-1lE and 0-2E (prior enlisted) and 0-3 through 0-6. However,
commissioned officers must have also accumulated at least 3 years of
sea duty to be eligible to receive the pay.

a. Findings:

(1) Career Sea Pay 1is, with some eligibility exceptions,
achieving its dual purpose of compensating for the hardships of sea duty
and selectively improving retention of personnel.

(2) The incentive value of Career Sea Pay has eroded some-
what .

(3) Incremental rates beyond 12 years through 20 years of
gea duty should be established with a new maximum of $410 per wmonth.

(4) Commissioned officers should be eligible for Career Sea
Pay after accruing three years creditable sea service, regardless of pay
grade.

b. Recommendations:

(1) The effectiveness and value of Career Sea Pay should be
closely monitored and reexamined in about two years.
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(2) Legislation should be submitted to establish incremental
Career Sea Pay rates for up to 20 years of sea duty with a maximum rate of
$410 per month. This legislation should provide for payment of Career Sea
Pay to commissioned officers in pay grades 0-1 and 0-2, provided they have
accrued 3 years of sea duty.

c. Legislative Implications:

(1) Amend Title 37 U.S.C. 305a(b) to revise and expand rate
table, to change rates for years 10, 11 and 12 for certain pay grades, and
include rates for years beyond 12 years of accrued sea duty to 20 years of
sea duty with a maximum rate of $410 per month,

(2) Amend Title 37 U.S.C. 305a(b) to allow payment to all
officers after they accrue 3 years sea duty.

d. Minority Position: The Department of the Navy concurred ex-
cept as follows:

(1) A 24 percent increase in rates is required now to restore
Career Sea Pay value to 1981 levels.

(2) A method of triggering legislative response to the deter-
ioration of the incentive value of the pay is necessary. A maximum of
$500 per month is desirable.

13. Selective Reenlistment Bonus. The purpose of the Selective Reen-
listment Bonus (SRB) 1s to serve as a retention incentive paid to enlisted
members in certain selected military specialties to reenlist for addi-
tional obligated service. The bonus is intended to generate additional
reenlistments in those critical military speclalties characterized by
retention rates insufficient to sustain the career force at adequate
levels. Each skill is designated a “criticality factor” from zero to six
to indicate the magnitude of the need to obtain added reenlistments above
the numbers likely to reenlist in the absence of additional compensation.
Bonugses are then computed by multiplying this factor times the indivi-
dual's monthly basic pay and the number of years of additional obligated
service incurred by reenlisting.

a., Findings:

(1) These bonuses should be paid in lump-sum instead of the
current installment payment method to maximize the effectiveness of the
incentive.

(2) The dollar ceiling should be removed from bonus amounts
to prevent disincentives for longer reenlistments.

(3) The practice of allowing forgiveness of obligated service
is not efficient and should be discontinued when all other enhancements,
including the "7th multiple” proposed in Finding 6, are implemented.
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t{- The authority for this provision should be retained while the effect of At
- other enhancements 1s evaluated, but should not be extended beyond ’
K 30 September 1987 unless it 1is clearly necessary to resume the practice

o in order to improve retention and if other measures are not practical.
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elasticity.

obligated service.
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additions to the SRB program.
mine SRB policy under such circumstances.
ly selective at this time in designating skills for reenlistment bonuses,

(b)
amounts to $20,000,

(c)

® »o
T T e e
M -.' . 'n.‘ -

(4) Zone A and Zone B bonuses continue to be effective
to 1induce additional
marginal cost 1s currently high due to higher reenlistment rates and
RMC, If the reenlistment behavior of the past several years continues,
the Services should recognize that Zone C SRBs are marginally effective
at best, and may be ineffective relative to other factors that influence
reenlistment decisions beyond 10 years in the military.
not be used in Zone C when conditions are like those in existence during
the period examined in this study.

(5) Skills with high reenlistment rates are the most costly
Manning shortages alone should not deter-
Services should be particular-

{(6) Provided that Proficiency Pay or the practice of for-
giving previously obligated service 1is discontinued,
should be authorized in Zones A and B.
listment incentive in skills that would otherwise pay maximum SRB and

(7) The Uniformed Services should strongly consider an effort
to develop a uniform framework to aid decisionmakers for all Services
in assessing bonus effectiveness,
focus on behavior differences by zone and Service.
for replacement cost by skill and length of service.
use a consistent measure of bonus effectiveness throughout, such as bonus

b. Recommendations:
(1) Continue SRB authority through 30 September 1987,
(2) Amend Title 37 U.S.C. to:
(a) Allow bonuses of up to 7 months of basic pay multi-
plied by the number of years, or monthly fraction thereof, of additional

(Allow the criticality factor to range up to 7.)

Eliminate the provision restricting maximum bonus

Provide for lump-sum payments only.

(3) Discontinue the practice which allows previously obli-
gated service to be used in bonus computations when recommendation (2)
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reenlistments, although their

Bonuses should

"7th multiple*
This would provide adequate reen-

the framework should
It should account
Finally, it should

As a minimum,
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) above is adopted. While the effect of other enhancements are being evalu-
& ated, the authority that permits the practice should be retained, but not
but not beyond 30 September 1987 without clear justification.
c. Legislative Implicationms:

_: (1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 308(a)(l) to allow bonuses of up to 7
-_\ months of basic pay multiplied by the number of years, or monthly fraction
~ thereof, of additional obligated service.

(2) Amend 37 U.S.C. 308(a)(l) to eliminate provisions re-
23 stricting maximum bonus amounts to $20,000.
-}
j (3) Amend 37 U.S.C. 308(b) to authorize only lump—-sum
.;: bonus payments,

(4) Discontinue funding authority for 37 U.S.C. 308(e), which
}~ allows previously obligated service to be used in bonus computations sub-
e sequent to the enactment of Amendments (1) through (3) above and delete
i~ this provision not later than 30 September 1987,
[
-C; d. Minority Position: Air Force views the authority to forgive
~ previously obligated service as a necessary provision of the law to pre-
P clude inequitable treatment of enlisted members extending for the purpose
o of obtaining retainability for relocation or training.
Y g 4
’ A
‘f:.‘ 14, Submarine Duty Incentive Pay. Until January of 1981 Submarine
A Duty Incentive Pay was categorized as a Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay,
. Pays in this category are intended to attract and retain sufficient
{ volunteers to perform certain hazardous duties. In January 1981 the

)] Military Pay and Allowances Benefits Act implemented an entirely differ-

iy ent approach to special pay for submarine service. For the first time
-~ this special pay was not considered compensation or incentive for per-

formance of hazardous duties. Instead, it was considered a career incen-
tive without regard to potential or actual hazards of the duty. Since
the pay could be received while not performing operational submarine
X duty, operational "gates” were established at 12 and 18 years of service.
o4 Submarine Duty incentive pay stops at these "gates” for members who have
::4-1 not spent a sufficient portion of their careers performing operational
submarine duty,

19
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— a. Findings:

:;:.: (1) The primary purpose of Submarine Duty Incentive Pay is

A to encourage members of the Navy, both officers and enlisted, to pursue

\.\?, a career in the submarine service. Additional incentive is necessary

NN due to the adverse conditions associated with an operational submarine

LY duty career. These conditions exceed the arduous nature of surface sea _

b duty and, thus, it is appropriate to provide compensation over and above Y. Jnass -

_g.;" that provided by Sea Pay. ST
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{2V  suabmariae Dutv Incentive Pay has resulted in improved re-
tention of oftficer and eniisted submarine resources. The most notable
improvements that can he attributed to this pay have occurred among the
more senior enlisced croaps.  The ORMC recommendation for expanded im-
plementation ot Nuclear oOfficer Continuation Pay should help correct
the problem of senior submarine officer shortages by increasing both the
magnitude and duration or  available special pay, QRMC proposals to
enhance the Selective Reenlistment Bonuses and the Nuclear Officer Incen-
tive Pavs should provide needed improvements in retention incentives for
other personnel,

(3) Submarine  Pay is paid to an individual before he re-
ports for dntv +o his first operational submarine, This is uncharacter-
istic of other special pavs (e.g., Aviation Career Incentive Pay and
Hazardous Duty Tueentive Pav) authorized while in training, in that,
individuals are not exposed to the arduous aspects of submarine duty
until after the completion of training which is frequently a year and a
half in duration. This aspect of Submarine Duty Incentive Pay is designed
to augment the other attraction incentives associated with a career in
Submarine Service, The relative newness of Submarine Pay while in train-
ing coupled wirth the lensth of the training pipeline has resulted in
little data to properly evaluate it effectiveness. It should be retained
during the training period, but evaluated for effectiveness in about 2
years when its impact can properly be measured.

(4) The requirement that enlisted personnel incur suffi-
cient obligation to allow assignment to submarine duty upon completion
of shore duty is an effective personnel management tool. Implementation
of the COPAY enhancements recommended by the QRMC is expected to have a
similar effect for officers while satisfying other needs as well,

b. Recommendations:
(1) Retain Submarine Duty Incentive Pay in its present form.
(2) 1In about 2 years, review the provision of Title 37 that
permits payment of Submarine Duty Incentive Pay upon commencement of
training leading to duty on an operational submarine. At that time
there should be sufficient data for analysing it effectiveness.
c. Legislative Implications: None,
d. Minority Position: None.
D, Other Pays. Pays in this category are neither clearly hazardous nor

incentive, but provide compensation for or recognition of rigorous duty,
unique responsibility, or other special circumstances.,

l. Special Pay While on Duty at Certain Places. Certain
Places Pay (CPP) was initially designed to act as an incentive or addi-
tional compensation for duty overseas. However, because the rates have

oo
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not changed in many years, the purpose of CPP has evolved to that of a
token payment for rigorous foreign duty. The current form of CPP was
established by the Career Compensation Act of 1949. It is paid only to
enlisted personnel on an ascendant scale based upon paygrade. Athough
it initially all enlisted personnel serving outside the contiguous United
States were entitled to CPP, it is now paid only to personnel stationed
at arduous overseas locations.

a. Findings:

+
". .l. s

(1) Special Pay While on Duty at Certain Places is of little
value in its present form.

A

a

(2) The eligibility criteria are too lenient, and the author-
ized locations are too extensive. The pay should be restricted to only '\::
those 1solated or remote locations where dependents are not authorized :}‘
and the environment presents more than normal discomforts with little or . \:’.
no opportunity for travel,. @ .."fi]

P

(3) The value of the pay has decreased since its inception -'_; N
in 1949 to the point that it is only a small, insignificant token, -

(4) The pay is needed and should be retained, but it should

be properly structured and implemented to provide a highly useful tool i<
to assist the Services in manning selected world-wide locations. A
.‘:\-

(5) Both officer and enlisted personnel should draw the pay. :"::

ae

“ .‘i{'l{

(6) The rates should be sufficient to reward those performing
duty in remote areas as well as provide an incentive to assist the Services =)

in manning isolated stations. ' Foi ey
I I

(7) The modified flat-rate method, described in the study, ,."_:':

is appropriate because it provides the same level of pay to those experi- ‘o

encing similar hardships while providing an incentive by establishing a
relationship to pay grade.

.',‘.‘

ot A

b. Recommendations:

(1) Restrict CPP to only those personnel (both officers and
enlisted) assigned to isolated or remote locations wher. dependents are
not authorized and the environment presents more than normal discomforts
with little or no opportunity for travel. However, provision should be
made for the Service Secretaries concerned to waive the dependent-restric-
ted criteria on an individual case-by-case basis.

(2) Adopt an ascendant scale rate based on pay grade, with the
amount ranging from $25 for E-1 through E-3 to S$187 for 0-6,

c. Legislative Implications:

29
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(1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 305(a) to change rates ranging from $25 to
$180 per month.

(2) Amend 37 U.S.C. 305(a) deleting prohibition against pay-
ment to personnel serving in the United States or its possessions,

(3) Amend 37 U.S.C. 305(b) deleting prohibition against pay-
ing to members who are residents of the state, possession, or foreign
country in which they are serving.

(4) Amend 37 U.S.C. 305(a) to restrict payments to members
in locations where dependents are not authorized. Provide a clause for

Service Secretary approval of exceptions to dependent restricted criteria
on a case-by-case basis.,

(5) Amend 37 U.S.C. 305(a) deleting the word “enlisted”
thereby extending entitlement to 2all members of a Uniformed Service.

(6) A "save pay” provision should be included for those in-
dividuals drawing CPP under the current system at the time of enactment
of the amending legislation.

d. Minority Position:

(1) The Air Force prefers to maintain CCP in its present
form.

(2) The Joint Chiefs of Staff (J-1) is concerned with loss
of recognition of many overseas locations.

2. Family Separation Allowance (Type II). FSA II is the only allow-
ance that was reviewed by the 5th ORMC, The purpose of FSA II is to re-
imburse, on an average basis, the miscellany of non-quantifiable added
expenses that result from family separation. It was created in 1963 as
$30/month for all personnel, and has remained unchanged since that time.

a, Findings:

(1) FSA II fulfills a useful purpose in the Service compensa-
tion package and should be continued.

(2) FSA 11 should continue to reimburse, in part, those mis-
cellaneous and non-quantifiable expenses created by family separation.

(3) An increase in the FSA II rate to $60 per month is be-
lieved appropriate.

b. Recommendations:
(1) Retain FSA II in its current form.

(2) Raise the FSA II rate to $60 monthly.
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c. Legislative Implications: Amend 37 U.S.C. 427(b) to increase
the allowance from $30 per month to $60 per month.

d. Minority Position: The Navy desires a $96/month rate.

3. Hostile Fire Pay (HFP). Hostile Fire Pay is unique., It is not
designed to compensate for the hazards of, or act as an incentive for,
participation in armed conflict. The purpose of HFP is to provide an =
additional payment during periods of nominal peace, as a token of recog- 0y
nition, to personnel serving in a hostile fire area, and to personnel of =
a vessel, aircraft, or unit that engages in hostile action, outside of a -
designated hostile fire area. It originated with the inception of Combat
Badge Pay and Expert Medical Badge Pay ($10 per month) during WWII and
evolved through the Combat Pay of the Korean Conflict ($45 per month) to
its present form ($65 per month) as a direct outgrowth of the Vietnam
Conflict.

-

a. Findings:

(1) Hostile Fire Pay should be retained, but modified to
improve upon the current and previous systems.

(2) Alternative #1, described in detail in the study, should
be adopted because:

(a) It fulfills the intent of Congress by providing a
"token of recognition.”

(b) It strengthens the eligibility criteria so that
individuals regularly receiving it must be directly engaged with the enemy
on a continuing basis.

(c) It provides for a closer working relationship with
the Department of State in the administration of the pay.

(d) It is easier to administer than other alternatives
because it keeps the pay simple and straightforward.

(e) It is reasonable in terms of total cost, provided
the eligibility criteria are strictly enforced.

(f) The amount of payment maintains a constant relation-
ship with the Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays.

|

(3) A name change to better describe the pay is appropriate,
preferably "Danger Pay.” This name 1is compatible with that used by the
Department of State and, therefore, provides for consistency within gov-
ernment agenclies and recognizes the political acceptability that the
Department of State pay has enjoyed over the years,
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(4) A comprehensive DoD directive should be developed to
provide general guidance and procedures for:

- (a) responsibilities at all 1levels of the command

p structure;

- (b) area designation by the Secretary of Defense, either
independently or 1in association with the Department of State; and

(¢) certification when an individual is subjected to a
hostile act outside a designated danger area.

b. Recommendations: (On July 21, 1983, in an action independent
o of and subsequent to the completion of this study, the House passed an
y amendment to 37 U.S.C. that, among other things, changed the name of this
pay to "Special Pay: duty subject to hostile fire or imminent danger.”
While the amendment bore some relationship to selected recommendations
herein, it did not abrogate the study.)

~ (1) Retain Hostile Fire Pay.

(2) Adopt the eligibility criteria contained in Alternative
#1 of the study.

(3) Change the name to Danger Pay.

(4) Set the rate of payment equal to the lowest Hazardous
Duty Incentive Pay at the time.

(5) Develop a comprehensive DoD directive which dincludes
but 13 not limited to the 1issues presented in paragraph a.(4) above,

i{ c. Legislative Implications:

(1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 310(a) to include tightened eligibility
criteria and increase payment to lowest Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay,

(2) Amend 37 U.S.C. 310 to change name to "duty subject to
danger”.

d. Minority Position: None.,

4, Intelligence and Investigative Pay (Proposed). The purpose of
this proposed Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay (HDIP) would be to provide an
incentive to uniformed personnel for the performance of hazardous duty
required by orders filling intelligence and investigative positions. The
QRMC review of this proposed pay was requested by the Air Force which be-
lieves such a pay would promote increased retention and enhanced experi-
ence levels within the ranks of Air Force Office of Special Investiga-
tions (AFOSI).
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a. Findings:

(1) Duties in intelligence and investigative field may present
potential hazards greater than those experienced by some servicemembers,
However, sufficient evidence is not currently available to indicate a
hazard level warranting a Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay for all agents,

(2) Aggregate current manning and that in the recent past,
within the AFOSI career fields 1is generally satisfactory. Attraction
and retention are comparable with overall Air Force norms.

(3) Officer compensation is comparable to that offered for
similar work in the civilian sector of the economy.

(4) Enlisted agent compensation is significantly lower than
compensation received by civilian criminal investigators; this may create
some draw to the outside market. However, competition for these positions
is considerable, particularly for the more prestigious and higher paid
agencies.

(5) Authorizing HDIP for the entire career field is not con-
sidered an appropriate method of increasing compensation for the enlisted
force. Greater financial incentives can be offered and more effectively
targeted through use of the SRB should significant manning problems
develop.

b. Recommendation: A new HDIP for intelligence and investigative
duty should not be adopted.

c. Legislative Implications: None,

d. Minority Position: The Air Force believes a special HDIP is
justified for enlisted AFOSI agents.

5. Special Pay for Officers Holding Positions of Unusual Responsibi-
lity and of a Critical Nature (Responsibility Pay). Responsibility Pay
provides an additional payment for officers in special assignments
carrying responsibilities over and above those of other officers of the
same grade. The pay is simply recognition for the heavy, direct personal
responsibility required of personnel in selected duties. First authorized
in 1958, Responsibility Pay was intended as the officer counterpart to
enlisted Proficiency Pay. Except for limited use during the late 1960's
and early 1970's for Army and Navy advisors in Vietnam, the pay has been
used only for commanders-at-sea in the Coast Guard (since 1973) and the
Navy (since 1979).

a, Findings:

(1) Special pay for positions of unusual responsibility, and
of a critical nature, is appropriate and has been effective in providing
proper recognition. It should, therefore, be retained.
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(2) The provision allowing the Secretaries concerned to des-
ignate which positions are truly of a highly responsible and critical na-
ture is appropriate.

w5

R

X

(3) Eligibility should be expanded to include grades O-1,
0-2, and W-1 through W-4, Payment should be limited to 5% of the person-
nel in each of these pay grades. Similar recognition of enlisted person-
nel should be achieved through the judicious use of the proposed Special
Duty Assignment Pay (replaces Proficiency Pay).

(4) Responsibility Pay rates should receive a fair and rea-
sonable adjustment,

b. Recommendations:

(1) Retain special pay for positions of unusual responsibil-
ity and of a critical nature.

(2) Set Responsibility Pay rates as follows: O0-1, 0-2 and
W-1 through W-4 at $50 per month; 0-3 and 0-4 at $75 per month, 0-5 at
$150 per month and 0-6 at $200 per month.

(3) Limit payment to 5% of the personnel in pay grades O-1,
0-2, W-1, W=-2, W-3 or W-4, Limits established for other pay gradeg
should remain unchanged.

ce Legislative Implications:

(1) Amend 37 U.S.C. 306(a) to include active duty officers in
pay grade W-1 through W4 and 0-1/0-2 at $50 per month and to increase the
rate for 0-3/0-4 to $75, 0-5 to $150, and 0-6 to $200.

(2) Amend 37 U.S.C. 306(c) to include not more than 5% ac-
tive duty officers in pay grades W-1, WwW-2, W-3, W-4, O0-1 or 0-2,
d.

Minority Position: None.

E. Related Issues.

l. Multiple S&I Pays. In the past, Congressional or Presidential
Executive Orders have placed limitations on multiple S&I payments. Addi-
tionally, when addressing problems of the military compensation system,
frequently the focus i8 given on receipt of multiple pays., The issue is
further complicated by an apparent misunderstanding regarding the differ-
ence between a pay and an allowance. The purpose of this study was to
determine the extent to which the Services rely on the multiple use of
the S&I category of pays within 4individual occupational skills, and
whether these payments are necessary and appropriate to acquire and
maintain these skills at stated force management levels.

a, Findings:
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(1) The practice of using varying combinations of S&I pays L
is an efficient, cost-effective means of addressing manpower problems, A
particularly since the character and severity of the problems tend to
differ across Service and generalized occupational lines.

(2) No Service utilizes multiple S&I pay authority to excess.

¢
B
PO
L
.

(3) Over 80% of all multiple S&I pay recipients are enlisted
members; an overwhelming proportion of whom are in pay grades E-3

.

-‘~ R RN
through E-6. RS LY
RO WL SRR
"‘-"“,“‘h‘::'-."- .‘_.~ i
b. Recommendation: The Services should periodically review their T e .\... =
use of multiple S&I payments to ensure that they continue to use them only TN T T
in cases where this practice is necessary for the achievement of force e .
management objectives. PR
NLE
c. Legislative Implications: None. :fu{:

d. Minority Position: None.

