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Executive Summary 

OSHA conducted a baseline special evaluation of Oregon's occupational safety and 
health agency, commonly known as OR-OSHA. The evaluation covered federal fiscal 
year 2009 and focused primarily on the effectiveness of the state's enforcement 
program. A special study of OR-OSHA's assessment of penalties for serious violations 
was included in the evaluation. 

Siqnificant Findinqs and Recommendations 

Overall, OSHA found that the state is operating an enforcement program which directs 
resources to where they are most needed. OR-OSHA's revised scheduling system is 
designed to improve the state's ability to inspect workplaces with the most serious 
hazards and exposures. Nevertheless, OSHA identified a need for the state to further 
reduce its lapse time for issuing health citations. Also, OSHA's special study of penalty 
assessments found that OR-OSHA's gravity-based penalties for serious violations are 
significantly lower than OSHA's. 

OSHA's recommendations are as follows: 

1. Take remedial actions to reduce the average health lapse time. This is a repeat 
recommendation. 

2. Increase gravity-based penalty amounts significantly in order to encourage 
employer voluntary compliance and to serve as a strong deterrent. Make policy 
adjustments to raise penalty averages for serious violations. 

OR-OSHA's performance with respect to other activities that are mandated by the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act and its implementing policies and regulations 
continued to be very good. For example, Oregon's performance in timely responding to 
complaints, imminent dangers and appeals was good and there were no denials of entry 
for which entry was not obtained. 

During the fourth year of its five-year strategic plan covering the period of FY 2006 
through FY 2010, Oregon-OSHA also made very good progress toward accomplishing 
its strategic goals. 

With respect to its first strategic goal, the state promoted employer self-sufficiency as a 
means of reducing injuries and illnesses. OR-OSHA's recognition programs, as well as 
its partnerships with and education of employers and employees, have contributed 
substantially toward meeting this strategic goal. 

The state's second goal is to reduce injuries, illnesses and fatalities by working with 
employers to reduce occupational hazards and exposures. One of the many ways to 
accomplish this is to direct enforcement resources to high hazard locations. In the area 
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of health inspections, OR-OSHA concentrated successfully on specific hazards such as 
combustible dusts and methylene chloride. Other areas of focus included process 
safety management, logging, construction and motor vehicle safety. 

Oregon OSHA's third strategic goal is to continuously improve its delivery of services in 
order to maximize the agency's effectiveness. Part of this effort includes specific 
timeliness goals for activities ranging from discrimination investigations to responses to 
fatalities. The state also measures customer satisfaction through surveys. OR-OSHA 
consistently accomplishes the majority of its performance goals from year to year. 
Those successes have kept OR-OSHA well on track to accomplish this strategic goal. 
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Introduction 

The state of Oregon, under an agreement with OSHA, operates an occupational safety 
and health program in accordance with Section 18 of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970. The Oregon state plan was submitted on April 28, 1972, and was 
certified on September 15, 1982, after all developmental steps as specified in the plan 
had been completed. In May of 2005, after a full opportunity for public review and 
comment and a comprehensive program evaluation, OSHA granted final approval to the 
Oregon program, with the exception of its temporary labor camp enforcement. This 
significant achievement confirmed that Oregon OSHA's program in actual operations is 
at least as effective as the federal program with respect to issues covered by that 
decision. For additional information, please refer to Federal Reaister, volume 70, 
number 91, pp. 24947-24955, May 12,2005. 

OSHA monitors state plans to ensure that they are at least as effective as the federal 
program, and reports annually on state performance. Beginning in 1997, OSHA used 
strategic plans to establish five-year goals and obiectives, and reauired state plan states 
to do likewise. As part of this p;oce&, states were asked to deveiop perform&nce plans 
that would ultimately lead to the achievement of their five-year goals, and to include 
such performance plans in annual 23(g) grant applications. 

Evaluation Methodology. This Enhanced Federal Annual Monitoring and Evaluation 
(FAME) report is a Baseline Special Evaluation of the Oregon State Plan. It evaluates 
state performance of required (mandated) performance areas and related enforcement 
activities. It also evaluates state performance at achieving its own performance goals as 
outlined in its grant application. The report represents the combined efforts of OSHA's 
Seattle Regional and Portland Area Offices, and covers federal fiscal year 2009, which 
is the period from October 1, 2008, through September 30, 2009. 

