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Table E-1 Classification Timeliness (Days) 
 Prior to 

Demo 
 

1995 
 

1996 
 

1997 
 

1998 
 

1999 
 

2000
 

2001  
 

Demo 
 

Differenc
e 

AFRL   7.6      2 hours 7 
 
AMRDEC 

   
22.6 

 
5.7 

no 
classification  

 
2.5 

 
2.5 

 
2.5 

  
20 

ARL           
MRMC** 90 90 90 90 90 20 20 20  70 
NSWC Dahlgren 1      1   0 
NSWC Indian Head         2.5  
NSWC Carderock           
NSWC Crane         28  
NSWC Port Hueneme         1  
NSWC Corona           
ERDC 2       .25 

hours 
 1.9 

NRL 15*        1 hour 15 
NUWC Newport    39    3  36 
NUWC Keyport           
CECOM     14      
TACOM           
SBCCOM       13**

* 
   

STRICOM          

Note:. All  numbers reported are days except where identified 

 
Avg. Difference              21.3 

* NRL: Avg. of 4 types of classifications: 5, 12, 12, and 30 days respectively. 
**MRMC: based on[8.86x58 + 10.45x18]/76 
***SBCCOM: average of 8 days for routine actions, and 18 days for non-routine actions. 
*_* NRL’s current classification is done automatically when supervisors prepare requirement documents.
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 Table E-2 Perceived Classification Timeliness (Supervisors vs. Non-supervisors) 
Item 60. It takes too long to get classification decisions approved in this organization. 

 Disagree or Strongly Disagree Neither Disagree nor Agree Agree or Strongly Agree 
 Count % Count % Count % 
1996       
Wave 1       
Non-Supervisor 626 8.4 3447 46.5 3346 45.1 
Supervisor 270 14.0 516 26.8 1142 59.2 
Wave 2       
Non-Supervisor 85 8.2 498 48.3 449 43.5 
Supervisor 36 10.3 135 38.5 180 51.3 
Non-implemented       
Non-Supervisor 245 7.7 1615 51.0 1308 41.3 
Supervisor 64 14.6 131 30.0 242 55.4 
1998       
Wave 1       
Non-Supervisor 268 7.6 1949 55.4 1303 37.0 
Supervisor 199 20.2 289 29.3 498 50.5 
Wave 2       
Non-Supervisor 94 10.0 480 51.2 364 38.8 
Supervisor 53 42.7 38 30.6 33 26.6 
Non-implemented       
Non-Supervisor 226 7.7 1421 48.1 1306 44.2 
Supervisor 71 14.3 135 27.2 291 58.6 
1999       
Wave 1       
Non-Supervisor 224 7.1 1759 56.1 1151 36.7 
Supervisor 174 20.7 282 33.6 383 45.6 



 
 

Table E-2 Perceived Classification Timeliness (Supervisors vs. Non-supervisors) –cont’d 
Item 60. It takes too long to get classification decisions approved in this organization. 

 Disagree or Strongly Disagree Neither Disagree nor Agree Agree or Strongly Agree 
 Count % Count % Count % 
Wave 2       
Non-Supervisor  21 8.2 171 66.8 64 25.0 
Supervisor 19 37.3 21 41.2 11 21.6 
Non-implemented       
Non-Supervisor 174 7.6 1189 52.2 913 40.1 
Supervisor 28 8.8 81 25.4 210 65.8 
2001       
Wave 1       
Non-Supervisor 189 10.7 816 46.2 760 43.1 
Supervisor 92 20.8 135 30.5 216 48.8 
Wave 2       
Non-Supervisor 69 11.6 293 49.3 232 39.1 
Supervisor 53 29.0 60 32.8 70 38.3 
Non-implemented       
Non-Supervisor 219 11.1 811 41.1 945 47.8 
Supervisor 44 16.2 59 21.8 168 62.0 

 



 
 

Table E-3 Position Description Length  
 Prior to 

Demo 
 

1995 
 

1996 
 

1997 
 

1998 
 

1999 
 

2000 
 

2001  
All 

Demo 
AFRL  2.6  2.6      1.0 
AMRDEC 5.0 5.0 5.0 1.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
ARL          
MRMC 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 3.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
NSWC Dahlgren 3.5    2.0 2.0 2.0  2.0 
NSWC Indian Head 7.5    2.0 2.0 2.0  2.0 
NSWC Carderock     2.0 2.0 2.0  2.0 
NSWC Crane 3.0    2.0 2.0 2.0  2.0 
NSWC Port Hueneme 7.0    2.0 2.0 2.0  2.0 
NSWC Corona     2.0 2.0 2.0  2.0 
ERDC 3.0    3.0   1.5 1.5 
NRL 7.0       3.0 3.0 
NUWC Newport 4.0   4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
NUWC Keyport 3.0    3.0 3.0 2.0  2.0 
CECOM     3.0  3.0   
TAC  OM          
SBCCOM       3.0   
STRICOM          
Average:  5.0         1.9  

Note.  All numbers reported indicate page length. 
 



 
 

  Table E-4 Classification Delegation  
 Item 159. Has classification authority been delegated to you?  (supervisors only) 
   Yes  No 

  N % N  
 

% 
1998 229 20.0 917 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

80.0 
1999 187 19.6 767 80.4 

Wave 1 

2001 99 18.3 443 81.7 
1998 33 23.7 106 76.3 
1999 8 12.1 58 87.9 

Wave 2 

2001 40 17.9 183 82.1 
1998 81 15.1 455 84.9 
1999 38 11.3 298 88.7 

Non-
Implemented 

2001 46 14.5 271 85.5 
“China Lake” 1998 94 24.1 296 75.9 

Table E-5 Classification System Flexibility  
Item 59. Our job classification system is flexible enough to respond to changing requirements. 