2, Wartime Application of S&I Pays. Statutes providing authority
for several S&I pays allow for their suspension during wartime or periods
of national emergency. These provisions, however, are not consistently
applied to all S&I pays., Some may be suspended at the discretion of
the President or the Secretary concerned, a few are automatically ter-
minated upon declaration of war, and still others are not addressed
at all,

a. Finding: 1In initial periods of war or national emergency,
operators and planners should not be expected to turn their attention
to making determinations about the payment/non-payment of the various
S&1 pays.

b. Recommendation: A Joint Service Group headed by an OASD
representative should be formed to develop a plan capable of being
implemented within a short period of time that clearly states the re-
quired actions for each S&I pay.

c. Legislative Implications: None at this time; however, the
recommeded plan will likely result in amendments to 37 U.S.C. Chapter 5
when developed.

3. Quality. The QRMC review and evaluation of Special and Incentive
pays was not without regard to quality considerations. For the most part
the S&I pays were assessed in terms of their capability to attract and
retain the required quantity and desired quality of personnel. The pur-
pose of this review was determine what impact S&I pays have or should
have on quality force considerations.

a, Findings:
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Et, (1) There arc many indicators which can be used to assess the
. capabilities, abilities and skills, or "qualitv,” of militarv personnel
o . > { AR P
< . . . . v .
}:; to perform their missions. Compar :tive analvses, acruss Services and
o over time are difficult, since "qua ity” is a function of accession and
[0 I
b reenlistment policies, training, ex,.erience and performance as developed
' s t I

by the individnal Services and reinforced by promotion systems.

(2) Curreatly, most S&I pays bear onlv indirect relationships
to the issue of qualitv. The Services control their own "quality destiny”
through various force manavement devices. These include Service-specific
entry standards, promotion system, and policies smoverning reenlistments
and discharges. The S&1 pays are viewed as management tools ~-— used to
“fine tune” the system, after other management techniques have been
employed. However, a robust S&I pay policy, one which is tied ~- whenever
possible -- to well-defined quality standards may assist in maintaining
and improving the quality profile desired.

(3) The quality of accessions, as measured by educational
attainment and AFOT, has shown significant improvement since the low
point of 1979,

(4) Given the increased number of 1976-1980 accessions scor-
irg in AFOT Category IV, there is a potential "bow wave" of these personnel
should they exhibit higher retention rates than desired bv the Services.

(6) There is a need to maintain adequate compensation, and to
ensure that the Services have flexibility in both Special and Incentive
Pays and in manpower policies to address potentially adverse shifts in
the quality of personnel.

(5) Across various measures examined in this review, there
is a suggestion that a decrease in the quality of the career force can
be expected if the Services ignore that Catepory IV problem in their
reenlistment policies; an oversight which they are not likely to let
happen, but a problem which should be closely monitored.

[
a

(7) An in-depth study which would determine what impact Spe-
cial and Incentive pays have or should have on quality force considerations

is required. While on-going studies of accession and attrition may bear ~$
on this issue, special attention should be paid to retaining quality :’
personnel, via S&I pays, currently in the force. tﬁ-

b. Recommendation: The Department of Defense should pursue an E.
in~depth study of the existing and potential relationships between Special A
and Incentive pays and the attraction and retention of quality personnel.

R

¢, Legislative Implications: None y

4, Officer/Enlisted Differential for Certain Hazardous Duty Incen-—
tive Pays. During the process of reviewing the various hazardous duty
incentive pays, it became increasingly clear that, although there is
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some incentive associated with certain pays, the primary purpose 1is
for the hazards or risks involved. It was, therefore, believed that
officer/enlisted personnel should receive the same 1level of payment
for seven of the Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays -- Parachute, Demoli-
tion, Experimental Stress, Toxic Fuels, Toxic Pesticides, Flight Deck,
and Flight-Non-crewmember., (The reasons why these particular HDIPs
were so identified are addressed in their respective studies.) Based on
the concerns (pro and con) of the Services regarding elimination of the
differential that currently exists, this issue was briefed to, and dis-
cussed with, the 5th QRMC Steering Group.

a., Findings: The officer/enlisted pay differential should be
eliminated for Parachute Pay, Demolition Duty Pay, Experimental Stress
Duty Pay, Toxic Fuels and Propellants Pay, Toxic Pesticides and Danger-
ous Organisms Pay, Flight Deck Duty Pay, and Non-crewmember Flight Pay.

b. Recommendation: Eliminate the officer/enlisted differential
for the seven Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays cited in the Findings.

c. Legislative Implications: Addressed in the individual studies.

d. Minority Positions: The Air Force preferred to retain the
differential, believing that an HDIP differential is warranted based
on migssion-related activities and responsibilities and that it 1is not pre-
dicated on an assumption or quantification or risk. The Navy believes
that for duties requiring the assignment of volunteers exclusively, rates
should be scaled by grade. For duties in which the assignment of non-
volunteers is acceptable, elimination of the differential is appropriate,

E. ESTIMATED COSTS OF QRMC RECOMMENDATIONS. Estimated costs for FY85,
based upon assumed Congressional enactment of QRMC recommendations for
S&I pays, appear in the tables below. Estimates are as of 1 December 1983.

Category I - Costs reflected in this table are additive to current
projected budget levels for these pays and are very tentative depending on
changing manpower requirements, "save pay"” provisions, and conditional
situations associated with several recommendations.
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Category 1 - Estimated Additive Costs

.
L

.
v

. g Pay $ in millions
€ Aviation Officer Continuation Pay 21.30
o Demolition Duty Pay 1.10
:‘{;‘- Experimental Stress Duty Pay .20
"." Flight Pay (Crew/Non-Crew) 13.90
Lo Flight Deck Duty Pay 4,60
O Parachute Duty Pay 9.20
el Toxic Fuels & Propellants Pay .70
L% Toxic Pesticides & Dangerous Organisms Pay .02
A Diving Duty Pay 2.20
N2 Nuclear Officer Pay (portion shifting from Annual
o to COPAY) 2.20
:",-- Proficiency Pay (new Special Duty Assignment Pay) 25.00
VN Career Sea Pay 1.70
Family Separation Allowance (Type II) 42,60
:'-:, Hostile Fire pay (renamed Danger Pay) .10
b Responsibility Pay .50
;':;; TOTAL 125.32
..--‘.[4 e -f‘ -'.', ;'- e
o Catgeory II - Budget changes reflected in the following table are P%.?’:’{m' e
:-_. necessary to accommodate a shift in the method of payment for certain pay
O categories but do not represent increases in the benefit level caused by
“;s:: rates or structural changes to these pays. Payment by lump-sum instead
et of installment payments results in a temporary budget increase due to the
'\ obligation incurred in the past but not reflected in the budget for the
{ year in which the obligation was made. As these obligations are reduced,
o the budget will return to levels lower than projected FY85 levels because
O of the increased effectiveness of lump-sum bonuses on retention. Exact
:.‘{: savings cannot be estimated.
R Category II - Estimated Budgetary Impact Due to Shift
Ly in Method of Payment
SN Pay $ in millions
Ra'd]
' Selective Reenlistment Bonus $300.7
Pty Nuclear Officer Pays 69.2
25¢ TOTAL $369,9

&, -#:.'.'
‘-N
urg~ -@ ~=wm.

oY OO s"
NGNS .f'-r
~.J: e

aJ

. i\ YOSY X AN
{‘l ’\'. :\‘;’i' .- { '.' ".\. --:1. ‘a *
) "Jﬁ b\ RO OR{ ALY YOS

. "’.4’ L ol g. “'h*o. bl 7 -..- e

WA TR \.\.'_.‘.-. " . Ca ¥
% :.\\.s N A AN




II. OVERVIEW OF SPECIAL AND INCENTIVE PAYS STUDY

-y
CRCRAPRE RN

A. PURPOSE: To conduct analysis of specific Special and Incentive (S&I)
pays to determine if they are fulfilling the needs for which they were
designed, based on force management considerations and cost effectiveness.

B, ASSUMPTION: The Uniformed Services will continue to require certain

Special and Incentive Pays in order to provide the necessary acquisition
and retention levels to sustain the force.

& = ’
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C. SCOPE: All Special and Incentive pays contained in Title 37, U.S.C. . 3
o Chapter 5 were reviewed, except those specifically designated for the :
- Reserves. A proposed pay for investigators submitted by the Air Force =
Ry was also evaluated. Although not in the category of special pays, Family -_'-":.
N Separation Allowance (Type II), was included as a study item based on a ?ﬁ

commitment made by OASD (MRASL) (MP&FM) in 1981 that it be referred to

the next QRMC. A complete 1list of all pays studied is located on the
\ following page.

D. DATA SOURCES: The primary sources of data were the Service Staffs
N and the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC). Numerous other public and
= private agencies were extremely helpful and provided data that was val-
uable to the overall analytical efforts. These agencies are listed in
the individual issue papers found in Section IV,

__3-_ E. FIELD INTERVIEWS: Although not a primary data source, field inter-
o views were conducted at a number of locations throughout the country
o to obtain first hand impressions from individuals either drawing or,

involved with the utilization of Special and Incentive Pays in various
occupational skills. A complete list of field trips is located in Sec-

- tion VI,
oy
'1. F. STEERING GROUP: A Steering Group was formed for the purpose of pro-
. viding high level guidance and review. Its membership comprised of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (MRA&L), the Deputy Assgistant Secretary
of Defense (MRASL) (MP&FM), the Department Assistant Secretaries, the
,". senior manpower and personnel representatives of all the Uniformed Ser-
= vices and the J-1 of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. More detailed informa-
N tion pertaining to Steering Group activities may be found in Volume IV,
LA
oA G. RELATED ISSUES: During the course of the S&I analyses, it became evi-
dent that several issues required attention apart from the individual
- analyses for each pay. These included: Multiple Pay which concerns the
::-r:: simultaneous receipt of two or more Special or Incentive Pays related
\j:? to the same occupational skill; Wartime Considerations an issue pertaining
AN to the authorization of Special and Incentive pays upon declaration of war;
X the role of Special and Incentive pays on quality with respect to the ac-

quisition and retention of personnel to meet force management require-
33 ments; and the officer/enlisted payment differential associated with

N5, certain Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays. These 1issues are addressed in
529 detail in Section V,
"S5
.' .‘
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I1. OVERVIEW OF SPECIAL AND INCENTIVE PAYS STUDY

.’
Q0 A. PURPOSE: To conduct analysis of specific Special and Incentive (S&I)

) pays to determine if they are fulfilling the needs for which they were

\' designed, based on force management considerations and cost effectiveness,

N B. ASSUMPTION: The Uniformed Services will continue to require certain
,j. Special and Incentive Pays in order to provide the necessary acquisition

o and retention levels to sustain the force.

C. SCOPE: All Special and Incentive pays contained in Title 37, U.S.C.

- Chapter 5 were reviewed, except those specifically designated for the

}_. Reserves., A proposed pay for investigators submitted by the Air Force

Sy wags also evaluated. Although not in the category of special pays, Family

W Separation Allowance (Type II), was included as a study item based on a

Y commitment made by OASD (MRASL) (MP&FM) in 1981 that it be referred to
N the next QRMC. A complete list of all pays studied is located on the .-
e following page. BN,
Ca"ChY PR
e D. DATA SOURCES: The primary sources of data were the Service Staffs RN
o and the Defenge Manpower Data Center (DMDC). Numerous other public and =L
AN private agencies were extremely helpful and provided data that was val- Dy
d uable to the overall analytical efforts. These agencies are listed in v
290 the individual issue papers found in Section IV,

.

::-:; E. FIELD INTERVIEWS: Although not a primary data source, field inter-
e views were conducted at a number of locations throughout the country
I to obtain first hand impressions from individuals either drawing or,

involved with the utilization of Special and Inceantive Pays in various

i. occupational skills. A complete list of field trips 1s located in Sec-
N tion VI,

"
% F. STEERING GROUP: A Steering Group was formed for the purpose of pro-
(s ":' viding high level guidance and review. Its membership comprised of the

o Assistant Secretary of Defense (MRA&L), the Deputy Assistant Secretary

_ of Defense (MRALL) (MP&FM), the Department Assistant Secretaries, the
DN senior manpower and personnel representatives of all the Uniformed Ser-
(-1 vices and the J-1 of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. More detailed informa-
:'_;.;: tion pertaining to Steering Group activities may be found in Volume IV,
v"::l:

G. RELATED ISSUES: During the course of the S&I analyses, it became evi-
- dent that several issues required attention apart from the individual

‘-;-:.,.j analyses for each pay. These included: Multiple Pay which concerns the
-.'is.:_" simultaneocus receipt of two or more Special or Incentive Pays related ]
R to the same occupational skill; Wartime Considerations an issue pertaining SRS
Wk it ST, -
-.;-\':f to the authorization of Special and Incentive pays upon declaration of war; e '-J
) the role of Special and Incentive pays on quality with respect to the ac- S : .-'-"-j‘-'
o quisition and retention of personnel to meet force management require- e lhidte. RS
LRI ments; and the officer/enlisted payment differential associated with e '_:-’5._:1
‘§ . certain Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays. These issues are addressed in -::‘_-“\“
A detail in Section V. ROt
) " o, . q’\n'\
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H. GENERAL OBSERVATION: Although limited by data in some areas, this re-

. view constitutes the most complete and most comprehensive treatment of
A}: Special and Incentive pays ever undertaken, It should, therefore, serve RN
as a benchmark for subsequent S&I studies and/or legislative proposals, .
) The multitude of data, both hard copy and on magnetic tape, is invaluable .
o and should be of great benefit to future QRMC efforts. LT
-~ SPECIAL AND INCENTIVE PAYS -3
~ (Title 37 U.S.C.)* L D
o~ Sec. e
' 301. Incentive pay: hazardous duty. (10 pays presented individually) . . . . .- 3
= 301a. Incentive pay: aviation career. e T
- 301b. Special pay: aviation career officers extending period of .
- active duty. g
e 301c. Incentive pay: submarine duty. T
- 302, Special pay: medical officers of the armed forces. -
\ 302a. Special pay: optometrists. f
T 302b. Special pay: dentists. A
e 303. Special pay: veterinarians., -
B 304, Special pay: diving duty. ~
 £ 305. Special pay: while on duty at certain places. o
LV 305a. Special pay: career sea pay. -
306. Special pay: officers holding positions of unusual responsi-
) bility and of critical nature.
{j 307. Special pay: proficiency pay for enlisted member.
:ﬁ 308. Special pay: reenlistment bonus.
" 308a. Special pay: enlistment bonus.
\d 308¢. Special pay: bonus for enlistment in the Army.
i 310. Special pay: duty subject to hostile fire,
A 311. Special pay: continuation pay for dentists in the armed
{j forces.
:P 312, Special pay: nuclear-qualified officers extending period of .
Wi active service. .
\: 312a. Special pay: nuclear-trained and qualified enlisted members. -
‘ 312b. Special pay: nuclear career accession bonus. <~
r 312c. Special pay: nuclear career annual incentive bonus.
a 314, Special pay: qualified enlisted members extending duty at
o designated locations overseas. -
N 315, Special pay: engineering and scientific career continuation RN
3 pay. e
b 427, Family separation allowance (Type II only) Tt e e e
4 (Proposed) Hazardous duty incentive pay: intelligence and o | Lot ART
g investigative duty :{:itlzlnllltlj‘
L~ SRR
o * For simplicity and ease of reference, abbreviated names of the S&I NN
.\: pays will be used throughout this volume. }j}j :?i?: -
. NOTE: Unless otherwise indicated in the text describing the tables or )
3 noted on the tables themselves, the information contained therein are -
" ORMC tabulations of Service-provided data,
4
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r‘ III. STUDY METHODOLOGY AND FLOW PLAN

A. STUDY METHODOLOGY: A basic uniform analytical approach was used in "-_'_:.l’_‘-:'.’.'--'

were evaluated to ascertain if they are properly structured and set at
the levels necessary to effect the desired behavior or provide the appro-
priate recognition.

the review of the various Special and Incentive Pays. Each pay was )
@ examined from two perspectives. First, it was studied to determine if ..
_{{ the pay 1is necessary for the Services to attract and retain personnel in o
sufficient numbers to meet their needs or in some cases, provide the -\
o proper recognition for certain duties. Second, the rates of each pay ._

s
o

" B. STUDY FLOW PLAN: A study flow plan was developed to indicate the
o general flow of the project leading from the conceptual and planning

._a

stages through data gathering and compilation, to analysis, findings,
and recommendations. The complete review of the Special and Incentive
(S&1) pays commenced with the development of a basic study plan (depicted
in the chart on the following page). The flow began with extensive data
collection from various sources both within and outside the Uniformed

Y
P
‘

)
o
a

J.;—;r:,"
L la

'C‘: Services. Comprehensive, detailed data requests were developed and
AR forwarded to the Service Staffs, the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC)
:'"‘:n and numerous other agencies to provide information in either hard copy
or magnetic tape form. During the early stages of the study, several
related issues were 1identified for attention in association with the
_.~:{ individual pay analyses, i.e., multiple pays, wartime considerations,
i\: etc. These are discussed separately in this report.
"ﬁ: It was also decided that field interviews should be undertaken to
< gain further insight into perceptions in the field and their relationships
A to the data provided by the Services. Accordingly, numerous field trips
! _,.: were conducted, primarily during the data collection period, but before
_':\ the bulk of the analysis was conducted.
A
-:..:-;', The major portion of the analytic phase was dedicated to the individual
WA analysis of each pay and development of 1issue papers. Although some
i advanced work was completed on the identified related issues, most of
Wi the detailed analysis in these issue areas came later. During the analy-
-;\'.;q sis phase, the issue papers were submitted to a thorough review process:
N a Preliminary Draft was forwarded to the Services' Deputy Chiefs of
A Staff for Manpower and Personnel for comments, a second draft, For Coord-
W) ination, was sent to the Department Assistant Secretary level, and a
- Final Draft reviewed by OASD before presentation to the QRMC Steering
_. Group for final comments.
&
sw Once the review process was complete, the individual issue papers
: "':L. were prepared in final form for publication in the S&I volume.
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IV. REVIEW OF SPECIAL AND INCENTIVE PAYS STUDY

» A, Hazard Related: This category of pays provides special
( compensation to members of the Uniformed Services as an
j incentive for performance of hazardous duty required by
‘;.‘ orders involving certain skills. The hazard-related pay
x| reviews begin on page 51.
2
K|
":-
B .
*:;a B. Incentive: This category of pays provides special compen-
N sation for the purpose of increasing the ability of the
N Uniformed Services to attract and retain personnel in
. certain skills. The incentive-related pay reviews start
| . on page 215,
-\."".':
SN
ARy
ado
sﬁi c. Other: Pays in this category are neither clearly hazard-
G0 ous nor incentive, but provide compensation for or recog-
-\{F nition of rigorous duty, unique responsibility, or other
“J'g special circumstances. Family Separation Allowance (FSA
" I1I) is an allowance, not an S&I pay. Investigator Pay
i is a proposed pay submitted by the Air Force. These
NN reviews begin on page 705.
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o AIR WEAPONS CONTROL OFFICER FLIGHT PAY

;.-', L. PURPOSE. To provide an incentive for performance of hazardous duty

Wi required by orders involving frequent and regular participation in aerial

‘ flight by an officer (other than warrant officer) who is serving as an
" air weapons controller crewmember (as defined by the Secretary concerned)

L". aboard an airborne warning and control system aircraft (as designated by

R such Secretary) and who is not entitled to incentive pay under 37 U,.S.C.

) :- 3018.

o

A

II. DATA SOURCES. The majority of data were provided by the Service
staff of the Air Force., Although not a primary source of information,
informal interviews were conducted with members of the USAF's 552nd Air-
borne Warning and Control Wing on temporary duty in San Diego, CA,

III. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE. When Aviation Career Incentive Pay (ACIP)
was established in 1974, the officer crewmember Flight Pay authority was
abollished (see the Histotical Perspective of the ACIP and Crewmember/Non-
crew member studies for greater detail)., This resulted in flying air
Lo weapons control officers (AWCOs), along with all other non-rated officer
+. crewmembers, receiving a significant Flight Pay reduction =-- from a
maximum $245 per month to a flat $110 per month. Through the late 1970's
and early 1980's, the Air Force expressed concern in regard to signifi-
cant manpower shortages in the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS)
Controller career field (AFSC 17XX). During the House debate on the
Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1981 it was stated that,

+esthe Air Force is 20 percent short captains,
majors, and lieutenant colonels in weapons
controller duties. ...Field grade volunteers
have been almost nonexistent. For example,
since the beginning of fiscal year 1980, the
o Alr Force had only 17 field grade volunteers
' for 78 mission crew commander positions...

As a result of this deficit, the Air Force
has been forced to accept inexperienced avi-
ators to fill senior weapons controller
positions. [1]

$ It was theorized that the major reasons for the shortage of volunteers
were: the ardousness of the duty; frequent, extended no-notice family
separations; and the disparity between ACIP given pilots and naviga-

L s @nn@y 108

tors and Noncrewmember Flight Pay earned by the weapons controllers, '~'_l~j_-.f_x._,-~: 1
g RN SO NEN,
- In response to these concerns, Congress, in the Uniformed Services SOy -\:':‘ SASRGEN
T Pay Act of 1981 (Pub., Law No. 97-60, 95 Stat. 992-994), authorized a ORI AN
k7 special Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay for this category of officer, com- -.::-.:}-:‘:n':x::--::}_:.\‘-.j
monly referred to as Enhanced Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay (EHDIP). It o gt _;.‘" F

was structured specifically to resolve Air Force shortages of experienced

1
@@ -4
L e+ s
'..-~‘ ".‘-‘~ J\'.
AWCOs by basing the monthly rate on the officer's cumulative years of ::_:.-::.-;:-‘ A O
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service in that duty, whether performed in the air or on the ground (2],

D and grade. However, to qualify for EHDIP, an individual must be filling
) a flying AWCO position. The EHDIP rates displayed in Table 1 became
o effective October 1, 1981, ACIP recipients and warrant officers are

specifically precluded from drawing this pay.

d’t

Table 1
EHDIP Flight Pay Rates

]
L

L
R

¥

Years of Service

»

Under Over Over Over Over Over Over Over Over Over Over Over Over Over Over
Pay Grade 2 2 3 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 25

" —_———— - e R e e ———

::3 0-7 & up 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 110

% 0-6 225 250 300 325 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 300 250 250 225

o1 0-5 200 250 300 325 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 300 250 250 225

0-4 175 225 275 300 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 300 250 250 225

0-3 125 156 188 206 350 350 350 350 350 350 300 275 250 225 200

ol 0-2 125 156 188 206 250 300 300 300 300 300 275 245 210 200 180

N 0-1 125 156 188 206 250 250 250 250 250 250 245 210 200 180 150

‘

% IV, METHODOLOGY. Although the implementing legislation did not restrict

~ eligibility for the pay to Air Force officers directly, it is currently
applicable only to that Service's members. Therefore, this study addres-

a ses the needs of the Air Force exclusively. In that context, the pay

" was put to the following tests:

A I

" -~

v le Validity of Purpose. 1Is this pay necessary for the Air -

5 Force to attract and retain volunteers in sufficient numbers to meet its .

<\ needs, both current and projected? A

Y &

. 2., Credibility of Rates. Are the rates properly structured :

i and set at the appropriate levels to effect the desired behavior?

d

J V. ANALYSIS.

4

» A. MANNING. The AWCO career field includes authorizations both in

y the air and on the ground, though the total number of ground positions

v is expected to decrease during the next three years. It 1is projected

-:. that, when all the airborne systems are fully developed, 45 percent of

» all AWCO authorizations will be flying related [3]. Table 2 contains

e the manning data for the total career field (ground and air) from FY78

&

through FY82 for Lieutenant through Lieutenant Colonel. These figures do
not include students, transients, basic training, and temporary duty
training. The manning profile seen here is reminiscent of nearly all
other career fields studied that is, it is characterized by relatively
low manning in FY78 and FY79, with a generally improving trend since
that time.
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Table 2

&t

.

:s: Total AWCO Career Field Manning
<
<
S FY AUTH ASGN % MANNED
" 78 1,699 1,416 83%
N 79 1,808 1,636 90
& 80 1,882 1,803 9
2 81 1,928 1,875 97
o 82 1,944 1,880 97
A
e
»?ﬁ
2% Although some shortfalls are indicated, one's initial reaction is
lais that the career field is reasonably healthy. However, a closer examin-
ation of the manning of flying AWCO positions by grade reveals a very
different story. Figure 1 exhibits manning for FY81 through 1983 (pro-
C jected). Clearly the authorizations were manned at or near 100% only
t)z through significant overmanning of the junior grades, particularly Lieu-
. tenants.
\¢‘ Figure 1
s FLYING AWCO MANNING
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If those individuals assigned to flying duties in February 1983 are
distributed by length of AWCO service, it 1s apparent that the experience
shortage caused by grade imbalances is even more serious. Figure 2
shows the number of grades (FREQ) represented in each length-of-experience
cell, the actual grades, and the number of officers having that amount
of experience (TOTAL). As can be seen, many captains and some majors
possess much less AWCO experience than their grades would suggest,
Therefore, although on paper certain AWCO authorizations are manned at
slightly better than 100%Z, in reality a shortfall, in terms of desired
level of experience, exists,

Figure 2 ' |
AWCO FLT PAY RECIPIENTS ;_~_§{;.;-tf?-“

BY YEARS OF AWCO EXPERIENCE

PR
Y N AR

OVER FREQ  TOTAL N

(%] 4 69 .
2 3 87 -_..i
3 3 S p
4 4 72 Y
6 3 48
8 3 29
18 3 33
12 3 13
o3 . 3 26
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A major reason cited for the reluctance of AWCOs to volunteer for
flying duty 1is the arduous nature of the duty, Table 3 displays actual
Alr Force average flying hours per crew per month in FY82 for eleven types
of ailrcraft [4])., They range from a low of 15.2 hours per month to a high
of 30.3 hours. The monthly average flight hours performed by AWCOs is
reported to be 55 hours [3].
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Table 3
FY82 Air Force
Flying Hours Per Crew
Per Month for Selected
Aircraft Types

Aircraft Type

Avg, Hours

A-10 22.9
B-52 25.1
C-5 20.7
C-130 29.9
C-135 17.3
C-141 30.3
F-4 15.2
F-15 15.7
F-16 15.8
F-111 17.8
FB-111 16.9

Another factor is the extended family separation assoclated with
assignment to AWACS aircraft. 1In 1978-1979 the Rand Corporation, as
part of the Manpower, Mobilization, and Readiness Program sponsored
by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve
Affairs and Logistics) conducted a survey of DoD officers and enlisted
personnel [5]. Air Force officer responses to the question regarding
the amount of time they were separated from their dependents in the
preceding 12 months is summarized in Table 4. The average time flying
AWCOs are separated from home during a year is 5 months ]3], This is
longer than 91.3% of the 78,150 Air Force represented by the officers
survey. In view of the expanding role of AWACS aircraft in global affairs,

it is reasonable to expect that this time will increase in the foreseeable
future .

Table 4
Amount of Time Air Force Officers
Were Separated from Their Dependents
in 12 Months Preceding Survey

Months Separated Cumulative %*

% of Total*

. - .
)iizf\ \34*' N
¥ SASARA
- *

Toutn

o %N
S

none 47 .0% 47.0%
1-2 29.4 76.4
3-4 14.9 91.3
5-6 5.3 96.6
7-8 1.3 97.9
11-12 1.5 100.0
*Rounded
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These expectations are reflected in the projected flying AWCO author-
izations contained 1in Table 5. Total authorizations are planned to
increase over 9% by the end of FY87. The greatest growth will occur at
the grade of major (12%), which is already critically undermanned at 51%.

Table 5
Projected Flying AWCO Authorizations

FY 1LT CPT MAJ LTCOL TOTAL
83 132 210 155 53 550
84 143 219 163 55 580
85 147 232 167 56 602
86 147 229 173 58 607
87 147 225 173 57 602

B. HAZARDS. It is a generally accepted belief that the potential
hazards presented by frequent aerial flight are great. A review of
Table 6, the number of aviation fatalities and major accidents which
occurred from 1979 through 1982, supports that belief. It should be
noted that these numbers do not include long term disabilities or other
serious injuries known to result from these accidents. In addition,
when asked to list the ten most hazardous officer and enlisted special-
ties based on Safety Center data between FY78 and FY82, each Armed Ser-
vice included the various aviation occupations,

Table 6
Armed Services Major Aviation
Accidents and Resultant Fatalitles

Calendar Major Resultant
Year Accidents Fatalities
1979 256 182
1980 246 211
1981 227 236
1982 215 287
TOTAL 944 916

C. RATES. Based upon the character of shortages identifed, the cur-
rent rate structure should prove to be a positive influence. Whether or
not it will be sufficient 1is too early to tell. As was mentioned previ-
ously, EHDIP was not authorized until October 1, 1981 nor implemented
until December 1981. It is believed that a minimum of two years of data
is necessary to determine whether observed behavior represents a trend
or simply an unrelated action.

D. COSTS. There are two aspects of this 1issue: the cost of the
program itself, EHDIP dollar outlays, and the cost of replacing those

AWCOs who choose not to volunteer for flight duty. The difference
g
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between the two represents the actual cost/benefit of the program. el
. Table 7 reflects the training costs per AWCO by AWACS crew position,
. which were used to compute a weighted average cost of $134,800. Assum—
3 ing that an officer commences AWCO duties as an 0-2 and rotates between

1 flying and non-flying positions for the next 20 years (flying AWCO
positions beyond that point are extremely limited), he will have earned
about $42,000 EHDIP in 1982 dollars. Table 8 contains the actual and

X projected program costs for FY82 to FYB7 and the number of AWCOs who

. could be trained for the same dollar amount. Clearly, the number of

- possible replacements falls far below service needs, strongly suggesting
. that this is a cost-effective program.

Table 7
Length of AWCO Training and Average Total Cost

AR
4y o, b 4, 0 4

i Crew Position Weeks Cost*
- Weapons Director 35 $184,800
-, Air Surveillance Officer 32 120,900
. Mission Crew Commander 17 76 ,400
AN
o *Rounded
3
O
Y Table 8
2y EHDIP: AWCO Flight Pay Program Costs
Ry Compared to Number of AWCOs Who Could
{ Be Trained for the Same Dollarg
e FY COST($000) #AWCOs
Sk - I
N 82 actual $1,325 10
" 83 1,535 11
e 84 1,829 14
85 1,898 14
o 86 1,914 14
- 87 1,906 14
)
- e
jl-;  VI.  FINDINGS. “
o e —— R [ 2
- A. VALIDITY OF PURPOSE. A special incentive pay for flying Air
o Weapons Control Officers 1is necessary for the Air Force to attract and :,
l’; retain sufficient volunteers possessing the appropriate experience to
. meet its needs. o
Pt
B. CREDITABILITY OF RATES. This pay has been in effect for too
s short of time to realistically evaluate the appropriateness of the rates.
o
X
o
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R

X
.o VII. RECOMMENDATIONS.
b \

o A. Retain AWCO Flight Pay in its current form.

B. Reexamine the pay no later than the end of FY 85,

i

N

~
X

g
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A Summary of Responses

. Air Weapon Control Officer Flight Pay

- Issues:

L L.

A special incentive pay for flying AWCOs is necessary for the

. Alr Force to attract and retain sufficient volunteers possessing
+.” the appropriate experience to meet its needs.
E. 2. The pay has been in effect for too short a time to realistically
» evaluate the appropriateness of the rates.
::: Department Comments
“ Army Concurrs.
.‘l
\ Navy Concurrs.,
“ L]
~ Air Force Although Air Force fully con-
~ currs with the preliminary
N draft, they specifically con-
- cur only with Issue 1 at the
N departmental level., They
i\ stated that it is not clear
- at present that the current
W) rates will be adequate in
¥ view of growing requirements.
qh Since Issue 2 does not make
. a judgment 1in this regard,
. this statement 1is considered
-,: a qualified concurrence.
~$: Coast Guard Defers to the QRMC.
)

. a
',

Public Health Service

National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration

/l..

» &
LN

’, b4y &

Joint Chiefs of Staff

(q .- ~ "I‘i,ﬁ'\:' " " ' f.'
f Q‘. ). f‘ f,. .\I‘.' .\I’ . .'

Concurs.

Defers to those Services
which employ AWCOs.

Concurs.
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INCENTIVE PAY: HAZARDOUS DUTY INVOLVING THE DEMOLITION
OF EXPLQSIVES AS A PRIMARY DUTY, INCLUDING
TRAINING FOR THAT DUTY
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o) DEMOLITION DUTY PA
:;41
-‘_.'4 I. PURPOSE, To provide an incentive to those Uniformed Services person-

« nel for the performance of hazardous duty required by orders involving
3 the use or rendering safe of demolitions.

' II. DATA SOURCES. The data utilized in this analysis were obtained from

.‘::: the Uniformed Services in response to 5th QRMC requests. Other sources
O of information include the police departments of Montgomery County, MD,
I Fairfax County, VA, and the Metropolitan Police Department, Washington,

D.C., the Office of Personnel Management, the U.S Department of Labor,
Y Control Demolition Corporation and Jet Research Center Inc. Interviews
s were held with Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) personnel at Naval
‘("I-: Amphibious Bases, Little Creek, VA and Coronado, CA, Edwards AFB, CA,
R Fort Bragg, NC, and Camp Lejuene, NC. A thorough review was made of
' prior compensation studies, including those of the Hook Commission (1948),

) The Strauss Commission (1952-53), The Gorham/Randall Panel (1962), and
Staff Research Papers of the Third QRMC (1975-76).

ALl III. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE. 1In 1948, the Hook Commission identified
::;.r," the demolition of explosives as an activity "... associated with except-
ot ional risk and danger,” and recommended that extra pay be authorized for
bt demolition duty.!l Subsequently, the Career Compensation Act of 1949
Sk (Public Law 81-351) included demolition duty in the list of duties quali-
'f.‘-c: fying for hazardous duty incentive pay at the rate of $100 per month for
X officers and $50 per month for enlisted personnel. These rates were
"",;i' identical to the rates set for several other Hazardous Duty Incentive
}t Pays, such as Glider Duty, Parachute Duty, and Experimental Stress.
£ ’ The Career Incentive Act of 1955 (Public Law 84-20) Increased Haz-
d‘.\_-'_ ardous Duty Incentive Pays to $110 and $55 per month for officers and
"\3 enlisted personnel, respectively. No further change in the rate of DDP
" 5:4' was made until 1981 when the Uniformed Services Pay Act (Public Law
;‘.j 97-60) increased the rate of all Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays by 50%
o for enlisted personnel. This brought the monthly compensation to $83.
«‘ The Hook Commission recognized the incentive value of these hazard-
\J-‘, ous duty pays, stating, "... the additional pay is now regarded frankly

"\ as a supply and demand differential, to induce capable men to undertake
NN the known or assumed risks of flying, undersea operations, or other
~.-"‘s'~", hazards."2 The Senate report accompanying the 1981 pay increase reaf-
—— firmed the incentive value of these pays, justifying the higher rate

with the statement, "The current rates have not been adjusted in more
than 20 years, and this increase 1is needed to enhance the incentive

...'
KA N

d

s

- 2 value of this pay."3

Y. o

":;;‘ IV, METHODOLOGY. This analysis of Demolition Duty Pay (DDP) will be
o e accomplished in three sections. The first section will identify and

- describe by Service the number of personnel receiving the pay, project
future requirements and cost, and then discuss the hazards involved in
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demolition work. The second section of the analysis will investigate
manning, attraction and retention within career groups of each Service,

Finally, section three will addregs the appropriateness of demolition pay
rates,

V. ANALYSIS,

A, SECTION ONE.

l. General. Of the seven Uniformed Services only four, the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, utilize Demolition Pay. The

numbers of personnel who received the pay from FY72 through FY82 are
shown in Table 1.

Table 1
DDP Recipients FY72 - FY82

Fiscal Year Number of Personnel

1972 3842
1973 3383
1974 3301
1975 2989
1976 2982
1977 2814
1978 3005
1979 3236
1980 3402
1981 3534
1982 3656

NI
.,

3
’
.

4
eI

ana ' ata’ o

I » - L) - .- -. L
N}:\":i.-\.l.}t: u‘:. T




-, e, . v L o, o f_;?‘.".‘:'? "7". .:.‘ «7. ‘.7_"'-."_-‘-'_ -:!'_ AJ'_ .V’_'T. ‘-'.',—_.?'.‘v‘."'_.r."j_ .r._..—.f-r - T AR I it 3 ‘:-A s ~‘1-‘ o “‘ ..“—_.. e A A

A breakdown of FY82 Demolition Duty Pay reciplents by service is
shown in Figure 1,

Figure 1

FY 82 DDP RECIPIENTS
BY SERVICE

SUM OF NUMBER GROUPED BY TYPE
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The number of Demolition Duty Pay recipients is expected to grow

;; through FY84 and then remain relatively constant at about 4,500 through
-i}. FY87., The bulk of the increases results from growth in Navy requirements.
xi Figure 2 shows the historical and projected cost of Demolition Duty Pay,
-}:.
NS Figure 2
~
AN
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‘l\‘.
2 COST OF DEMOLITION DUTY PAY
FY12-FYB7
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The increased cost from FY81 to FY82 1is due primarily to the higher
rate of Demolition Pay for enlisted personnel authorized in 1981, The
slight decrease from FY82 to FY83 reflects a migration away from Demo-
lition Pay to diving pay by groups such as SEAL/UDT who dropped either
Demolition or Parachute Pay in order to receive diving pay. (Prior to the
1981 Pay Act, personnel receiving Diving Pay were prohibited from receiv-
ing an additional Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay.)
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2, Composition Of Service Programs. The majority of Demolition
Pay recipients are members of Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) units.
These units are tasked with the detection, rendering safe, and the disposal
of unsafe or unstable explosive, incendiary, chemical, biological, and
nuclear ordnance and devices. The second major group of Demolition Pay
recipients is personnel utilizing explosives in an offensive capacity,
such as Navy underwater demolition teams, who use explosives as a combat
skill. Finally, a small number of Air Force DDP recipients are personnel
assigned to civil engineering duties.

a, Army. All Army DDP recipients serve in the EOD field.
The Army had a FY82 requirement for 142 officer and 772 enlisted EOD
personnel. For enlisted personnel, EOD is a career field, and soldiers
can remain continuously assigned to EOD duties through pay grade E-9.
Back-to-back assignments in the EOD field for officers are not looked

upon favorably by promotion boards, and officers serve only about 4
years in EOD during a career.

b, Marine Corps. The Marine Corps had a FY82 require-
ment for 45 officer and 155 enlisted EOD personnel who comprise the
total population of Marine Corps DDP recipients. Within the Marine
Corps, EOD 1s a restricted career officer MOS which is fed exclusively
by warrant officers. EOD is also a career field for enlisted personnel,

and members can expect to serve continuously in EOD assignments through-
out a career.

¢. Navy. There are two groups of personnel within the
Navy who receive DDP, EOD and Underwater Demolition/Sea~Air-Land teams
(UDT/SEAL)., FY82 Navy requirements for UDT/SEAL and EOD personnel
include 319 officers and 1,191 enlisted men.

- EOD. Navy EOD personnel perform duties similar to those performed
by EOD personnel in other services except they often do so under-
water, Enlisted EOD members will serve continuously in EOD through-
out a career while EOD officers will spend approximately one-half
of a 20-year career in EOD billets.

- UDT/SEAL. The second group, UDT/SEAL, conduct unconventional war-—
fare, which includes demolishing underwater and land obstacles, ship
attack, and demolition raids., UDT/SEAL officers will average 16
years in the demolition field while enlisted personnel will serve
16 to 18 years.

It must be stressed that these groups of personnel (UDT/SEAL/EOD) are not
Just demolition personnel. In the course of performing warfare missioms,
their duties require the use of demolitions and diving skills. All SEAL/
UDT and EOD personnel are trained in the use of advanced mixed gas scuba
systems. Further, all SEAL/UDT personnel and about one-third of EOD per-
sonnel are required to parachute as a primary duty.
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A hazard. For no other field is this potential greater than in Explosive
;“z‘ Ordnance Disposal (EOD). This is also the field in which most DDP recipi-
itj ents serve. The task of EOD groups is to locate unexploded ordnance or
=:- devices, determine the hazards involved, render devices safe through
. neutralization or destruction, and to dispose of the devices. The types
k! of ordnance or bombs that are handled may include explosive, incendiary,
RV chemical, biological, or nuclear, Ordnance may be domestic, foreign
}?;: made, enemy, or terrorist and may, for a variety of reasons, have become
R unsafe or unstable. Bombs or other explosive devices may be magnetic,
}f;: time delayed, acoustic, proximity, or employ trip wires. Fail safe or
= tamper-proofing features may also be involved. Because of age or chemical
{ deterioration, the device may present an even greater potential for harm.
-~ Ordnance that has been activated and failed to detonate due to a mechanical
:xi malfunction may yet explode if disturbed. There is an endless variety
:a:: of explosive devices with which EOD personnel must be familiar. The
‘i‘: fact that new types of ordnance and explosive devices are developed and
N, placed in use does not alleviate the necessity to remain familiar with
B all devices which have previously been in existence. Foreign-made
.’ ordnance and devices greatly increase the variety of devices with which
iﬂ: the EOD technician must remain familiar. Most recently, an increase in
S terrorist activity has expanded the contingencies and dangers for which
.7 ; EOD personnel must prepare.
g
— = EOD personnel face real and potential hazards beginning during
.;; initial training that is continued throughout their service in EOD at a
P o minimum exposure of once per month. Demolition personnel train and work
:'} with live explosives; accident and fatality data reflect the exceptional
u;{ training, expertise and professionalism of these groups (Table 2).
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d. Air Force, FY82 Air Force requirements for personnel
serving in the demolition field total 1,374 and include about 120 offi-
cers and 150 training positions. The bulk of these authorizations support

the Air Force EOD program.

A second group of DDP recipients are members

of Combat Control Teams (CCT).

assault zones in austere and nonpermissive environments including the

placement of navigational aids,

command/control communications and the removal of obstacles and unex-

ploded ordnance with demolitions.

The mission of CCTs is to establish
control of air traffic, provision of

These personnel may receive Parachute

or Diving Duty Pay in addition to DDP.

Lastly, a small group of person-

nel in the civil engineering field, primarily serving in Red Horse (civil
engineering) squadrons, are required to maintain a qualification in
the use of demolitions. Both EOD and CCT are career fields for Air
Force enlisted personnel. EOD officers will typically serve 8-12 years
in the field during a career. Members assigned to demolition duty in
the civil engineering field will serve only random tours.

3. Hazards Associated with Demolition Duty. The hazards of dealing
with explosives are obvious, but just as threatening is the potential for
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‘-: Table 2

\ Demolition Casualty Data - All Services

'_~ FY 78-82

‘w

( FY Non-Fatal Injuries Fatalities

’.~ 78 1 0

- 79 1 0

e 80 1 3

A 81 3 0

82 ] 0

'.:;E; Total 11 3

;‘.,;.

- As Table 2 indicates, reported casualties are few, and this record

\ is believed attributable to the safety-oriented nature of the EOD/ demo-

\j lition fields. Neither data documenting the number of bombs or pieces

"-..) of ordnance rendered safe, nor the number of explosions triggered are

::"., available. Thus, a casualty rate cannot be calculated., More recently,

:::.3 however, in March 1983, a mishap at Fort Dix, NJ killed four Army EOD

a*.;- personnel and left two others critically injured. This accident illus-

) trates the lethal hazards of demolition duty. Personnel working with

, A explosives whether in an EOD capacity or as a combat skill are surely

o exposed to greater risk in peacetime than most other members of the

.-' . Uniformed Services. The potential for injury or death is compounded for

.:'_:."_- those personnel wutilizing or disarming explosives underwater, where

ot total concentration required for the demolition task at hand may be

) disrupted by other concerns required in the course of diving.
{ .