  Disagree Neither agree nor Disagree Agree 
  N % N % N % 

1996 5447 50.9 3579 33.5 1671 15.6 
1998 1358 28.4 2081 43.5 1341 28.1 
1999 1167 27.2 1913 44.6 1205 28.1 

Wave 1 

2001 647 27.1 864 36.2 879 36.8 
1996 1299 45.8 1047 36.9 492 17.3 
1998 315 27.5 467 40.8 364 31.8 
1999 73 18.6 193 49.2 126 32.1 

Wave 2 

2001 243 26.2 319 34.3 367 39.5 
1996 2239 51.4 1563 35.8 558 12.8 
1998 1209 33.4 1445 39.9 968 26.7 
1999 839 31.3 1140 42.5 702 26.2 

Non-
Implemented 

2001 786 34.4 790 34.6 710 31.1 
1996 378 25.0 571 37.8 562 37.2 “China Lake” 
1998 278 18.9 589 40.0 606 41.1 



 
 Table E-6 Ease of Employee Reassignment 

Item 63. Under the current personnel system, it is easy to reassign employees to permanent positions within this 
laboratory or center or activity. 

  Disagree Neither agree nor Disagree Agree 
  N % N % N % 

1996 5885 48.0 3873 31.6 2502 20.4 
1998 1784 36.0 1944 39.3 1221 24.7 
1999 1512 32.8 1794 38.9 1300 28.2 

Wave 1 

2001 836 30.8 846 31.1 1034 38.1 
1996 1439 43.1 1174 35.2 723 21.7 
1998 373 29.5 409 32.4 481 38.1 
1999 91 20.5 178 40.1 175 39.4 

Wave 2 

2001 268 25.6 364 34.8 414 39.6 
1996 2294 46.0 1625 32.6 1072 21.5 
1998 1488 38.2 1315 33.8 1091 28.0 
1999 910 31.5 1093 37.8 888 30.7 

Non-
Implemented 

2001 803 31.5 772 30.3 975 38.2 
1996 584 33.5 580 33.3 577 33.1 “China Lake” 
1998 392 24.7 549 34.6 647 40.7 

 
 
 
 Table E-7 Satisfaction with Classification Procedures 

Item 144. I am satisfied with the classification procedures used in this organization  
(those with classification authority only). 

 Disagree Neither Disagree nor Agree Agree 
 Count % Count % Count % 
Wave 1 105 20.5 108 21.1 300 58.5 
Wave 2 17 21.0 14 17.3 50 61.7 
Non-Implemented 59 35.8 38 23.0 68 41.2 
“China Lake” 13 14.0 13 14.0 67 72.0 
 



 
 

 Table E-8 Pay System Training 
Item 149. I have been adequately trained to administer the demonstration pay system (those with classification 

authority only). 
 Disagree Neither Disagree nor Agree Agree 
 Count % Count % Count % 
Wave 1 70 13.8 57 11.2 380 75.0 
Wave 2 18 27.3 8 12.1 40 60.6 
Non-Implemented 43 37.1 29 25.0 44 37.9 

 
“China Lake” 1 1.1 4 4.3 87 94.6 

 
 

Table E-9 Ease of Job Classification  
Item 58. It is easy to classify jobs using the automated system. 

  Disagree Neither agree nor Disagree Agree 
  N % N % N % 

1996 273 15.7 1216 70.0 248 14.3 
1998 354 21.5 834 50.5 462 28.0 
1999 301 20.5 757 51.5 411 28.0 

Wave 1 

2001 159 19.9 375 46.8 267 33.3 
1996 41 10.7 294 77.0 47 12.3 
1998 20 17.2 82 70.7 14 12.1 
1999 23 17.6 79 60.3 29 22.1 

Wave 2 

2001 94 22.2 179 42.2 151 35.6 
1996 89 12.4 518 72.2 110 15.3 
1998 110 17.4 394 62.3 128 20.3 
1999 85 18.6 289 63.1 84 18.3 

Non-
Implemented 

2001 111 22.8 259 53.2 117 24.0 
1996 37 9.8 171 45.5 168 44.7 “China Lake” 
1998 65 9.3 326 46.8 306 43.9 



 
 

Table E-10 Pay Potential 
62. In this organization, I do not have to become a supervisor in order to receive more pay. 

Lab Group Year 
 

Disagree 
Neither 

Agree nor Disagree 
Agree  

N % N % N % N  Total % 
Wave 1 1996 4930 42.0% 2021 17.2% 4785 40.8% 11736 100.0% 
 1998 2423 38.5% 1045 16.6% 2832 45.0% 6300 100.0% 
 1999 2150 36.8% 908 15.6% 2778 47.6% 5836 100.0% 
 2001 1235 32.8% 540 14.3% 1992 52.9% 3767 100.0% 
Wave 2 1996 1364 42.7% 507 15.9% 1320 41.4% 3191 100.0% 
 1998 683 45.6% 238 15.9% 576 38.5% 1497 100.0% 
 1999 271 47.5% 93 16.3% 207 36.3% 571 100.0% 
 2001 513 35.1% 217 14.8% 733 50.1% 1463 100.0% 
Non-Implemented 1996 2254 47.3% 840 17.6% 1676 35.1% 4770 100.0% 
 1998 2041 45.9% 766 17.2% 1637 36.8% 4444 100.0% 
 1999 1541 45.7% 626 18.6% 1207 35.8% 3374 100.0% 
 2001 1320 40.8% 525 16.2% 1393 43.0% 3238 100.0% 
"China Lake" 1996 500 30.1% 266 16.0% 895 53.9% 1661 100.0% 
 1998 671 36.4% 268 14.5% 905 49.1% 1844 100.0% 
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