,\:'.* B, SECTION TWO. This section examines manning, attraction, and

-‘;:’_: retention in the career demolition fields. Career demolition fields
,\:.: with populations sufficiently large to allow meaningful analysis include |
-::-f'. the EOD programs of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, the Navy UDT/SEAL, <
b and the Air Force CCT programs. o

5 [
.f._{ 1. Manning. For the purposes of this analysis, manning levels .Q
\.::\:, were determined by comparing the number of personnel assigned to demoli- :
:::::'I tion duty to the number of personnel authorized in demolition duty posi- o
3 "J'":f tions. Historical and current manning levels for the Services are exhibi- S
s  ted in Table 3. -
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:Si- Table 3

-;E Manning in Career Demolition Programs
iug‘ Authorized vs Assigned

o

€ Service FY78 FY79 FY80 FY81 FY82

NG Navy 1 666/582 735/587 701/659 791/741 792/783
‘}i ~ SEAL/UDT | (87.4%) (79.9%) (94.0%) (93.7%) (98.9%)
:}' 377/330 391/302 397/271 400/276 399/315
-7 - EOD (87.5%) (77.2%) (68.3%) | (69.1%) | (79.0%)
k. 871/756 898/718 907/723 914/797 914/859

Army (86.8%) (80%) (79.7%) (87.2%) (94.0%)

e Air Force ¢ not 7707762 8047771 878/763 | 949/841
NN - EOD avail (99%) (95.9%) (86.9%) (88.6%)
u:j - CCT not 236/211 2347243 2847272 338/341
:e: avail (89.4%) (103%) (95.8%) (100%)
u:- Marine Corps-> | not not not 2047192 | 200/177

; avail avail avail (94.17%) (88.5%)
o

:{R 1 Manning reflects enlisted personnel only.

A

i& 2 Air Force figures do not reflect manning of approximately 87 non-

career Red Horse demolition authorizations.

‘{; 3 Exact manning levels prior to FY81 unavailable. .
~

Lo

j'j Table 3 shows that some manning shortfalls exist in the demolition = <. o < s as"
o fields of all Services except CCT. In FY82 the Navy UDT/SEAL and Air
L Force CCT manning was the highest. In comparison, the Navy EOD field
e was the lowest and has suffered severe shortfalls for a protracted period
e of time. The attainment of 94% manning for Army EOD is recent; Air Force
'ﬁ; EOD manning shows a slight downward trend. Overall Service manning in
it FY82 was approximately 92%.

4

i Table 4 displays current and projected authorizations for demolition - B
:33 duty by service. Navy projections show substantial increases (over 500) . . SRR
.&3 from FY 82 through FY87 due to increases in both SEAL and EOD programs.
${ The size of other service programs are currently projected to remain
’kj relatively constant through FY87.
b,
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Table 4
Demolition Duty Authorizations
FY 1982 - FY 1987

gl . .
.
.

E
e
‘1

Actual Projected
2 Service 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
.‘-:‘. Army 914 965 965 965 965 965 -
B Navy 1510 1574 1917 1937 1966 2025 g
,\ UsMC 200 188 184 184 184 184 R
USAF 1374 1420 1420 1420 1420 1420 s
%; TOTAL 3998 4147 4486 4506 4535 4594
~
5: 2. Attraction. Assignment to demolition duty is accomplished
;:\ on a volunteer basis. Thus, attractiveness must be maintained in order
B for demolition duty to successfully compete with other career fields.
L The hazardous nature of the duty is a disadvantage in attracting qualified
3 applicants. A second disadvantage 1is that demolition training provides
q'._ minimal applicability to civilian sector jobs unlike many other career
.::*‘ fields for which a substantial civilian job market exists. There are
. relatively few civilian jobs to which demolition experience may be rele-
o vant. These facts provide substantial disincentives for volunteering
for demolition duty.
_2,: Inability to attract sufficient volunteers to the demolition field

is a problem. The Navy states that shortages of qualified enlisted
volunteers for UDT/SEAL and EOD training are the primary reason for

5y AN,
)

o chronic manning shortfalls in these programs. Table 5 shows the actual .
i input of Navy enlisted personnel to UDT/SEAL and EOD training as a per-
\-:‘ centage of planned input for FY79 through FY82.
‘
o Table 5
:::: Input to Navy Demolition Training Courses
..‘(J
Category FY79 FY80 FY81 FY82
f-’\ H
-f‘} UDT/SEAL 87.8% 66.8% 67.2% 84.4%
,, (351/400) (267/400) (168/250) (211/250)
'\;:4_ EOD 46.7% 50.9% 95,0%* 74.9% .
DN (42/90) (89/175) (190/200)  (131/175) -
- .
*High input for FY 81 reflects trial program which sent o
j{-.:: personnel directly to EOD training upon completion of t:.:-:.::.}:.'\-:.::."
1-".- basic pipeline training. Program discontinued because R
’:::.:-:: of high training attrition rates for these personnel. ;-‘:-j:a..'_:}::.:::.::.
' :.‘:.:'::": . -:?' .:\-
Fill rates for Army EOD entry level training are also low. Table 6 r"_". e, |
shows actual input of Army enlisted persounel to phase I demolition ;':-;'_;P:.\:.-:.-',;e
training as a percent of desired input for fiscal years 1978 to 1982. T e
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1A
:\? Table 6
{ti Inputs to Army Demolition Training Courses
""-" FY78 FY79 FY80 FY81 FY82+
ot 52% 48% 72% 447 55%
’:i: (221/425) (167/347) (229/320) (253/570) (53/97)
LN
:::\ * The drop in FY82 requirements and input was due to an
N alternate training pipeline for new accessions.
;Q; Table 6 shows that the Army has encountered difficulties in obtaining
‘u} their desired number of volunteers for initial demolition training. On
t@ 1 October 1982, the Army instituted an enlistment bonus program for
AN personnel recruited for a four-year enlistment in the EOD field. The
" current bonus level is $3,000.
¥4
e The Air Force initiated the use of an enlistment bonus in 1980 for
- personnel entering the EOD career field in order to increase attractive-
‘v:- ness and, concurrently, manning levels. The EOD career field is one of
\ 5 only four fields for which the Air Force offers an Enlistment Bonus.
: Enlistment Bonuses are used by the Air Force only for those fields which
A continue to be characterized by a particularly difficult recruiting
S environment and high training attrition. Presently, an Enlistment Bonus
| :a of $2,000 is offered for personnel entering the EOD field who successfully
' xj complete training and obligate themselves for six years. Even with the
y enlistment bonus, attrition rates in EQD training are quite high. 1In
'3 FY80, the Air Force enlisted 144 personnel in the EOD skill, yet only 15
i actually qualified for the bonus. For FY81, only 74 of 198 EOD enlistees
Ay met all requirements for the Enlistment Bonus. For FY82, 332 entered
X the EOD Enlistment Bonus program. As of March 1983, only 51 were working
Ny in the EOD field having qualified for the bonus, while 98 still remained
N in training.
Y
3. Training. Service personnel serving in demolition duty
o) positions receive extensive screening and training prior to undertaking
“d their duties. Training courses are demanding and lengthy, particularly
s, for EOD personnel. Most EOD training is conducted in several consecutive
" phases, and may include an introductory phase. The Army provides chemical
*ﬂﬁ training for all service personnel at Redstone Arsenal, AL. This phase
il of training 1is about three weeks in length. After the chemical phase,
‘;ﬁ EOD personnel receive approximately 20 weeks of ordnance training at the
*;: Navy EOD School, Indian Head, MD. Course content for all service person-
., nel during this phase is the same with some exceptions. Navy personnel
'*$: receive additional training in underwater ordnance, and not all Army
s personnel receive nuclear ordnance training. Thus, initial EOD training
oty is approximately six months in length., The training for Navy EOD person-

e nel is extended by an additional five months for diver training. (UDT/
SEAL training totals six months for both demolition and diving training.)
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The rigorous academic training required of EOD personnel contributes
to substantial in-training attrition and severely hampers accessions in
the demolition fields. Navy enlisted EOD and UDT/SEAL training attrition
is between 55X and 60%. However, the diving portion of the training
accounts for a substantial part of the attrition., The Air Force reports
an overall attrition rate of 49%, with 23% attrition in the introductory
phase, 11X in the chemical phase, and 25% in the explosive ordnance
phase, Both the Army and Marine Corps have a 227 to 23% overall enlisted
attrition rate in EOD training.

Training costs for enlisted EOD personnel range from $12,400 for
Air Force personnel to over $30,000 for diving-trained Navy EOD person-
nel. For officers, training costs range from $23,200 to $47,000.

4. Retention. Figure 3 shows FY82 service requirements for
officers within the demolition field. Analysis of continuation data for
these small groups of officers is not meaningful. The Navy has the lar-
gest requirement for demolition-qualified officers and is generally sat-
isfied at the present time with officer accessions and retention in both
the UDT/SEAL and the EOD communities. The Marine Corps has a very small
requirement for EOD officers and this community constitutes a restricted
MOS with accessions from the warrant officer force., Army EOD officers
will serve in the EOD field periodically throughout a career, but continu-
ous service in EOD is discouraged . Air Force EOD officers are also not
continously assigned in the EOD field. On balance, there is not an offi-
cer manning problem.

Figures 4, 5, and 6 show reenlistment rates for groups of demolition~
qualified enlisted personnel within the Navy, Army and Air Force, respec-
tively. Data are displayed for first-, mid- and career-term reenlistments
and are compared with the overall reenlistment rates for the Service
involved.

a. Navy (Figure 4), Navy EOD reenlistment rates are quite
high in comparison to the all-Navy rate except for the third reenlistment
point. The latter may be attributable to a strong civilian market for
these personnel as experienced divers. EOD reenlistment rates also
compare favorably with those for the UDT/SEAL community. High retention
within the EOD community may be reflective of the older, more mature,
career-oriented population comprising this field. The Navy enlisted
EOD force has an average length of service of approximately 12 years,
UDT/SEAL reenlistment rates are also generally high in comparison to
the all-Navy rates, yet consistently lawer than EOD reenlistments for
all but the third term. Reenlistment rates for both groups show a general
upward trend.

b, Army (Figure 5). First term Army EOD reenlistments gen-
erally reflect overall Army first term trends in direction (up or down)
although they are changing in greater increments. EOD reenlistment rates
exceeded all Army rates in FY80 through FY82 at the first-term. Mid-term
EOD reenlistmerts closely follow all-Army reenlistments and, while gener-
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.' Figure 3
OFFICER DEMOLITION REQUIREMENTS
e BY SERVICE
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. FY 82
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X ally high, are on a downward trend. Career term EOD rates are also high
S and comparable to all-Army rates until FY82 when they dropped below.
ib The low FY-82 rate reflects the reenlistment of 59 of 66 eligible career-
<. ists. Because of the small number of personnel in this zone, rates may
fluctuate widely.

, ce. Alr Force (Figure 6). In comparison to the overall Air
e Porce rates, CCT reenlistment rates are good at all terms, particularly
- first-term. EOD rates also exceed the all-Air Force rates in most in-

; stances.

o d. Marine Corps. Recent overall reenlistment rates for
™ the small group of Marine Corps EOD personnel also exceed or equal overall

e Marine Corps rates.

L

b~ In summary, reenlistment rates for career service demolition duty

I personnel are high, generally exceeding the average rates for their

Service. This 18 in sharp contrast to the problem of initial attraction
to the field.
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Figure 4
;': NAVY DEMOLITION REENLISTMENT RATES
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C. SECTION THREE. In this section of the analysis, the financial

o0 compensation that is offered to demolition personnel is investigated, and
_\;.::- comparisons, where possible, are made with personnel doing similar work
Lo in other sectors of the economy.

o

L‘ 1. Current Rates of DDP. Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay 1is cur-
R rently paid to qualifying members at the rate of $110/month for officers
"o and $83/month for enlisted members. Since the institution of DDP in
e 1949, these rates have increased by $10/month for officers and $33/month

for enlisted personnel. The rates have not kept pace with either infla-
tion or basic pay. Table 7 shows DDP as a percentage of basic pay for
selected years from 1949 to 1983, While in 1949 DDP amounted to between
21 and 40 percent of basic pay for the categories of personnel displayed,

‘;:f:: it now represents between only 5 and 10 percent for those same categories,
P It is clear that DDP does not currently provide the level of compensation
':':;-\.' it once did.
e,
o~
Y Table 7
.._‘;'r Demolition Pay as a Percentage of Base Pay*
Sl
s
i_":: Pay Years of Oct Apr
< Grade Service 1949 1955 FY8l FY82 FY83
- \‘
A E-4 3 407% 39% 8% 117 10%
pe
}:,: E-5 6 31% 297 7% 9% 97
P E-6 10 25% | 24% | 6% 8% 7% R
{ E-7 14 21% 20% 5% 6% 6%
7 0-3 6 202 | 27% | ex 6% 5%
-5 Effective $100/ |$110/ [$110/ [s110/ [$110/
~ DDP Rate $150 |$ 55 |$ 55 $ 83 $ 83
~
B * Rounded
-‘
o
D) There are three broad categories of duties performed by DDP recipi-
:B ents: EOD, combat-related, and civil engineering. Of these categories,
il

it {8 likely that EOD duties generally pose the greatest risk because
these personnel deal directly with defective or often unfamiliar devices,
The offensive use of demolitions under simulated combat conditions or

::-P. underwvater may pose a lesser threat to personnel because the explosives
:':: utilized normally will be in sound working condition and of a type
{j'_- familiar to the user. The use of explosives in an engineering capacity
,';.r: may represent the least threat, as their use generally will be in a
controlled environment.
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Categorization of duties may initially suggest different rates of
DDP. However, different levels of pay for various categories of duty is
not considered appropriate. Inequities between generalized categories
of personnel may arise with varied rates based upon category. For exam-
ple, an EOD unit, because of its location or assignment, may be called
upon only infrequently to perform, while during the same period a combat
demolition unit or civil engineering group may conduct extensive oper-
ations or training. In this case, a higher rate for the EOD unit would
appear inequitable, because it was not as frequently exposed to the
risk of demolitions. Also, an exact measurement of the degree of risk
experienced by the various categorties would be difficult if not impos-
sible to determine, and would vary considerably from wunit to unit.
Therefore, personnel qualifying for DDP under the provisions of the DoD
Military Pay and Allowances Entitlements Manual and Executive Order
11157 should receive the same rate of pay, regardless of the nature of
their duties,

A second issue is the concept of varied DDP rates based upon individ-
ual skill level. For example, a "senior” EOD technician would receive
a higher rate of pay than the "basic” level and a "master™ EOD technician
a higher rate than a "senior”™ level. This structuring of rates is also
not considered appropriate. While a rate increase within the DDP rate
structure may have some incentive value, the increases would be neces-
sarily quite small. Further, as personnel advance in skill and profici-
ency, the degree of hazard they encounter may actually decrease due their
increased competency.

A third related issue is the difference between rates for officers
and enlisted personnel. In the case of the EOD field there may exist some
difference in the degree of exposure encountered by officer and enlisted
personnel. This difference could also be said to exist between enlisted
men of different pay grades and of ficers of different ranks. To precisely
quantity this difference and provide compensation based on exact degrees
of risk for each level is not considered feasible and would probably
generate additional perceived 1inequities. Therefore, rates should be
equal for both officer and enlisted personnel.

From Table 7, it is seen that DDP currently provides between only
5% and 10% of the basic pay of typical recipients. To restore the value
of DDP to levels represented by the $100/mo rate for officers and $50/mo
for enlisted members in 1949 would require increases in current rates
to over $300/mo for enlisted and almost $600/mo for officers. These
rates are not appropriate when evaluated in light of other special and
incentive pay rates presently in effect. Further, as recently as 1980,
Congress took note of the rates of the Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays and
increased the enlisted rate to $83/mo. Assuming that $83/mo represented
the appropriate rate in 1980, the current rate of DDP for enlisted members
based upon CPI increase should be roughly $100/mo. In order to avoid
reduction in payments to officers, and because the $100/mo rate is based
upon a generally increasing CPI, a flat rate of $110/mo for both officers
and enlisted personnel is believed currently appropriate.
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2. Total Compensation. 1In attempts to meet requirements for
personnel in the demolition field, the Services use other Special and
Incentive pays in addition to Demolition Duty Pay., Additional pays
currently offered to personnel in in the demolition fields are discussed
below by service.

a. Navy. Selective Reenlistment Bonuses (SRBs) are offered
to SEAL/ UDT and EOD personnel at a multiple of 6 for zone A (21 mo - 6
yrs) and B (6-10 yrs) reenlistments, The SRB is also based upon Service
need for divers, and personnel in these fields also receive Diving Pay.
As divers, SEAL/UDT and EOD personnel also qualify for Shortage Specialty
Proficiency Pay. The Navy does not offer an enlistment bonus, but perfers
instead to recruit EOD personnel later in their service careers believing
more mature, service-~familiar individuals will be more successful in EOD
training and the EOD field.

b. Army. In recent years the Army has paid SRBs to EOD per-
sonnel in Zones A and B with an average multiple of 2. The SRBs were
terminated in June 1982. However, an EOD Enlistment Bonus of $3,000 was
recently initiated.

c. Marine Corps. The Marine Corps currently offers EOD
personnel an SRB at a multiple of 3 for Zone A only.

d. Air Force. The Air Force currently utilizes SRBs at a
tiple of 2 for Zone A reenlistments and at a multiple of 1 for both
Zones B and C (10-14 yrs) in addition to the previously discussed Enlist-
ment Bonus. CCT personnel also qualify for SRBs which are presently
offered for all Zones at a multiple of 3. CCT members also qualify for
either Parachute or Diving Pay.

Varying combinations of Special and Incentive pays based
upon the requirements of a given Service appears appropriate.For example,
while the Air Force 1s having some degree of success in attracting person-
nel to the EOD field utilizing an Enlistment Bonus, high training attri-
tion may, in part, be caused by the relatively youthful and inexperienced
Air Force student population.

3. Comparison. The types of duties performed by Service DDP
recipients do not lend themselves to direct comparison with civilian
occupations. Working with explosives, bombs, and ordnance, the clearance
of underwater obstacles, demolition raids and target attacks are activi-
ties normally falling within the realm of the military services. 1In
fact, the Services provide bomb disposal services for a great number of
local jurisdictions., The following paragraphs provide limited comparison
with compensation offered to employees in other sectors of the economy.

a. Public Sector. A pay differential is offered to Federal
employees for work with, or in close proximity to, explosive or incendiary
materials, For General Schedule (GS) employees, a 25% differential is
authorized. Wage Grade (WG) personnel receive either an 8% or 47 pay
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S differential, depending on whether the work presents a high or low degree
. of hazard. The Metropolitan Police Department of the District of Columbia
maintains an Explosive Ordnance Disposal Unit and provides to police offi-
cers assigned to EOD duty an annual incentive of $2,270 in addition to
( basic compensation The Fairfax County, Virginia Police Department has

recently implemented a system which provides a 5% increase in compensation
ﬂ to of ficers having specialized experience, skill and training. Qualified
0N bomb technicians are eligible for this incentive,

b. Private Sector. During 1977, the U.,S. Civil Service
Commission conducted two studies of compensation practices for unusual
" or hazardous working conditions. One study consisted of a survey of
o non-federal compensation practices for employees exposed to risks and
! physical hardships. The second was a study of major collective bargaining

&8 agreements which provided identifiable “"add-ons" for work under hazardous
2 or unusual conditions. The results of these studies indicated that per-
= sonnel working with explosive or incendiary materials who received identi-
3\ fiable extra compensation for the hazards were compensated at a variety
LYo of rates including $300/yr, $100/mo, 10%/mo, 100%/hr and between $.15 and
v $1.00/hr.4

’.I

:: More recent information provided by Control Demolition Com-
W pany of Baltimore, MD and Jet Research Center, Inc. of Arlington, TX,
A indicates that the job market for demolition-qualified individuals within
! the private sector 1is limited and that often demolition personnel or
v “blasters” will be hired only to work a specific job or project and will
":f be let go upon completion. Average annual salaries for demolition person-
'2 nel are in the $15,000-$18,000 range. Structural or civil engineering
o trained demolition personnel may earn higher salaries,

;K c. Foreign Armed Forces The Armed Forces of several countries
$$4 with military structures similar to that of the U.S. make special payments

*ﬁj for the use of demolitions. Australian specialists handling "unpredict-
5} able” explosive ordnance receive about $17 per occurrence to a maximum
‘ : of approximately $100/mo. Canadian demolition pay amounts to about
) $85/mo, while the Federal Republic of Germany pays demolition handlers
between approximately $17/mo and $435/mo based upon the type of work

5“¥ involved.5

'\»f.s

- %

‘-::*J VI L) FINDINGS .

oy A, A valid need for Demolition Duty Pay currently exists and will

2!

exist in the foreseeable future.

1. Demolition duty, particularly in the Explosive Ordnance
Disposal (EOD) field, exposes personnel to greater risks that those en-
countered by most Service personnel.
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2. Enlisted manning in demolition fields, especially EOD, is
below required levels.
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3. Low attraction of personnel to demolition fields is a pri-
mary cause of undermanning.

4, High attrition in EOD training 1s also a major cause of
undermanning.

5. Retention of personnel in demolition fields is generally
satisfactory.

B. Current rates of Demolition Duty Pay are generally adequate
to compensate for the hazards of demolition duty.

1. The rate of DDP should be uniform for officers and enlisted
personnel.

2. A DDP rate of $110 per month for both officers and enlisted
personnel is currently appropriate.

3. Judicious use of other special and inceantive pays, 1.e. En-
listment Bonuses, SRBs, and the proposed Special Duty Assignment Pay
(replaces Proficiency Pay) along with other management actions should
continue in order to resolve manning, attraction and retention problems
and maintain satisfactory retention level.

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS.

A. Continue Demolition Duty Pay.

B. Award officer and enlisted personnel $110 per month for perfor-
mance of demolition duty.
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i Issues:

l. The rate of Demolition Duty Pay should be uniform for officer and

enlisted personnel.

2. A DDP rate of $110/month for both officer and enlisted personnel is

appropriate.

Po.s Dezartment
o Army

Navy

Air Force

Ly Coast Guard

bl NOAA Corps

N Public Health Service

AN Joint Chiefs of Staff
¥
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

Demolition Duty Pay

Comments
Concurs.

Concurs except proposes
rates scaled by pay grade
so pay level acts as an
incentive to obtain volun-
teers in the required
numbers and quality,

Nonconcurs. Believes pay
should be incentive based
versus hazard based. Officer/
enlisted rate differential
should remain. Officer rate
should be $165/month,

Defers to QRMC Staff.

.

.
&

ol

Defers to Service using

Demolition Pay. :_
Concurs,
Concurs.
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LEGISLATIVE IMPLICATIONS

~:.\' Demolition Duty Pay

Q‘\

{ Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(1) to reflect the increase in the enlisted rate by
eliminating any reference to an enlisted rate and deleting the word
o "officer” in regard to the $110 rate. .
o 4
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@ ACCELERATION OR DECELERATION EXPERIMENTAL

N SUBJECT; AND AS A HUMAN TEST SUBJECT IN

2 THERMAL STRESS EXPERIMENTS, RESPECTIVELY
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o EXPERIMENTAL STRESS DUTY PAY
_:t:'. 1. PURPOSE. The purpose of Experimental Stress Duty Pay is to provide SR, SRR '?il'
> an incentive to uniformed personnel for the performance of hazardous o
(} duty required by orders involving acceleration or deceleration testing, Py ® 4
" thermal stress experiments, or high or 1low pressure chamber duty. et v sl e d
- RN
5 II. DATA SOURCES. Data were obtained from the Service Staffs of the ;-_:f-'1l-f“.-,".-:_'.-:'_.'f';.-:*.3
\:-:f Army, Navy and Air Force. The Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Public Health T e
o Service (PHS), and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

do not use Experimental Stress Duty Pay. Additional information was
obtained from the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the
NN Federal Aviation Administration. Although not a primary data source, a

- field interview was conducted with Experimental Stress Duty Pay recipients

e at Edwards AFB, CA,

AR

N III. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE. In recognition that certain duties "sub-
\ ject volunteers to considerable physical discomfort and danger to health
o o and, in some cases, to life,"l duty as a low pressure chamber inside
.[-::-; observer and duty as a human acceleration or deceleration experimental
1_\.::- subject were added to Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays, These were set
. forth by the Career Incentive Act of 1955 (Pub. L. No. 84-20). Pay
) rates were established in line with other Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays
Ak at $110 per month for officers and $55 for enlisted personnel engaged in
TN these duties. The Act of August 28, 1957 (Pub. L. No. 85-208) further
'_{_fa amended the 1955 Act to provide incentive pay for human test subjects in
:._"-_.: thermal stress experiments. In a letter to the President of the Senate,
< The Secretary of the Air Force cited the need "to provide the necessary
5*-,.‘. volunteer subjects and to compensate them [test subjects] for the serious
¢« hazards involved,” plus provide "hazard-incentive pay similar to that
gy now awarded human subjects in acceleration~deceleration experiments,"2
:‘;:-.:'.: Damage from the risk 1involved, he said, "May not be reversible."3
W,

"::: The pressure chamber pay provision was further expanded by the
Zo0N Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1963 (Pub. L. No. 88-132) to include

high or low pressure chambers, since with the "increased endeavors in
space and underwater warfare, there is a growing requirement for personnel
Lot to engage in experiments involving physiological and biological changes
:\ﬁw' encountered in unusually high or low pressure environments."% Collec-
0 ] tively, these are more commonly known as experimental stress duties. The
'i‘.'*"': original rates remained in effect until the Uniformed Services Pay Act
o~ of 1981 (Pub. L. No. 97-60) increased the enlisted rates to $83 a month
- in recognition of the fact that Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay rates had

.- "not been adjusted in more than 20 years, and this increase is needed to
.ﬂ\ enhance the incentive value of the pay."5
-

‘

90 The number of personnel receiving Experimental Stress Duty Pay, and
p)4%Y  its annual costs, are shown in Table 1.
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Ly
o3 Table 1
. Experimental Stress Duty Pay
.:"r: Recipients and Costs
..1:,
{ Fiscal Total Cost Cost Cost
o Year Personnel  ($000) Officers ($000) Enlisted ($000)
'.‘::. 1972 969 $748 162 $214 807 $534
?':3 1973 922 727 177 234 745 493
N 1974 943 760 217 280 726 480
1975 1,088 863 219 289 869 574
1976 1,125 894 229 302 896 592
- 1977 948 780 234 309 714 471
- 1978 931 771 237 313 694 458
.{\ 1979 895 746 235 310 660 436
< 1980 894 749 241 318 653 431
NS 1981 829 745 205 269 624 476
w
Y Figscal Year 1982 Service breakouts appear in Table 2, Some Ser-
E" vices keep combined figures, therefore, division by specific duty (i.e.,
§ acceleration/ deceleration, thermal, or pressure chamber) was not possi-
'?',;._ ble. Increased 1982 costs are the result of the increase in enlisted
rates and a 1982 DOD Military Pay and Allowances Entitlements Manual

A change which allows rated physiologists to receive the pay for high/low
<o pressure chamber duties. '

LY Table 2

' Experimental Stress Duty

" FY82 Pay Recipients by Service g -
" .‘ Y T
-ﬂ Service Number Costs ($000) A
'\1 Gk N A
i Army
e Of ficer 1 1

Enlisted 37 37

-_.j:; Navy

t};; Officer 87 114
N Enlisted 155 152

Air Force

3] Officer 160 211
£ Enlisted 432 345

)

'.f Total
2 Officer 248 326
; Enlisted 624 534
Lo

o FY Total 872 860

-

108
Ao TEAT A N S S C AL S RS CR LS
’ &\ s§: . «.&i-.ﬁ}:’,ﬁ'-{ i /
LN A ..'_ . .' A .
AR TR R RN SR,

\S
q.
.

Ty AKX y

A N N S

3 s. * o e e ToT .
RS s
.‘. .’ > \(:’: “ -

ST

L A



@
.

*

wdy

1

-

A

..;_
b d
ra

i

)

4

o

AL

S

IV. METHODOLOGY. Since Experimental Stress Duty Pay is categorized as
a Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay, this analysis is aimed at determining if
more than normal risk 1is involved and 1f the pay is assisting the Serv-
ices in meeting their force management requirements.

With these factors in mind, the following questions were addressed
during the review of this pay:

l. 1Is experimental stress duty sufficiently hazardous to war-
rant a special payment?

2. Are the Services experiencing problems with attracting and
retaining sufficient volunteers for experimental stress duty?

3. Are the current rates appropriate?

V. ANALYSIS.

A. HAZARD ISSUE., Is experimental stress duty sufficiently hazar-
dous to warrant a special payment? The three duties, which collectively
comprise experimental stress duty, were the result of increased techno-
logical advances in military aviation and increased need for personnel
to perform effectively under differing or unusual environmental condi-
tions, The assignments for which a member 1s entitled to hazardous
duty pay include (1) duty as a human acceleration or deceleration experi-
mental subject, (2) duty as a human thermal experimental subject, or (3)
duty ineide a low (altitude) or high pressure (hyperbaric) chamber as a
human test subject, research technician, or inside observer, Each of
these positions has 1its own unique hazards. While many dangers are
documented, the experimental nature of such work does not guarantee that
unexpected or irreversible physical damage might not occur.

1. Acceleration/Deceleration. Assignments involving duty as a
human acceleration or deceleration experimental subject consist of two
types. First are those involving personnel who serve as test subjects
on the human centrifuge. This consists of a suspended cab or gondola at
the end of an arm which duplicates a circular path on a horizontal plane.
As the cab is rotated around a vertical axis, centrifugal force is applied
to the individual inside. Second are operations with the crash deceler-
ation sleds and ejection seat towers. These experiments are conducted
to determine the effect of high speeds and stoppages on humans, and to
develop both protective harnesses and downward ejection seats for escape
from high-speed aircraft. The forces exerted in these duties subject
volunteers to considerable physical discomfort and health dangers, and,
at times, possible loss of 1ife.6

2. Thermal Stress. Personnel who perform duty as human thermal
test subjects are exposed to uncomfortable and hazardous hours of temper-~
ature extremes., On occasion, the experiments are carried on to a point
approaching the physical collapse of the subject. Tests may be conducted
in temperatures ranging from minus 50°F to 350°F, and at altitudes of up
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tor/observer and students; however, the Navy has recently recommended mod-
ification of its injury reporting system to do so.) Approximately 5% of
all personnel exposed will experience decompression sickness. Depending
upon severity, this may or may not preclude the individuals return to
active duty. The Navy had no fatalities during this period.

Table 3

Navy FY82 Low Pressure Chamber Injuries
TYPE NUMBER*
Barotitis Media 457
Barosinusitis 157
Aerodontaglia 13
Abdominal Trapped Gas Expansion 7
Altitude Decompression Sickness 21

* Approximately 70,000 exposures per year,

Table 4 represents major and serious accidents for all Air Force
personnel receiving high/low pressure chamber flights/dives. A major
accident is defined as a reaction that requires removal from the chamber.
Any reaction that requires removal from the chamber and admission to the
hospital is categorized as serious, Fluctuations in injuries are attrib-
uted by the Air Force to the increased/decreased number of exposures of
assigned personnel. The Air Force experienced no duty related deaths
during FY79-FY82.

Table 4
Air Force High/Low Pressure Chamber Accidents

Category 1979 1980 1981 1982

Major 191 329 267 292

Serious  32(3)* 33(6) 51(4) 42(13)

*( )=instructor/inside observer; same break-
out not available for major accident category.

Overall Air Force injury rates for experimental stress duty are
shown in Table 5. While these rates include all categories, the predomi-
nant number of the injuries were the result of duty/exposure inside high/
low pressure chambers.
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. Table 5
Air Force Injury Rates: Experimental Stress Duty/Exposure*
FY 1978 - FY 1982

Precluded Personnel Rendered Temporarily Dis-
Further Duty Medically Unfit for abling Injuries
in Experimental Continued Active not Precluding
FY Stress Duty Return to Duty
1978 «8% 0% N/A%
1979 o4 «2 31
1980 1.2 0 50
1981 2.4 .18 39
1982 1.5 .96 41

* Breakouts by categories and by student or instructor/observer are
not available.

The actual inquiry rate does not identify experimental stress duty
as hazardous, rather, the potential for one of the many known or unknown
injuries that could occur., It is difficult to ascertain what will happen
or might happen after repeated exposures to the hazards in these duties,
The very nature of human experimentation implies substantial risks even
when conducted under closely monitored conditions. The potential dangers
exist when personnel are repeatedly removed from their natural environ-
ment, to one which exposes them to cumulative effects which have not been
fully delineated, establishes experimental stress duty as sufficiently
hazardous to warrant a special payment.

B. ATTRACTION AND RETENTION. Are the Services experiencing problems
with attracting and retaining sufficient volunteers for experimental
stress duty? Currently, only the Army, Navy, and Air Force have personnel
assigned to experimental stress duty. Generally, personnel who partici-
pate in the first two types of research, acceleration/deceleration or
thermal stress experiments, do 8o on a voluntary basis for projects of
limited duration. The majority of them are recruited separately and
volunteer individually for each experiment. At the conclusion of the
research, these personnel return to their normal duties and may or may
not perform experimental work again. The Services have not reported a
problem in obtaining volunteers for these two types of experimental
stress duty.

In contrast, there is an on-going requirement for high and low pres-
sure chamber personnel in the Army, Air Force and Navy. In fact, both.
of ficer (non-rated) and enlisted pressure chamber personnel will normally
perform this function in the Air Force for a full career provided they
remain medically and professionally qualified. It can also be a full-
time career for officers in the Navy, while Army personnel generally
perform duties for only 24 to 30 months, Unlike the other two types of
Experimental Stress Duty Pay, retention becomes an additional element in
reviewing the effectiveness of the pay for pressure chamber recipients.
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Table 6 shows the Air Force authorized and assigned pressure chamber o
personnel for FY78~FY82. These figures do not include approximately 23 S
flying personnel or flight surgeons who may be assigned to such duty. RN N
The Air Force has experienced occasional problems with attracting suffi- e e
cient enlisted volunteers for pressure chamber duties. - :

Table 6
Air Force Pressure Chamber Personnel
FY78 - FY82

Officer 9166 AFSC Enlisted 911X0 AFSC
FY Authorized Assigned Authorized Assigned
78 67 67 398 403
79 57 61 394 373
80 58 63 403 422
81 60 61 420 423
82 65 67 417 394

Of particular concern, however, is the need for better retention for
both officers and enlisted personnel because of educational entry re~
quirements and the considerable service-unique training provided by the
Alr Force. Overall retention for officers during FY77-FY81 has been
63.3% for those with over 4 years of service and 54.8% for those with
over 10 years of service. These compare to 85% and 95%, respectively,
for all specialties of the Bio-Medical Services Corps (a related field)
for the same period.

Enlisted retention rates appear in Table 7. With few exceptions,
these compare unfavorably with overall Air Force reenlistment rates.
Although first-term rates are are approaching the overall rates, due to
the nature of the work and the potential hazards involved, the Air Force
would like to see even higher rates for these airmen.

Table 7
Air Force Enlisted Retention Rates (%)
FY78 - FY82
Experimental Stress Personnel Overall Air Force
FY 1st Term 2nd Term Career l1st Term 2nd Term Career
78 23% 50% 58% 41% 602 912
79 25 50 68 38 60 91
80 29 78 55 36 63 92
81 33 - 85 70 43 72 94
54 64 67 57 81 95
97
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The Navy reports that major difficulties associated with obtaining

o the required numbers of volunteers are the unknown long-range effects of
:ft- continuous or prolonged exposure to conditions created during experimental
- stress duties. High and low pressure chamber authorizations and the
[u number of Navy personnel receiving the pay are reflected in Table 8.

O Breakouts by type of chamber duty were not available.

Table 8
Navy High and Low Pressure Chamber Personnel

FY78 - FY82
Officers Enlisted
FY Authorized Assigned* Authorized Assigned#*
78 35 50 124 125
79 30 50 124 108
80 30 48 131 118
81 45 48 135 128
82 85 72 135 119

*Assignment data based on numbers receiving Experimental
Stress Pay for chamber duties.

As for retention, Navy data are somewhat limited. Although specific
assignment data were not available for high pressure chamber duty, com-
mands having sizeable populations receiving the pay reported officer
retention rates of about 92% and enlisted rates of 75%-80%. Twenty-eight
officers are on orders for low pressure chamber duty, 50% of whom are
from the U.S. Navy Reserve; the other 50% are career designated U.S.
Navy. Enlisted retention rates for low pressure duty appear in Table 9.

Table 9
Navy Enlisted Retention Rates - Low Pressure Chamber
FY79 - FY83
Aerospace Physiology Technicians Overall Navy
FY 1st Term 2nd Term Career 1st Term 2nd Term  Career
79 o 7 53.8% 100.0% 38.0% 45.0% 91.0%
80 23.1 70.0 100.0 37.0 51.0 92.0
81 75.0 66.7 87.5 42.0 57.0 94.0
82 44,4 83.3 100.0 50.0 63.0 95.0
83* 70.0 100.0 100.0 54.4 67.1 96.9

AVG 53,1 74.1 97.5 44.8 56.6 93.8

1
1
5

*Thru 5/83
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The Army reports that they have experienced no manning or retention
problems in experimental stress duty positions. Because of the small
numbers involved, actual retention rates would not be statistically
meaningful. Army personnel data are shown in Table 10,

Table 10
Army Experimental Stress Personnel
FY78 ~ FY82
Officer Enlisted
FY Authorized Assigned* Authorized Assigned*
78 5 2 34 30
79 5 1 34 38
80 5 1 34 30
81 5 2 34 40
82 5 1 34 37

*Agsigned numbers do not include aviation personnel who
were assigned, but did not receive Experimental Stress
Pay. Actual numbers of aviation personnel were not

available, but Army reports all positions were filled.

C. RATES. Are the current Experimental Stress Hazardous Duty
Incentive Pay rates appropriate? The purpose of Experimental Stress
Duty Pay is to provide an incentive to participate in duties of an exper-
imental nature, and to compensate somewhat for the actual risk involved
in such duties. Current rates for experimental stress duty are, as
with other Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays, $110 per month for officers
and $83 per month for enlisted personnel.

Since the overall hazards are generally the same for all personnel
assigned to experimental stress duties, it 1is appropriate to establish a
single rate for Experimental Stress Duty Pay. To attempt to quantify
differences in risk and incentive and provide compensation based thereon,
is not feasible and would possibly create perceived inequities among
personnel involved in these duties, Therefore, the enlisted rates should
be increased to equal the existing officer rate of $110 per month,

D. CIVILIAN INDUSTRY., The Federal Aviation Administration reported
that it obtains the services of human test subjects from a contractor on
an as-needed basis. The employment is part-time; minimum wage 1is usually
paid. Personnel are compensated only for the time they are participating
in the testing and receive no special additional compensation for experi-
mental duties. Subjects are used in research involving the effects of
drugs, alcohol, fatigue, aging, hypoxia, work schedules, and workload on
aviation personnel. In addition, test subjects have been used to evaluate
protective breathing devices and oxygen masks for aircrew and passengers.
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4 At the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, astronauts
";s: who are Federal Civil Servants have duties involving high and low altitude
i chambers, thermal stress, weightlessness, or acceleration/deceleration

'-.._ testing. Such duties are considered normal job requirements. The astro-

nauts do not receive a pay differential for such tests, since these are
l taken into consideration when determining the position's grade level.
fj:' Unless experimental stress duties have been taken into consideration in
o determining the grade level of the job, other employees qualify for a
ﬁ' differential of 25X of basic pay paid for all hours in pay status on
1 3 the day the duty is performed.

E. FOREIGN NATIONS. Three foreign countries report a monetary in-
centive for experimental stress type pays.9 Table 11 represents Exper-

;rj imental Stress Duty Pay rates in foreign military services as of December
'.-:;3 1980. (US $ as of April 83)
":"‘
D
\ Table 11

N Experimental Stress Pay - Foreign Military Service

o~

$n,
.~ Canada: C$5/day (US $4.00) Hypobaric Chamber Allowance
e C$15-C$35/day (US $12-$28) Experimental Saturation
‘1‘\. Dives
;%«‘ Germany (FDR): DM45/month (US $19.00) High Altitude Flight Tests
. DM150/month (US $62.00) Flight Physiological Train-
i s : ing Programs
':.“ United Kingdom: 3.0 pence per minute (US $.04) (77-106 meters) to
et 5.1 pence per minute (US $.08) (below 183 meters)
b Experimental Dives in Shore Establishments

A

~
'; Vi. FINDINGS,
A
-'3 A. There is a need to provide special compensation to personnel
-~ performing duties involving acceleration/deceleration testing, thermal

stress experiments, and high or low pressure chamber duty.

1. The Services are obtaining sufficient volunteers for ac-
celeration/ deceleration and thermal stress duties, both of which are
limited in duration,

AL "
b

"'_' 2. Low attraction to pressure chamber duties contributes
vl to undermanning in the Navy.

g

X

N 3. Retention rates of pressure chamber personnel in the Air
‘-":* Force and the Navy for both officers and enlisted personnel are below
W desired levels.

B. Current rates of payment are generally adequate to recognize
'«.:: the hazards and to provide a degree of incentive.
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1. Officer and enlisted personnel should receive equal compen~
sation for exposure to experimental-type duties.

2. An appropriate rate for both officer and enlisted personnel
receiving Experimental Stress Duty Pay is $110 per month.

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS.

A. Retain Experimental Stress Duty Pay for personnel performing
duties involving acceleration/deceleration testing, thermal stress experi-~
ments, and high or low pressure chamber duty.

B. Amend title 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(1) to increase the enlisted rate
to $110 per month, eliminating the officer/enlisted pay differential.
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES
Experimental Stress Duty Pay

Public Health Service

Department
Air Force
Coast Guard
NOAA

Army

Eliminate the officer and enlisted differential and establish
Navy

There is a valid need to provide Experimental Stress Duty Pay.
a $110 per month rate for Experimental Stress Pay for all ranks.

1.
2.

Issues:

XRIAT

Ath Y e
P AR
-. -.- F.‘*\.Q s‘ {

PR R 1 A A

PP RRIRILON 4 LA RE gl A A

AR AR
A

<
e
B
2]
%
.
®
-
=}
[3]
§
o
» ¥y v
RCADK
-n-\ --l. -
AR YY)
Q AN
e ) 7

N
l.‘l

8
S

HIEXAXY, | XX
f A A AAA
LW S N W E N RO e




\
.
L

* + I

2] L .

LEGISLATIVE IMPLICATIONS

Experimental Stress Duty Pay
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301(c)(1) to reflect the increase in the enlisted rate

by eliminating any reference to an enlisted rate and deleting the word

Amend 37 U.S.C.

officer” in regard to the $110 rate.
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3 \ 37 U.S.C. 301(a)(1) AND (2)
; INCENTIVE PAY: HAZARDOUS DUTY INVOLVING FREQUENT AND
Y
Y

v REGULAR PARTICIPATION IN AERIAL FLIGHT
- AS AN ENLISTED CREWMEMBER OR NOT AS A
3 CREWMEMBER, RESPECTIVELY
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- CREWMEMBER AND NON-CREWMEMBER FLIGHT PAY
:j- I. PURPOSE. To provide an incentive to Uniformed Services personnel
wa for the frequent performance of hazardous duty required by orders involv-~
(, ing aerial flight,

A

-~ I1. DATA SOURCES. The majority of data were provided by the Service
) Staffs of the Army, Air Force, Marine Corps, Navy, and Coast Guard.
ﬁ}} Although not a primary source of information, extensive field interviews
X were conducted at the following locations:

A Andrews Air Force Base, MD
N Coast Guard Air Station, Elizabeth City, NC
{(: Dover Air Force Base, DE

*i% Langley Air Force Base, VA

NN March Air Force Base, CA

e Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, CA
A Naval Air Facility, Andrews Air Force Base, MD

Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA

Naval Air Station, Patuxent River, MD
USS Eisenhower (CVAN 69)

USS Kitty Hawk (CVA 63)

III. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE. Aviation Career Incentive Pay (ACIP);

o) HDIP: Crewmember Flight Pay; HDIP: Non—-crewmember Flight Pay; and
e HDIP: Air Weapons Control Officer (AWCO) Flight Pay have common orgins,
Xﬁfg It was not until 1933 that the law differentiated between crewmembers

SR (flying personnel) and non-crewmembers (non-flying personnel). The di-
,ﬂjf vision by skill category was instituted with the establishment of ACIP
forty years later. This created an incentive pay especially for aero-
nautically designated/rated officers while concurrently abolishing the

::::3- officer crewmember flight pay structure. In 1981, a further delineation
) ﬁ of Flight Pay occurred when AWCO pay was created. The following chron-
:;:a ological listing of related legislation and recommendations of applicable
~j»’ pay commissions 1s grouped accordingly. Appendix A contains a complete

discussion of the reasoning behind these actions.

A. FLIGHT PAY,

<,

,.'5 X

Public Law No. 62-401, 37 Stat. 707, March 2, 1913
Q; - Army Officers
—— - detailed to fly heavier-than-air craft

5 - 35% of basic pay and allowances

AN Public Law No. 62-433, 37 Stat. 892, March 4, 1913
:H:ﬂ - Navy and Marine Corps officers

;*;:2 - same as above

ors Public Law No. 63-143, July 18, 1914

A - Army only
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military aviators (0-3 and above) - 752

e -- junior military aviators (0-3 and above) - 75%
o -- pgtudent aviators - 35%
N -- enlisted members -~ 502
.\ 38 Stat. 939, March 3, 1915
DAY - Navy and Marine Corps
-l - duty involving actual flying of "balloons, dirigibles and
A aeroplanes”
ta: - based on percentage of basic and longevity pay:
== fully qualified aviators - 50%
N -- student aviators - 357
::j ~= enlisted members - 50%
' o
N
;ﬁ; Act of May 18, 1920, Chapter 190, Section II .
_23 - made pay and allowances of Naval officers applicable to K
’ Coast and Geodetic Survey Officers...NOAA Corps subse-
v quently covered by 37 U.S.C.
s\
;k‘ Army Appropriation Act of June 4, 1920
194 - abolished aviator classes
;:g - established 50X of base and longevity pay for both officer
A and enlisted members
At
AN Joint Service Pay Act of 1922 (Public Law 67~235)
. - set uniform flying pay rates of 502 of base and longevity
b pay for all members of all the Armed Services branches
145 - type of aircraft not specified
zg 2 - directed establishment of uniform entitlement standards
1* Executive Order (E.0.) 3705-B of July 1, 1922
A0 ~ 10 flights per month, or
ati - at least 4 flight hours per month
K 4
%&b Executive Order 4610 of March 10, 1927
A - 10 flights must total at least 3 hours
X Act of June 16, 1933 (Pub. Law 73-78, 48 Stat. 307)
b, : - authorized President to distinguish between degrees of haz-
:i. ard (flying and non-flying) and adjust flight rates accord-
N3 ingly
- B. HAZARDOUS DUTY INCENTIVE PAY: CREWMEMBER FLIGHT PAY.
3 %
~
;*% 1948 Advisory Commission on Service Pay (Hook Commission)
: - introduced "incentive” as major element of Hazardous Duty
\ In tive Pays (HDIP
centive Pays ( )
O Career Compensation Act of 1949 (Public Law No. 81-351)
K.~ - fixed pay structure based on pay grade
A ~ highest amounts paid to "peak-usage” pay grades
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.1-:. 1952 Commission on Incentive Hazardous Duty and Special Pays
::-.; (Strauss Commission)
.-: - recommended pay as percentage of basic pay to prevent
::\- depreciation of incentive value over time (not implemented
in entirety but served as major impetus for Career Compen-
.' sation Act of 1955)
-"“‘
N 1954 Appropriation Act
.:-‘.. - exempted members with 20 years or more of aviation service
N from proficiency flying
A
Career Compensation Act of 1955
oy - 1increased rates set by Act of 1949
"52 = 1introduced longevity step increments
‘ol
N 1962 Appropriation Act
[hLy - extended excusal authority to aviators with 15 years or
. more aviation service, or remote assignments
Se
::} 1971 Appropriation Act
-i-: - extended flight pay to members in schools of ninety days

[/

Y

or more who were prohibited from flying

1972 Appropriation Act
- restricted proficiency flying to members in anticipation

‘:s.\, of combat operation assignments
--.i ~ authorized payment of flight pay to members assigned to
] non-flying jobs without regard to four hours per month rule
)
N 1973 Appropriation Act
v - retained provisions of 1972 Act except: terminated entitle-
.-.._.-. ment for 0-6 and above in non-flying positions after 31
; May 1973, except for those serving in South East Asia.
L4t
“" ::,-: Aviation Career Incentive Act of 1974
AN - eliminated officer crewmember flight pay authority under
' HDIP
iy - established Aviation Career Incentive Pay (ACIP) as sep-
4 3 arate entitlement
h 4
R Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1981 (Pub. Law No. 97-60, 95 Stat.
L0 992-994)
-~ - created Air Weapons Control Officer Flight Pay
“ = 1increased Crewmember Flight Pay minimum to $83 per month
N2GN
""’-':'- C. HAZARDOUS DUTY INCENTIVE PAY: NON-CREWMEMBER FLIGHT PAY,
s A
\.. , Navy Appropriation Act of March 15, 1934 (Pub. Law No. 73-422)
502 o -~ capped Flight Pay at $120 per month for “non-flying"

- Navy and Marine Corps Officers in grade of 0-4 and above

-r\'

:a §t‘ < (,'q W, -J' ","'.(0 ‘-. .
~¢. .. \fzt’ '.z ¢ h\ - J.. g
- -‘ Cd f ™

g LY L .
I.ml." ,f:.’-f} .!.1 f o

2@ @ m.«vv t. “"'v. R

*-q- .‘P-"-\-"“- PN AR RS ..‘:--;’.-
- . o - A-

, \:' '\ .-.-a-.
‘t.-. b iy




AL

~

.
s

ol Army Appropriation Act of April 26, 1934 (Pub. Law No. 73-176)
':_:, - placed same cap on Army "non-flying"” officers
ol
3, Navy Appropriations Act of June 25, 1935 (Pub. Law No. 74-163)
= - extended $120 monthly ceiling to non-flying Naval officers
(‘ and "“observers"” regardless of grade
:& Milftary Appropriation Act of April 26, 1939 (Pub, Law 75-44)
}’.- - capped Flight Pay for flight surgeons at $60 per month
v, Military Appropriation Act of June 13, 1940
- reduced the cap to $60 per month for all non-flying officers
f.:-: Career Compensation Act of 1949 (Pub. Law No. 81-351,
.. 63 Stat. 802)
:.::’, - establishel non-crewmember Flight Pay rates as follows:
-~ officers: $100/month
' enlisted: $50/month
-:::) Career Incentive Act of 1955 (Pub. Law No. 84-20, 69 Stat. 18)
ol - raised rates by 10% as follows:
T officers: $110/month
.: enlisted: $55/month NG
‘— Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1981 (Pub. Law No. 97-60,
- 95 Stat. 993) .
W ~ raised enlisted rates by 50% to $83/month g
; $ IV. METHODOLOGY. The stated purpose of both Crewmember and Non-crew- -
Ay member Flight Pay is to provide an additional incentive to personnel to -
i enter upon and perform hazardous duty involving aerial flight. However, P
¥ these pays targeted toward two distinct categories of individuals and are N T
2 structured quite differently. Since, under current legislation, only . :-'_’:
T enlisted members can qualify for Crewmember Flight Pay, the analysis of - Ny
'.:: that pay emphasized enlisted crewmember inventory, authorizations, reen- N '-::
- listment behavior, and individual career fields based on the needs of . s
their respective Services. The need for reestablishing officer crewmem-
5 ber pay authority, which was abolished upon enactment of the ACIP legis-
_.‘: lation, was also considered. Each pay was put to the following tests:
T
‘-,';: 1. Validity of Purpose, 1Is an incentive pay necessary for
¢ the Services to attract and retain personnel in sufficient numbers and
= quality to meet their needs?
::' 2. Credibility of Rates. Are the rates properly structured
:: and set at the correct levels necessary to effect the desired behavior?
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o v. ANALYSIS.

v -

;i:: A. CREWMEMBER FLIGHT PAY.

l. Enlisted Crewmembers. Although the greatest number of
{: enlisted crewmember authorizations occurs in the Air Force and Navy
Vo (Figure 1), this section analyzes the health and welfare of this general
YO enlisted skill category, considering each of the Service's needs. It
O then addresses the current rates in terms of both level and structure
o to determine whether the pay meets these needs.

b Figure 1

SN -

o ENLISTED AIR CREWMEMBER

N8 AUTHORIZATIONS—-~-1982
\ PERCENT OF TOTAL

0%

j::;:; AIR FORCE
o TR, 34.65%

k §
o R
S R AN W
N COAST GUARD \\\\\@-\‘t\\}}\'\t-.'-'
AL 6.95% MR
AL NN
] ‘.":L’. \i\\i\\‘t\\\\\‘\_-‘ y
Lot MARINES A ..\‘\
‘, 5. 84% "'(“\\“"...\\\
R NAVY
acaf 34.11%
e
\ ';:':‘-,:
J::-"'-
t-.::«:
ey a. Enlisted Manning and Reenlistment Behavior. For the
e purposes of this study, manning is defined as the percent of the author-
.-:::-:: izations which are being filled by individuals holding the qualifications
ﬁ«.';-.' specified by those authorizations. Reenlistment rates are the ratio of
X '\'\-::: the number of people who reenlisted to the number who were eligible to
- \f\j reenlist,
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(l) Air Force. Table 1 shows that air crewmember
first-term reenlistment rates have been approximately 30 percentage
points higher than the servicewide rates for the same group since
FY79. In fact, as can be seen in Figure 2, they have actually equalled
or bettered the service-wide second-term rates. The results of the same
comparison for second-term and career reenlistment behaviors have been
similiar, though the differences have been less pronounced. This would
suggest that the Air Force 1is experiencing no difficulty attracting and
retaining enlisted crewmember personnel. However, a review of the rates
by individual career field reveals that this relationship is not consist-
ent. Pararescue Specialist (AFSC 115XX), commonly known as PJ, and
Aerial Gunner (AFSC 111XX) second term reenlistment rates, for example,
have often dropped well below even the service-wide rates.

Table 1

Alr Force Air Crewmember Reenlistment Rates
(rounded to nearest percent)

F1KST TERM SECOND TERM CAREER

CAREEK F1ELD FY?8 FY?9 FYBO FY81 FY82 FYI8 FY7?9 FYBO FY8I FY82 FY78 FY7?9 FYS80 Fy8] FY82

Aerial Gunner 47T 6% 702 65X 1% 60 33X 52 68X B4R 922 95X 9I% 922 10

Inflt Refueler 57 57 68 76 86 57 63 78 a8s 92 99 99 9% 100 100

Flight Engineer 93 85 62 75 8 74 12 85 88 86 9 99 99 100 100

Loadmaster 52 60 75 74 83 59 82 74 8l 93 96 96 95 100 98

Pararescue(PJ) 10 56 59 59 64 50 70 44 57 77 91 100 85 97 100

Afrborne Comm - 73 45 71 81 - 82 83 82 86 - 9% 4 93 100
Overall CMBR 602 682 691 722 81X 64T 753 782 832 89 96X 97% 963 IN 10X
Service-Wide 412 s 36X “n 572 652 602 632 122 811 sz 9z 922 941 952
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D .
__ ‘ Figure 3 shows that Aerial Gunners are also experi-
S encing manning shortfalls, though not severe, as are Airborne Communica-
_,:.-2'_. tions Operations (AFSC 294XX) and Flight Engineers (AFSC 113XX). While
;.:-'qﬁ:-j the other crewmember skills are manned overall at 100X, they are all
'?.:4,‘.:1 experiencing grade imbalances to some extent. In every case, the Air

Force has overmanned certain paygrades to compensate for inventory short-
falls., While this procedure has ensured that the overall manning goal
. is generally achieved, the experience mix of the air crews 1s not in
i, line with the service needs as defined by the authorization structure.
~ >, Even if one aggregates the authorizations and inventory into three
i general skill levels, i.e., Semi-gkilled, Skilled and Superintendent/

Manager (Supt/Mgr), grade and experience manning imbalances continue to
exist (Table 2).
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Figure 3

AIR FORCE CMBR MANNING--1982
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i Table 2
2y Air Force Crewmember Manning - FY82
A Aggregated by Skill Level
o
: i
x Semi-Skilled Skilled Supt /Mgr
X (E-1 thru E-3) (E~4 thru E-6) (E-7 thru E-9) Overall
] CAREER FIELD INV AR % IV  AUTR 2 INV AUTH X INV  AUTH
B Aerisl Gunner 94 179 353 410 356 115 90 128 70 594 663
Py Inflt Refueler 128 166 77 419 ssl 76 192 223 86 1039 945
% Flight Engineer 28 21 133 1965 2292 86 874 770 114 2867 3083
54 Loadnaster 347 79 92 1598 1563 102 519 422 123 2464 2364
!'\‘ ' Pararescue(PJ) 74 47 157 213 220 97 42 52 81 329 319
\] Afrborne Comm 38 o - 347 492 7N 125 93 134 510 585
-
‘ Overall 709 792 90 4952 5474 90 1842 1688 109 7803 1959

"
S b = R N e B Y ey A )
PR
, \ LR OASANCOLE L LR ERCL et MO

¥ . CSASA DR

y o ﬁg tr\:i'i" 2 G A A AT R R AR
% '.}‘7' YalTa*, ) £ PP W AL NN .sf’?:':'!: AN T RV VLo A Y
. s = ol Leoaad Bl 4 EREaSd DL Db Bl TEOE
Lol R4 2N S SN YA SR RERE i
NP D '.r:f.,:(::.'::l::-'.:f::". IR
2..7.\).'*“;-’::'. . * ‘.’_%".::\:.'\2-:"..’_‘-
A S L S CORNA

\

~; "'.:".'

o Calosy,
Al a0y

AT AP O
Nt %'~’:'l“




ol e Sat e s Aut At A e i Ao AN U A DR O A LN S RGO

e

- (2) Navy. Unlike the Air Force, Navy enlisted air

O crewmembers, with the exception of Anti-Submarine Warfare Operators

o (ASW OPR, the AW rating) do not remain in flight status throughout their

oy careers., Consequently, various crewmember skills, Navy Enlisted Code
( (NEC) 82XX, include a number of source ratings (career fields). Although

‘_ NEC 82XX personnel are assigned to duties requiring their air crew speci-

\ alty whenever possible, the sea/shore authorization structure as well

-~ as the timing of the individuals' transfers may preclude their assignment

:-:- within their respective NECs [l1]. Under these circumstances, they are

X assigned on the basis of their ratings alone. -For these reasons, the

S reenlistment behavior of all but the ASW OPRs may be influenced equally

i by factors other than flight duty (Table 3), It should be noted that _ .
. there are approximately 30 separate crewmember NECs resulting in very .
';'-‘.__ small numbers of individuals holding the same NEC eligible for reenlist- e .
_,:-.,. ment in any given year; therefore, the rates themselves can be greatly
j-.j', affected by the career decision of only a few individuals. e
) :
-,‘.-. Table 3
:_._* Selected Navy Air Crewmember Reenlistment Rates

\_';-. (rounded to nearest percent)

ANAY

WY FIRST TERM SECOND TERM THIRD TERM

4' -

Bating FY79 FY80 FY8lL Fy82  FY79 FY¥80 [FysL Fy82  FY79 FYB0 FY¥8l FY82

<., Antisub Varfare OPR 462 40 52x 51X 64 T 79 90% 73% 75T 98T 96X

"e'’s. Utility Helo Crew 571 4o 27 58 - - 67  BO* - - 100* -
"« Helicopter Rescue 40 24 46 33 60 41 67 60% - 100* 100* 100
'.\'J:. Vertical Replenish 334 33 S0% 47 67 50* 40%  100* - - 100*% 100+
% 2- Utility Crewmen 35 25 47 3l 46 40%  s5% 100 - - - 100* 100*

‘o™ Flt Comsmunications 67 56% 59 60 25 45 60 - - 80 67% 100w

<~ p3 Plt Engineer - 100*  67% - 30 72 80 83 75 - 100  100%
‘ Pl Llex Waciare Intel - 72 52 76 39 22* 53 - - - 100 86%

<.« Average Crewmember 461 49z S0 5% 477 49%  63%  86% 74 8SY 928 9n

_«.\:-;. Navy-wide & 7% 42x 50% 4sx 51X 57% 63X 91z 92 %% 9%

A Note:
\,'-,*'- - Only those skills having 10 or more enligtmsnt eligibles in at least
b "< one cell displayed.

. - No value given 1if cell contained less than 5 eligibles (-).

SR = ' fndicates cell contained at least 5 but less than 10 eligibles.
-‘ -‘..J

o Figure 4 displays the relationship beween ASW OPR

\'; reenlistment rates (the largest and only true crewmember career field)
IR and the Navy-wide rates. Both first-term and second-term rates exceed
CN]

e those of their service cohorts. The cause of the reversal of this situ-
M= ation for the third-term (career) ASW OPR in FY79 and FYB0 is not evident,

A An examination of the FY82 manning levels of the
,-.j."" various crewmember skills reveals that the Navy, too, is experiencing

:; grade imbalances. Figure 5 represents the FY82 manning level of crewmem-
oy j'.\ ber positions overall, ASW OPRs and the four NECs manned at less than

S 100%. It appears that the ASW OPR career field is a healthy, well-bal-
__‘:‘;, anced community. However, this 1s not the case for the crewmember NECs

'-.{-_'-: and, therefore, crewmembers overall. The Navy has overmanned the senior
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4
F L]
enlisted grades to compensate for junior grade shortfalls. Even this
e action, however, has failed to alleviate the manning problem for the
Ql""r Transport Crewchief, P3 Inflight Maintenance Technician, TACAMO Operator,
Y and Medical Technician NECs.
{ ) (3) Army. As in the case of the Navy, Army air crew-
ot members do not remain in flight status throughout their careers. The
Y reenlistment rates contained in Table 4 are for those specialties (MOSs)
‘\ig whose members can expect to have repetitive flight duty tours. Whether
;Q they are classified as crewmember, non-crewmember or ground crew depends
on their actual assignments at any given time, Further, the majority
of personnel who fly in these specialties are in grades E-5 and below;
e when promoted to E-6, most no longer fly as crewmembers [2]. This type
YOO of career pattern explains why overall crewmember reenlistment behavior,
'65' Figure 6, approximates that of the Army overall. Normally, during much
{5{ of their careers, crewmembers are exposed to the same decisionmaking
A influences, both in terms of personnel and compensation policles, as
other Army members.
329
$:j Table 4
*sj Army Air Crewmember Reenlistment Rates
Voo, (rounded to nearest percent)
b
RN
A PIRST TERM CAREER
NP SPECIALTY FY78 FYJ9 FYB0 FY&l P¥82  FYJ8 FYJ9 FYso FY8l FYsz
il - -
b Alrplane Repairer 398 38y 50X 61y 42X 64X 73 S8X 66 85T
sy Ucilicy Helo Repairer % 38 5 45 55 6 N 79 713 80
Tact Transp. Helo Repairer - - 30 32 50 - - 100 79 88
Medius Helo Repsirer 23 59 50 35 53 75 72 75 72 81
\-‘q Overall Crewmsuber 262 452 522 43X 542 663 ng 762 22 812
e Arsy-vide 364X 51% S5 S 69T 66X 6} 73X I
ANAY
e
AN
YA ;
~
% A N
% :
s 'N A
A
;,&

An examination of the manning levels of these

TN specialties by grade reveals that the grade imbalances identified in the

j\ ; other Services are repeated in the Army (Figure 7). Again, overmanning
of some pay grades is required to overcome shortagee in others.
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(4) Coast Guard. The aviation ratings listed in Table
5, are, in fact, career air crewmembers. Each of these aviation skills

has enjoyed higher first-term reenlistment rates than those of the Coast
Guard in general since FY78.

However, career reenlistment rates for Aviation
Electrician's Mate (AE) were well below the service average until FY81
and did not exceed that rate until FY82. This somewhat explains the
noticeable, though not severe, grade imbalance of AEs as compared to
the other ratings (Figure 8). The E-9 Aviation Survivalmen manning
shortfall is not considered serious since there are more than enough

E-8's possessing experience roughly equivalent to that of E-9's to com-
pensate for the shortage.

Table 5
Coast Guard Air Crewmember Reenlistment Rates
(rounded to nearest percent)

FIRST TERM CAREER

AVIATION RATING FY78 FY79 FY80 PY81 FY82 FY78 FY79 FY80 FY8l FY82
Machinist's Mate 342 232 35% 51% 54% 64X 68% 732 912 89
Electrician’'s Mate 39 20 26 67 41 55 54 59 86 91
Structural Mechanic 27 20 33 54 51 78 67 74 95 92
Survivalmen 32 19 33 56 76 78 75 33 90 84
Electronics Technician 25 18 22 47 34 68 65 76 87 94

Overall Crewmsmber 1z 202 30% 55% 51% (1 66% 63% 90X 90X

Coast Guard-Wide 18% 16X 272 41X 36X % 65% 69X asx 822

Figure 9 exhibits the overall crewmember and the
Coast Guard-wide reenlistment rates. Again, first-term rates are higher

than the service average. However, career rates closely approximate
those of their nonflying counterparts,
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(5) Marine Corps. The reenlistment behavior of Marine
air crewmembers is very similar to that of the other Armed Service enlis-
ted members. Table 6 contains these rates for FY80-FY82 for the three
largest specialties which involve aerial flight on a career basis. While
the Loadmasters have demonstrated particularly high rates throughout
that time period, this 1s not true of the Navigators. The reenlistment
behavior for this group, although generally favorable, is somewhat erra-
tic, actually dropping below the Marine overall second-term rates in
FY81 and FY82., Figure 10 shows that the highest rate of improvement
overall occurred between FY80 and FY81. Average crewmember reenlistments
have far exceeded the Marine Corps-wide rates; however, the differential
diminished significantly between FY81 and FY82,

Table 6
Marine Corps Air Crewmember Reenlistment
(rounded to nearest percent)

FIRST TERM SECOND TERM CAREER*
Specislties FYS8O FY81 Fy82 FYS8O0 FY81 FY82 FYS80 FY8l Fy82
rlt. Engineer 222 31z 452 84% 812 862 100X 100X 100%
llvlgltgr 25 k1] 35 82 67 72 100 100 100
Loadmaster &5 76 89 1} 100 100 100 100 8s
Average Crewmesber 302 492 57X 802 83% 861 1002 100X% 95X
lei.n: Coxps 232 272 342 50% 732 75% 50% 5% 782

#Believed artifically high due to manner in which lateral transfers were handled

Marine Corps air crewmember manning data, Figure
11, 1s also reminiscent of the other Services. Here, too, one may ob-

serve prominent overmanning in an effort to surmount grade-specific

shortages. In the case of Flight Engineers and enlisted Navigators,
these actions have not been entirely successful,
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(6) Summary. The Services in general appear to be
experiencing little or no difficulty in attracting or retaining crewmem-
ber personnel. Reenlistment rates of these individuals have demonstrated
an upward trend since FY78. However, this was largely a recessionary
period characterized by high unemployment and high inflation; therefore,
the gains achieved by the Services cannot be wholely attributed to the
recent increases in the overall compensation package. In nearly every
case a reduction in the rate of improvement for reenlistment rates
occurred between FY81 and FY82. This seems to imply some amelioration
of the economic situation. Further, while crewmember manning overall is
at or near 100%, grade imbalances, and therefore experience imbalances,

continue to exist. In some crewmember skills these imbalances are
quite severe.

b. Rates. The current enlisted crewmember rate structure,
which varies by both grade and longevity, was established by the Career
Compensation Act of 1955 in the belief that a direct relationship to
basic pay offered a greater incentive. The pay levels for E-! through
E-3, E-4 with under four years of service and E-5 with less than two
years of service were increased from $63 to $83 by the Uniformed Services
Pay Act of 1981 (Pub., L. No. 97-60). The remaining levels were last
adjusted by the Military Personnel and Compensation Amendments of 1980

(Pub. L. No. 96-343). For a detailed discussion of the evolution of
this pay, see Appendix A.

The Service manning and reenlistment portion of this
analysis has shown that, while reenlistment rates for air crewmembers
are generally higher than those service-wide, grade imbalances and, in a
few specific skills, overall manning shortfalls continue to exist. Can

an adjustment to the Crewmember Flight Pay structure or rates serve to
alleviate this situation? ‘

Table 7 shows Crewmember Flight Pay in its present
form. As can be seen, the rates range from $83 to $131 monthly, a dif-
ference of $48 stratified by nine pay grades and 14 longevity steps,
resulting in an average incremental increase of §$6. The 4incentive
value of such an amount is questionable. Previous studies have shown,
through the use of personal discount rates, that the greater the monetary
incremental change provided (in these cases, lump sum bonus payments),
the more likely an individual will exhibit the desired behavior ([3,4].
In addition, as stated previously, incentive pay is most effective
when related to basic pay. For example, while $100 per month may serve
as a strong incentive for an E~1 whose basic pay 1s $573 per month, the
incentive value of that same amount would be considerably less for an
E-9 receiving $1,881 in basic pay monthly.
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Table 7
FY82 Crewmember Flight Pay

Years of Service

( % PAY 2 OR OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER
GRADE LESS 2 k] 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 22 26 30
SR — e mm— — ——— —— — ——— ——— S——— —— — e  —— —
L)

o E~9  $131  S131 $131 $131 131 $131 S131 $131 $131 S131 Sl §131 S131 §131
PAX -8 131 131 131 131 131 131 131 131 131 131 131 131 13t 131
roS E<7 100 106 1ue lu6 113 119 131 131 131 131 131 131 131 13
E-6 88 9 94 100 106 113 119 119 125 125 125 125 125 125
E-5 83 88 88 LU0 100 106 113 119 119 119 119 119 119 119
W E-4 83 83 83 88 9 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
. E-3 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
P £-2 83 83 83 83 8 8 8 83 83 83 8 83 83 83
L £-1 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
1 E-1 83 83 83 83 8 83 83 83 8 83 83 8 8 83
A
_,. Two actions can be taken to improve the incentive value .
- of this pay: significantly increase the range of the allowable rates, or :
A compress the pay table structure and increase the rates to a lesser degree. -
- The first alternative is believed to be too costly and does not directly o
o address the specific manning problems, that 1is, the grade imbalances. -
o The latter, however, provides for greater incremental changes at lower -
*-'i program costs, since fewer steps are required. If the rates are differ- -
N < entiated by grade only, the incremental increase will appear greater
Ad. then the actual dollar outlay by taking advantage of the pay raises
e coincidental to promotions. The scale cannot be compressed by longevity
3:45: without losing this advantage.
50
,}i{ The raising of the junior enlisted Flight Pay rates in
o FY8] without a commensurate increase for the middle and senior grades
i decreased the grade and longevity spread which was established upon its
o inception. At that time, the most senior enlisted crewmember drew 110%
.(:"- more Flight Pay than the most junior member. That differential has
g diminished to 58X. The incentive value of the pay has been eroded further
_ by wage inflation. Table 8 proposes a new Crewmember Flight Pay structure
ol which incorporates these concepts. The range was computed by reestablish-

ing the original grade differential ($83 - $175) and then applying the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) to reinstate the purchasing power afforded

-"': in 1980. The distribution across pay grade was determined initally by
‘-}'_ its relationship to basic pay and then tempered by the general crewmember
Lol authorization structures of the Services. That is, a higher concentration
7\5( of these positions falls in the low-to-middle pay grades, therefore, a
— higher volunteer rate is necessary for these grades than for the senior
- enlisted grades, while a lesser incentive is required for E-7 through

E-9 to meet the Service needs.
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Table 8
Proposed Enlisted Crewmember Flight Pay Table
Comparisons with FY83 Basic Pay (BP)

Current Proposed

Grade Max % Max BP Rate % Max BP
E-9 §131 6% $200 9%
E-8 131 7 200 10
E-7 131 7 200 11
E-6 125 10 175 13
E-5 119 11 150 14
E-4 100 11 125 14
E-3 83 11 110 13
E-2 83 13 110 15
E-1 83 14 110 17

2, Officer Crewmembers. Most officer air crewmembers are
either aeronautically designated/rated and, therefore, covered by ACIP,
or are in the Air Force's Air Weapons Control Officer career field
which was recently extended its own incentive pay (to be addressed
separately)., However, there are currently about 750 officers who by
definition are crewmembers, but, due to the abolishment of officer crew-
member pay authority in 1974, are being carried as non-crewmembers for
pay purposes. Prior to the enactment of ACIP, rated and non-rated of ficer
crewmembers received the same flight pay (up to $245 per month). Officer
Non~crewmember Flight Pay has been held at a flat rate of $110 since
1955; consequently, it 1is not unusual for an enlisted member with
equal or less experience to draw a higher incentive pay than an officer
member of the same crew. For example, an E-6 flight engineer with 8
years of service (Basic Pay = $1,102) 1is entitled to $113 per month,
while an 0-4 flight nurse with 12 years of service (Basic Pay = $2,434)
earns only $110 monthly., This situation is contrary to one of the basic
principles of an incentive pay, that is, to be effective it must bear
some relationship to basic pay. (See Appendix A for a detailed discus-
sion of the legislative history of this pay.)

a. Manning. As can be seen in Figure 12, 85% of officer
crewmember authorizations are found in the Air Force, hence, this
analysis emphasized that Service's needs.

Officer non-rated crewmember positions are distributed
across a wide range of skills; however, 94% of them can be aggregated
into six general skill groupings: Communications, Intelligence, Missile
Operations, Flight Nurse, Science and Engineering, and Weather. Figure
13 displays the FY82 manning levels of these skill groupings. All but
the communications field are manned at less than 100%. In fact, it
appears that scientists and engineers are seriously undermanned. (This,
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- however, may be as much of a function of the fact that this skill in
general is undermanned as the fact that these specific positions require
. aerial flight.) Further, the grade imbalances identified in the analysis

of enlisted crewmembers are repeated for the officer corps. Since these
officers can expect viable career opportunities on the ground and must

A be volunteers for flight duty, a need for a greater incentive than that
j currently being provided is indicated.
]
,‘\. b. Rates., The basic reasoning and methodology employed
. to develop the proposed enlisted Crewmember Flight Pay rates were used
for the officers. The major exception is that it was not assumed that
P the rate range (with CPI adjustments) as they existed upon the establish-
. ment of Crewmember Flight Pay in 1955 are still valid today. At that
;$ time, most of the officers in this category were pilots whose continuation
5, behavior was considerably different from that of non-rated officers.
.2 Further, the need, as defined by the authorization structure, for this
type of officer is considerably less than that for rated officers; there-
e fore, smaller numbers are needed to be induced to volunteer. However,
= the same compression of the table and relationship to basic pay were
SeS applied. As in the case of the enlisted rates, some rounding was used
’.;f- to simplify application. It 1is intended that this scale apply to all
- officers not otherwise qualified for ACIP who are required by competent
- orders to perform as ailr crewmembers (e.g., airborne communications
ad officers). Table 9 contains the proposed rates and a comparison of them
;-;'.- to the maximum basic pay which can be drawn at each applicable grade
0% level.
*ﬁ?
A%
W Table 9
. Proposed Officer Crewmember
.: ,_,:: 3 Flight Pay
5 }_' Proposed % Max
_".":'..q Grade Rates Basic Pay
SR
g 0~7 and above $110 2%
_..,’ 0-5 and 0-6 250 6-8
A 0~4 225
ooy 0-3 175
::\:\ 0-2 150
.o:.'(: 0-1 125
w-4 250
o w-3 175
; -~ w-2 150
Yo W-1 125
"‘.:-,:.:‘
Y
T =
,‘ ; 1
Y
3 \
>
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B. NON-CREWMEMBER FLIGHT PAY,
predicated upon the type and magnitude of the problem,

The structure of an S&I pay 1is

For example,

there are a number of duties that are hazardous in nature for which
there are no hazardous duty pays as such. Additionally, the existence
of a greater than normal exposure to hazard may be only one of several
reasons that a special pay is necessary. Other common factors are:
family separation, long working hours, strong private-sector draw, or
simply distastefulness for the duty. The purpose of an incentive pay is
not to compensate the individual for these stresses but to provide suf-
ficient motivation for the individual to volunteer for the duty 1in
spite of them. -

Although non-~crewmembers do not perform the operational mission
of the aircraft but support it, they are not merely passengers. While
their responsibilities are primarily on the ground, they may be assigned
to positions which require them to accomplish a part of their tasks in
the air., For example, a Communication Electronics Systems specialist
may be required to perform a final check of a radio that he repaired
\ in the aircraft; however, he does not normally fly with that aircraft
o) but is assigned to a ground facility. Flying is incidental to his career.
: That is, a very small percentage of individuals in the same career
fields as the recipient will be in flight status at any given time.
If the particular skill is experiencing accession or manning problems,
it is doubtful that the aerial flight aspects of the duties have an
overwhelming effect on the member’'s career decisionmaking process. The
< dominant feature, therefore, is the occasional hazard associated with
AT the duty.

It is agreed that one cannot be adequately compensated for loss
of life or physical disability through a generalized pay system. There~
fore, this pay 1s not intended to recompense the individual for the
¥ hazard as such., It is a recognition of the fact that those individuals
3 when performing their tasks in the air are exposed to a somewhat greater
risk than when they are performing the same or related tasks on the
ground.

The inducement required for non-crewmembers is considerably less
than that needed for the enlisted and non-rated officer crewmember and
for the rated officer force. Therefore, it is believed that $110 per
month, which raises the current enlisted rate by $27, is sufficiently
high to recognize the hazard as well as to provide the incentive required
for both officer and enlisted personnel.

C. COMMON ISSUES.

1. Hazards., It is a generally accepted belief that the poten-
tial hazards presented by frequent aerial flight are great. A review
of Table 10, the number of aviation fatalities and major accidents which
occurred from 1979 through 1982, supports that belief. It should be noted
that these numbers do not include long-term disabilities or other serious

130

A N N A AT A A L A
( « .' P K R . N
{‘ \‘ .‘ ‘1 ..e\.r‘ ‘ ‘ ¢ :} t}, SN "-"'-"‘1 Nl >, .
'ﬁ\ .' ‘:~ - J.\. S SR R N A
.

. TR T Y .| o T
&‘ L l] * § Q“ .' ‘\\'. - -"
“aY A “ne .'! AT MR IR LY AL RERL SN

,~~ - [} . o
Mvo ww' o mo«w «.« m-o«» -o. @ @
' :{\7(4' o . . K o

s\&"'* .- tar
i




P AR A N A AT S aarh i Dt

Safety Center data between FY78 and FY82, each of the Armed Services
consistently included the various aviation occupations.

A
\ injuries known to result from these accidents. In addition, when asked
Ky to list the ten most hazardous officer and enlisted specialties based on
3

o

l"’
A

- Table 10

.. Armed Services Major Aviation Accidents

:\. and Resultant Fatalities

2 Calendar Major Resultant
- Year Accidents Fatalities
{2 1979 256 182
>3 1980 246 211
v 1981 227 236
WY 1982 215 287
. TOTAL 944 916
o)
,{.\

e

2, Program Costs. In order to determine the costs of the pro-

N posed pay scales, one must examine the Crewmember and Non-crewmember pro-

o34 grams concurrently, Enlisted noncrewmembers would experience a $27

s increase. At the same time, a number of officer authorizations would ‘

o shift from the non-crewmember category to crewmember and the crewmember :.~\"’

i rates would slightly increase. BOt

.-. - ".‘.i

~-::3: Table 11 shows the actual program costs from FY72 and :'::'

AN FY82 expressed in 1982 dollars. The significant drop in costs in FY75 O N
o 1s coincident with the establishment of ACIP. Table 12 reflects the SIS o L L
j— estimated program costs based on FY82 authorizations. As can be seen, " ' =
4:':-!': non-crewmember costs are expected to be reduced slightly; however, total
f/: ‘;'1 program costs (crewmember plus uon-crewmember) would increase by about

o $14.4 million., This cost is still $3 million less than in FY75, the first
j_‘:',';s‘_‘ fiscal year in which officer crewmember pay authority did not exist, In

Rase fact, the added cost of adopting the proposed officer crewmember rates

($479,000) represents less than 1% of the new program costs.
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o Table 11
W Historical Program Costs
N (1982 dollars in thousands)

Crewmember Non-crewmember
PROGRAM
- FY oOfficer Enlisted TOTAL Officer Enlisted TOTAL TOTAL
2
Lo 72 $650,693 $91,639 §742,332 $3,803 $13,553 §17,356 $759,688
:'*'; 73 511,873 72,343 584,216 2,635 10,226 12,861 597,077
- 74 410,450 55,340 465,790 1,864 7,290 9,154 474,944
75 - 47,381 47,381 2,942 6,332 9,274 56,655
{n 76 - 40,564 40,564 2,425 5,432 7,857 48,421
) 77 - 36,139 36,139 2,166 4,348 6,514 42,653
bt 4 78 - 34,007 34,007 2,264 4,244 6,508 40,515
_: 79 - 31,174 31,174 2,164 3,726 5,890 37,064
" 80 - 28,328 28,328 2,256 3,403 5,659 33,987
81 - 31,729 31,729 2,212 3,205 5,417 37,146
A 82 - 29,897 29,897 3,006 5,158 8,164 38,061
Dx. v
Py
5 Table 12
N Estimated New Program Costs ($000)
e Based on FY82 Authorizations
',:: Crewmember Non-crewmember TOTAL
hiCH
) Enlisted  $42,688 $6,214 $48,902
i' Officer 1,662 1,823 3,485
M TOTAL $44,350 $8,037 $52,387

a

Portor "

VI. FINDINGS.

1.4 A. CREWMEMBER FLIGHT PAY.

.\1

j l. The Services require an air crewmember incentive pay to
‘l'-, attract and retain volunteers in sufficient quantity and quality to meet
pitny their needs.

“r 2, The current rates are too low and distributed across too
p. % many steps to provide an effective incentive.

-

. 3. Reestablishment of Officer Crewmember Flight Pay is warran-
S ted.
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:;“:‘ B. NON-CREWMEMBER FLIGHT PAY.
)
:T:. l. Sufficient potential hazard exists to warrant an additional
pay for those personnel who participate in frequent aerial flight on a
{: non-crewmember basis.
oL
‘;{-:. 2, Although the need for an incentive exists to some extent,
N the dominant factor associated with non—crewmember duties is the hazard
'_:1:. associated with performing tasks in the air rather than on the ground.
W Therefore, a flat rate of $110 per month is sufficient to recognize the
e risk and serve as an incentive for this category of officer and enlisted
o flyers.
wi
'.f,;:.;: V.  RECOMMENDATIONS.
S
itf-' A. Raise and compress the enlisted Crewmember Flight Pay rates as
e proposed in Table 8.
‘_
«,“:j-‘: B. Reestablish the Officer Crewmember Flight Pay rates in accord-
;;f ance with the schedule contained in Table 9.
47
:}‘ C. Raise enlisted Non-Crewmember Flight Pay to $110 per month.
M4
XS References
S';.;. 1. Department of the Navy, Chief of Naval Operations ltr Op-132Cl:ESI:
RN bcs dated 22 February, 1983.
SN
;! 2. Department of the Army, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Per-
LA sonnel ltr DAPE~-HRC-QRMC dated 16 February, 1983.
\»
N
4‘::‘; 3. Cylke, Steven; Goldberg, Matthew; Hogan, Paul; Mairs, Lee; Estimation
4'\.:-, of Personnel Discount Rates: Evidence from Military Reenlistment
W , Decision, Apr 1982.
s 4, Black, Matthew, Personal Discounts: Estimates for the Military Popu-
ﬁ; oy lation, May 1983.
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DETAILED HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The practice of providing additional compensation for individuals
participating in “aerial flight” has a long and rather involved history.
In 1913 the role of military aviation was growing rapidly as were the
number and variety of legislative packages introduced to recompense
participants for the "exceedingly hazardous" nature of military flying.
Unfortunately, there was no coordinated effort. Public Law No. 62-401,
37 Stat. 707, March 2, 1913, authorized an increase of 35% of the basic
pay and allowances of Army officers actually detailed to fly heavier-than-
air craft; however, pilots of other Services were not considered. Two
days later, on March 4, 1913, Public Law No. 62-433, 37 Stat. 892 was
enacted which extended the same pay differential to Navy and Marine
Corps officers detailed to aviation duty. Both Acts limited the number
of aviator authorizations to 30 officers per Service.

Each Service's flyers continued to be addressed in separate legisla-
tive actions. On July 18, 1914, Public Law No. 63-143 authorized the
Army Signal Corps to increase its strength to allow for an aviation
section comprised of 60 officers and 260 enlisted men. It further estab-
lished two classes of aviators: "military aviators” (0-3 and above), who
were awarded 75% of their basic and "length of service” pay for regular
and frequent participation in aerial flight, and "junior military avia-
tors” (0-2 and below), who were compensated at a rate of 50% of their
basic and longevity pay. Student aviators received a 257 differential.
This Act also extended Flight Pay to enlisted members for the first
time. It was set at 50% of the individual's basic pay. Additionally,
a gratuity equal to one year's basic pay was awarded to the widow of
any aviator upon his death, if it occurred as a result of the performance
of his flying duties.

Navy and Marine Corps officers continued to be paid at the old rates
until the enactment of the Act of March 3, 1915 (Pub. Law 63-271, 38 Stat.
939). While this Act did incorporate the 50% enlisted differential, Navy
and Marine Corps officers were not grouped in the same manner as those of
the Army. Instead, Naval and Marine aviators, while duly ordered to duty
involving actual flying of aircraft, "including balloons, dirigibles and
aseroplanes,” received 35% if students, while "Naval Aviators™ (fully
qualified aviators) were granted 50%. Authorizations were increased to 48
Naval officers and 96 enlisted and to 12 Marine Corps officers and 24 en-
listed. It is interesting to note that this legislation precluded Navy
0-5's or above and Marine Corps 0-4's or above from drawing Flight Pay.

Between 1915 and 1922 a number of bills were passed which attempted
to compensate flyers for the hazards associated with their duties. 1In
1916, the death gratuity program was expanded to include pensions. If a
flyer died or was disabled, the "punsion allowed” was double that author-
1zed should the death or disability have not occurred as a result of an
aviation accident., The Act of June 4, 1920, created the "Air Service”
of the Army (later to be designated the Army Air Corps) and brought the
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Flight Pay structure in line with that of the other Services by concur- S
rently abolishing the aviator classification system and establishing a N :ju”;_{:.'f
standard 50 rate for all officer and enlisted personnel. However, Conee
uniform Flight Pay rates were not formally established until the Joint ‘ -
Service Pay Act of 1922 (Public Law No. 67-235, 42 Stat.625), which . . L
provided that, "all officers, warrant officers, and enlisted men of all ROREIEE
branches of the Army, Navy, Marines Corps, and Coast Guard, when detailed
to duty involving flying, shall receive the same increase of their pay...
as now authorized for the performance of like duties in the Army." Addi-
tionally, the necessity of specifying uniform entitlement standards
was addressed for the first time by this Act. The resultant Executive
Order, E.O. 3705-B of July 1, 1922, directed that a member make 10
flights or be in the air at least four hours per month to qualify for
Flight Pay. Executive Order 4610 of March 10, 1927 further specified
that the 10 flights must total at least three hours,

4
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T P 2P
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The Great Depression motivated Congress to enact a number of
innovative cost-saving measures. One, the Act of June 16, 1933 (Pub.
Law No. 73-78, 48 Stat. 307), authorized the President to "...distin-
guish between degrees of hazards in various types of flying duty and
make different rates of extra pay applicable thereto.” Although no
such action was taken at that time, the Navy Appropriation Act of
March 15, 1934 (Publ. Law No. 73-422) and the Army Appropriation Act of
April 26, 1934 (Pub, Law No. 73-176, 48 Stat. 618) placed a $120 monthly
celling on flight pay for "non~flying” officers of the grade of 0-4 or
above, thereby establishing Non-crewmember Flight Pay (though it was not
called that at the time)., Since this was roughly what the typical 0-4
was receiving, the action had very little immediate impact. The grade
qualifier was removed with the enactment of the Navy Appropriation Act
of June 25, 1935 (Pub. Law No. 74-163) and the Army Appropriation Act of
1935, The rate was further reduced to $60 per month for flight surgeons
only (then classified as "non-flying officers”) by the respective Army
and Navy Appropriations Act of 1939, The Flight Pay for all other
non-flying officers followed suit by FY4l, Act of June 13, 1940 (Public
Law 76~-611, 54 Stat, 343). The accompanying House Appropriations Com-
mittee Report justified the reduction by stating, "The hazard (for non-
flying officers) is certainly not as great as in the case of flying
personnel who are in the air vastly more often and generally under more
hazardous conditions."{1] Although the definitions of “flying” and
"non-flying"” officers changed from time to time, the two Flight Pays
remained essentially the same until the findings of the 1948 Advisory
Commission on Service Pay, more commonly known as the Hook Commission,
which studied several of the Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays.,

The Hook Commission first introduced the incentive aspect of the
Hazardous Duty Incentive Pays (HDIP). It stated, in part, "Close examin-
ation of the nature of hazardous duty and their expressed or implied
reasons for accepting risks indicated that incentive to engage and remain
in hazardous occupations provided a more realistic and practical basis
for determining the rates of special pay than the theory of recompense
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~d for shorter career expectancy.”[2]). The Commission further found that RSN AR
- the differential offered is apparently most effective as an incentive B T

ro> compensation. "Experience and good sense dictates the need for a greater T e

» differential for individuals whose earnings are higher and thus have ARV
H more to lose through death or disability. The differential should be

- adequate to attract and keep men in these pursuits at the grade and age

:: at which they are most effective.”[2] As a consequence of the Hook

ju Commission recommendations, the Flight Pay rate schedule (displayed at

e: Table 1), which indirectly tied Crewmember Flight Pay to basic compen-

a8 sation by establishing grade differentials and targeting the greatest

) incentive toward mid or “peak usage” officer grades, was incorporated

~. into the Career Compensation Act of 1949 (Public Law No. 81-351, 63

~ Stat. 802). Noncrewmember Flight Pay was set at $100 monthly for offi-

o~ cers and $50 per month for enlisted members.

N

>

- Table 1

Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay
Crewmember Flight Pay (1949-1954)

" ol
.
v

-
K GRADE $/MONTH GRADE $/MONTH
< _— I -
L 0-8 $150 W-1 Thru W-4 $100.00
e 0-7 150 E-7 75.00
G 0-6 210 E-6 67.50
N 0-5 180 E-5 60.00
:f 0-4 150 E~-4 52.50
f 0-3 120 E-3 45,00
G 0-2 110 E-2 37.50
X 0-1 100 E-1 30.00
I~.i
Y
qi? In October 1952 another study group was formed to examine all special
iq and incentive pays. This group was called the Commission on Incentive
-~ Hazardous Duty and Special Pays and was later known as the Strauss Commis-
sion., On the subject of these pays in general, the Commission stated,
e “essincreases in base pay and allowances, without corresponding increases
15” in incentive pay, depreciate the incentive value of these pays."[3]
i: In effect, they were recommending the abolishment of the fixed rate
» established by the Career Compensation Act of 1949 and institution, or
: probably more correctly, the reinstitution of the percentage-of-basic-pay
4 system. While the then-new Eisenhower administration chose not to act
- upon the recommendations of the Strauss Commission, the report did play
{t a role in the drafting of the Career Compensation Act of 1955 by reen-
"t forcing the concept that the purpose of HDIP was that of attraction and
!}} retention., This Act not only increased the Crewmember rates per grade
. set by the Act of 1949, but also introduced longevity step increments.
o The Senate Report justified this departure from the 1949 fixed-rate
N system in this manner: "This approach causes the amount of incentive
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:'.-:‘ pay to vary not only between grades but within a particular grade based L T
- on years of service. The direct relationship of incentive pay and basic N TRty
o~ pay offers a greater incentive for retaining qualified air crew...mem- R DRI
N e

bers in hazardous duties”.[4] While not a percentage system per se, the S N
influence of the Strauss Commission reasoning is clear. The resultant . L L

-3

Y rate structure, with the exception of the addition of grades 0-10, 0-9, RO
N E-9, and E-8 which were not established until 1958, remained in effect T
'\ until the Aviation Career Incentive Act of 1974 (Table 2). This Act al- e
-'\‘ so Increased the Non-crewmember rates by 10Z to $110 and $55 for officers

and enlisted, respectively.

i The non-crewmember rates remained the same until October 1, 1981,

g when it was recognized that the enlisted rates for the flat-rate HDIPs

o in general had "not been adjusted in more than 20 years, and this in-

o crease 1s needed to enhance the incentive value of this pay.”[5] Officer

-'.-'_-:' rates were not addressed. Crewmember Flight Pay, on the other hand, was

‘ continuing to change in both structure and rates.

,, In 1974, Congress established Aviation Career Incentive Pay by the

:’-‘-. Act of May 31, 1974 (Pub. Law No. 93-294, 88 Stat, 177), which abolished

‘j‘ Crewmember Flight Pay for officers. However, the enlisted rates remained

AN in effect until the Military Personnel and Compensation Amendments of 1980

N (Pub. Law No. 96-343, 94 Stat. 1123) increased the rates by 25% across-the-

44 board, The rates are the same as those currently in effect except for

N members in pay grades E-1 through E-3, E-4 with under four years of ser~

-:-}:' vice, and E-5 with under two years of service (Table 3). These rates

:}-:: were Increased to the current $83 when it was realized the crewmembers
-.'; N in these pay grades were drawing less Flight Pay then were non-crewmembers,

AN The correction of this perceived inequity was included in the Uniformed
( Services Pay Act of 1981 (Pub. Law No. 97-60, 95 Stat. 993). -
N =
W N
Ri %
,'n' -
YO N
D ..
ﬁﬁi‘ N
Y .

I At

0

S

>
.
IS

s &
A
2 .. ’. B
v & "..;‘r
1) ‘l

P2 g
‘l‘. ':-.‘v

<

4 %54

".n,

'. t
(RS V¥ ¥ 3N

IO AT §-
Y :- hY \._'o %,

~f.'-‘)-". .-' o
Fa A

i3

ia




.
F S s
.‘ . s .

4 % 5 W

B!

a0

» e
w
N Table 2
Y
e Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay - Crewmember Flight Pay (1955-73)
B (Dollars per Month)
.‘\.'
(: Years of Service
S
\‘n“ PAY UNDER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER
gt GRADE 2 2 3 4 3 8 10 12 14 16 18 22 26 30
u -\ N - - I - E— - - — - — h— i — -
o W 0-10 §165 $165 $165 5165 $165 $165 $165 $165 5165 $165 $165 $165 $165 $165
Y 0-9 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 16% 165 165 165 165 165
N1 0-8 155 155 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165 165
0-7 150 150 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160
0-6 200 200 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 220 245 245 245 245
4 0-5 190 190 205 205 205 205 205 210 225 230 245 245 45 265
\'4’: 0-4 170 1720 185 185 185 195 210 215 220 230 240 240 240 240
".)\' 0-3 145 145 155 165 180 185 190 200 205 205 205 205 205 205
\-. 0-2 115 125 150 150 160 165 170 180 185 185 185 185 185 185
L Sl 0-1 100 105 135 135 140 145 155 160 170 170 170 170 170 170
\‘.\ W4 115 115 115 115 120 125 135 145 155 160 165 165 165 165
\J' w-3 110 115 115 115 120 120 125 135 140 140 140 140 140 140
' f. w-2 105 110 110 110 115 120 125 130 135 135 135 135 135 135
R w-1 100 105 105 105 110 120 125 130 130 130 130 130 130 130
E-9 1058 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
A E-8 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
_."' E-7 80 85 85 85 90 95 100 105 105 105 105 105 105 105
*,\', E-6 70 75 75 80 85 90 95 95 100 100 100 100 100 100
'\J E-5 60 70 70 80 80 85 90 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
‘.\ 4 E-4 55 65 65 70 75 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80
'_‘_. E-3 55 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
" % E-2 50 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
f\ E-1 50 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55
- E-1* 50
Ad
..'\J * Under 4 months and Aviation Cadets
1.. ~'
and
I
%Y
oy Table 3
WS Current Crewmember Flight Pay
i (Dollars per Month)
&
o Years of Service
« PAY 2 OR OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER OVER
'y GRADE  LESS 2 3 4 6 [ 10 12 16 18 22 _26_ _30
¢ls
s E-9 $131 $131 $131 S1 $t31 $131 $131 $138 $131 $131 $131 $131 $13 §131
E-8 131 13 131 131 131 13 131 131 131 131 13 131 131 131
E-7 100 106 106 106 113 119 13 131 13 13 13 131 I} 131
E-6 88 9% 9% 100 106 113 119 119 145 125 125 125 125 125
E-5 83 88 88 100 100 106 113 119 119 119 119 119 119 119
E-& 83 a3 83 88 9% 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
E-3 83 83 83 a3 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
E-2 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
E-1 83 83 83 8 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
E-1 83 83 83 a3 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83
Aviation 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83

cadets
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

.
- l'l'l

[ALA

ycs
'_-f.j-. Crewmember/Non-crewmember Flight Pay

N
(
(s
i:_* Issue:

-

BN
f.'.;-_': A. Crewmember Flight Pay:
L%y

: l. The Services require an air crewmember incentive pay to
attract and retain volunteers in sufficient quantity and quality to meet
D their needs.

~

LN

::j-? 2. The current rates are too low and distributed across too
YN many steps to provide an effective incentive.
) 3. Reestablishment of Officer Crewmember Flight Pay is warran-
> ted.
3
:{i B. Non-crewmember Flight Pay:
W
2 l. Sufficient potential hazard exists to warrant an additional
A pay for those personnel who participate in frequent aerial flight on a
Ay non-crewmember basis,
,-.:

;.‘-] 2, The dominant factor associated with non-crewmember duties
-*:1 is the hazard associated with performing tasks in the air rather than on
! the ground, not the incentive aspect of the pay. Therefore, a flat rate
A of $110 per month is sufficient to recognize the risk and serve as an ot e
XY incentive for this category of officer and enlisted flyers. RN
{fi_s';v Department Comment ;
»i-!‘:i

S\ Army Concurs.

o Navy Concurs with all findings ex-
3! cept B.2. stating, "... [Non-
! crewmembers] must be compensat-

L)
e

ed in a manner that will provide
an inducement for them to under- 72 \._h;. T \"‘ SR
take their occasional flight
duties. This can only be

accomplished by providing a

s
AR

E

1

X

[F

2%, non-crewmember flight pay that
P is somewhat proportionate to
,:::C their basic pay." A flat rate
2% of $150 for officers and $110
sk for enlisted was proposed.

3
)

140 APPENDIX B

‘,‘,_.__

NS S WS CL SN .)'
-l'J'-"-' lﬁ‘sf‘fd' LAY

S '. ~ \ \. “  n, '\"u
\&"’ '\"-.,\"\ "\

EOENT A RF AN
NSRS AN CR Jelr.
AL LR L N X Sl
'». ﬂm.“ m.fw @ @ -.-“: :
‘v‘rf‘-"i

','-'-'-'.

&z "v-. vvﬁ

oo‘v '3\
~.s" s"\

'r,.J'.'T\ .;-‘ - o IS,
" , D) n e,
‘:0)‘\{ Q. \( ) '.\' s '."

A ,.,,5




Department

Air Force The Air Force strongly objects
to the QRMC recommendation to
equalize officer and enlisted
non-crewmember flight pay,
Finding B.2. They, "consider
it absolutely essential to
preserve the incentive-based
differential pay concept...”
They further state, "In short,
we have been unable to identify

oY any problem that could be resol-
‘}k3 ved by changing the law to re-
‘ﬂgf categorize this non-crewmember
;tﬁ incentive pay as hazardous.”
N

v Coast Guard Concurs.

THAS

:L;: Public Health Service Concurs.

Wy NOAA Concurs.

-if\-

S

Joint Chiefs of Staff Concurs.
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2 LEGISLATIVE IMPLICATIONS

N Crewmember/Noncrewmember Flight Pay
Y

——

1. Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(b) to increase rates for enlisted crew-

s

= members to maximum of $200 based upon pay grade.
. 2. Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(b) to include officer crewmember pay
~N authority to a maximum of $250 depending upon pay grade.

3. Amend 37 U.S.C. 301(c)(l) to increase enlisted noncrewmember
Ty rate to $110.
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N 37 U.S.C. 301(a)(10)
INCENTIVE PAY: HAZARDOUS DUTY INVOLVING FREQUENT AND

: REGULAR PARTICIPATION IN FLIGHT OPERATIONS
(; ON THE FLIGHT DECK OF AN AIRCRAFT CARRIER
-jf::‘ OF A SHIP OTHER THAN AN AIRCRAFT CARRIER
o FROM WHICH AIRCRAFT ARE LAUNCHED

FLIGHT DECK DUTY PAY

1 ] LS
RS

‘A
«
A
o A A D
[ pe

* '.' 'l .J‘
R

LN

: e, .

e e

._-('_ Tl - ."\.‘_ 4
- - A4 -

R N y .

W\ Y

LS4

1S

4

R PRIMARY ANALYST
N LCDR SHEILAH M. HUNTER, USN

ALTERNATE ANALYST
CAPT BARRY D. FAYNE, USAF
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” FLIGHT DECK DUTY PAY

)

4: I. PURPOSE. To provide recognition for the performance of hazardous

_1= duty required by orders involving frequent and regular participation in

A flight operations on the flight deck of an aircraft carrier or of a ship

‘ other than an aircraft carrier from which aircraft are launched.

‘ \

J;: II. DATA SOURCES. The majority of the data were provided by the Service
jq Staffs of th Navy and Marine Corps. Although not a primary source of

’;2 information, extensive field interviews were conducted at the following
£~ locations:

’ *u Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA

R7e. USS Eisenhower

5}:; USS Kitty Hawk

-i’; I1I. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE. Flight Deck Duty Pay (FDDP) was created by

' the Act of August 28, 1965 (Pub. Law No. 89-149, 79 Stat. 585). It was

A passed in response to a Department of the Navy proposal which primarily

0] expressed a concern for the exceedingly hazardous nature of the duty.

34 The proposal stated in part,

2 %)

ot 4}

~ q essocompilation of fatality and injury statistics

2 shows that duty on the flight deck of an attack

A or antisubmarine aircraft carrier during flight

: ﬁy operations is one of the most hazardous types of

after duty involving flying. As to injuries, it

?iti duty in the Navy. As to fatalities, it ranks next
Qs ranks first by a wide margin. [1]

. The Navy also addressed a number of “collateral reasons” for establishing
g FDDP, generally the contention that this pay would increase reenlistment
2:5% rates of the aviation boatswain's mates (E-4) and non-rated personnel

;;‘ ; (E-3 and below) who comprise the largest portion of individuals performing
»'Qd flight deck duty and, thereby, reduce the number of injuries/fatalities
ik and property damage attributable to inexperience.

Can, The House Committee on Armed Services unanimously agreed that enact-

1%
Z# q ment of FDDP was completely justified, but expressed concern regarding
QSAG the possibility that indiscriminate award of the entitlement was possible.
4! Therefore, the Committee specified that the following minimum performance
h }4‘1
b

criteria be included in the departmental regulations implementing the
At legislation:
.

l. Only personnel assignedAto billets requiring

% frequent and regular participation during flight
e operations as flight deck crewmen on the flight
}ﬁi 2! deck of an attack or antisubmarine carrier would
W W be eligible for this pay.

o
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2. Personnel will only qualify for this pay during
the calendar months in which they serve in such bil-
lets and their parent carrier conducts a minimum num-
ber of flight operations.

3. A minimum monthly qualification for the parent
carrier should be approximately 4 days of flight
operations; or in the alternative, a minimum num-
ber of aircraft launches or recoveries as might be
specified by the Secretary of the Navy.

4, Flight deck crewmen will not qualify for this
pay during calendar months in which carriers are
undergoing overhaul or otherwise do not conduct
the minimum number of flight operations. Nor will
flight deck crewmen qualify during those calendar
months in which the units are conducting training
operations ashore. [2]

Since FDDP was placed under the Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay (HDIP)
umbrella, the officer/enlisted differential advocated by the Hook Commis-
sion (1948 Advisory Commission on Service Pay), by then $110 and $55 per
month, respectively, was applied to this pay. It was the Hook Commission
that first introduced the incentive aspect of HDIP stating, “"Close exam-
ination of the nature of hazardous duty and their expressed or implied
reasons for accepting risks indicated that incentive to engage and remain
in hazardous occupations provided a more realistic and practical basis
for determining the rate of special pay than the theory of recompense
for shorter career expectancy.” [3]

The implementing Executive Order 11157 of June 22, 1964, as amended
at the time, restricted FDDP to flight deck crews operating aboard fixed
-wing aircraft carriers. However, as time passed the role of helicopters
in aviation warfare grew considerably; helicopter carriers were added to
the fleet, and with the introduction of the Light Airborne Multipurpose
System (LAMPS) program in 1971, the launch and recovery of helicopters
aboard other than carriers became commonplace, However, it was not
until the Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1981 (Pub., Law No. 97-60, 95
Stat 993) that the eligibility criteria was expanded to include that
group of people. The accompanying Senate Report explained that the
action was recognition of the "... extensive personal sacrifices made
by military members ... whose routine duties involve hazardous working
conditions.” [4] That Act also increased the enlisted entitlement for
all flat-rate HDIPs by 50% to $83 per month. Officer rates were not
addressed.

Executive Order 11157 of June 22, 1964, as amended, currently
specifies that the minimum exposure for personnel performing flight deck
duty on a full-time basis 1is 4 days or a minimum number of aircraft
launches or recoveries, or both that is prescribed by the Secretary
concerned as the equivalent participation., It further states that FDDP
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may not be pald to any member for any month he 1s also eligible to re-
ceive incentive pay for other hazardous duty under 37 U.S.C 301. This
latter provision was orginally interpreted to mean that officers in
receipt of Aviation Career Incentive Pay (ACIP) were precluded from re-
ceipt of FDDP. However, the DoD Military Pay and Allowances Entitlement
Manual was changed in 1981 to allow for simultaneous payment of ACIP and
HDIP. This change was based on the decision that, "... ACIP was to be
considered a career incentive pay and not hazardous duty pay." [5]

Although governing legislation does not restrict FDDP authority to
the Department of the Navy, of all the Uniformed Services, only the
Navy and Marine Corps have implemented the pay.

IV, METHODOLOGY. There are two elements of FDDP: the hazard and
the incentive. Each of these elements was put to the following tests:

l. Validity of Purpose. Are individuals who perform flight
deck duty being exposed to a greater potential hazard than the typical
service member? Is an 1incentive pay necessary for the Services to
attract and retain sufficient numbers of volunteers to perform the duty?

2. Creditability of Rates. Are the rates properly structured
and targeted to accomplish the purpose of the pay? Are they set at the
appropriate level to effectively perform the function of FDDP?

V. ANALYSIS.

A. HAZARDS. The types of hazards to which flight deck personnel
are exposed are perhaps best described in the House Report on the sub-
ject:

eeo[They] perform their duties under, around, and in close
proximity of moving aircraft. They are exposed to hazards
from jet intake, jet blasts, propeller wash, whirling pro-
pellers, flying objects detached from aircraft in faulty
landings, aircraft crashes and fires, and accidents caused
by breakage of faulty arresting gear. They must work at
great speed, in winds of at least 30 miles per hour, and
frequently in bad weather or darkness. [2]

There are 30-50 aircraft with idle exhaust danger zon