The opinions, analyses, and conclusions described herein are based on information 
obtained from a variety of sources, including: 

State Activity Mandated Measures (SAMM) report data (Appendix B). . State Information Report (SIR) data (also in Appendix B). . Other statistical reports comparing state performance to federal performance. . Quarterly monitoring meetings between OSHA and the state. 
A special study that examined Oregon OSHA's penalty assessments and 
adjustments during the same period. 
The State OSHA Annual Report (SOAR) prepared by Oregon OSHA. 

The SOAR (Appendix A) contains the details of the state's achievements with respect to 
its annual goals. In addition, the views and opinions of stakeholders were taken into 
consideration in preparing this report. For example, input was received from employers 
and their legal representatives who deal with both Oregon OSHA and federal OSHA; 
from organizations representing labor, such as the Labor Education Resource Council, 
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the International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and Reinforcing 
Ironworkers (Ironworkers Union), and Legal Aid Services of Oregon; from the University 
of Oregon Medical School in Portland; and, from interviews with Oregon OSHA 
employees. 

Background. The Oregon Occupational Safety and Health Division (OR-OSHA) is part 
of the Oregon Department of Consumer and Business Services (DCBS). The 
administrator of Oregon OSHA is the designee for the Oregon state plan. The 
administrator's position is supported by a deputy administrator and a quality control 
manager. Oregon OSHA has field offices in Portland, Salem, Eugene, Medford, 
Pendleton and Bend. 

Over the years, Oregon has adopted a number of major safety and health standards 
that, while deemed as effective as comparable federal standards, also have significant 
differences. Oregon has also adopted a number of state-initiated rules for which there 
are no federal counterparts, including Forest Activity Standards, Agricultural Standards, 
Firefighter Standards, and Pesticide Worker Protection Standards. Oregon OSHA's 
rules, the Oregon Safe Employment Act, letters of interpretation, and recent rule activity 
can be accessed via the Rules and Compliance section of the Oregon OSHA website. 

Appeals specialists review appealed citations and conduct informal conferences in an 
effort to resolve contested Oregon OSHA enforcement cases. Appealed cases not 
resolved by informal conferences are referred to the Workers' Compensation Board 
Hearings Division. Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) in the Hearing Division conduct 
contested case hearings for Oregon OSHA citations and orders. Orders of the Workers' 
Compensation Board may be appealed to the Oregon Court of Appeals. 

In Oregon, the Bureau of Labor and Industries (BOLI) has statutory responsibility for 
accepting, processing and making determinations on complaints alleging occupational 
safety and health discrimination. Rules pertaining to the processing of these complaints 
are contained in Division 438 of Oregon's Administrative Rules. BOLI is reimbursed by 
Oregon OSHA for costs associated with conducting discrimination investigations. 

For FY 2009, the state plan was staffed as follows: 68 compliance officers (45 safety 
and 23 health), 31 100% state-funded consultants (19 safety and 12 health), and four 
consultants (two safety and two health) that were funded under a 21(d) cooperative 
agreement. In addition, the state supplemented its 23(g) compliance staff with nine 
safety compliance officers and five health compliance officers that were funded with 
100% state monies. The program covers approximately 1.76 million workers employed 
by 91,551 employers in 141,226 locations around the state. 
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In addition to the federal share, the Oregon OSHA program was funded by Oregon 
workers' compensation fund monies. The total level of FY 2009 funding for the program 
is indicated below and shows both the federal and state share for the 23(g) compliance 
program: 

Program I Federal State Match 100% State Total 

OR 23(g) 1 $5,315,800 $5,315,000 $10,489,171 $21,120,771 

Oregon OSHA has jurisdiction over most workplaces in the state. Exceptions include 
workplaces covered by OSHA, such as private sector establishments on Native 
American reservations and tribal trust lands, including Native American-owned 
enterprises. OSHA also covers federal agencies; the U.S. Postal Service; contractors 
on U.S. military reservations; private employers and federal government employers at 
Crater Lake; and private sector maritime employment on or adjacent to navigable 
waters, including shipyaid operations and marine terminals. 
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Status of the Recommendation from FY 2008 FAME Report 

There was one recommendation for improvement in the FY 2008 evaluation report 

Recommendation: Continue efforts to reduce the average health citation lapse time. 

State's Response: The standard approach used by health enforcement managers for 
tracking health inspections includes the use of the Cases with Citations Pending Report 
(Federal IMIS) and the Compliance Officer Activity Log (COAL, State Oracle), to assure 
timely closure of health inspections, with particular focus on those open longer than 
70 days. For FFY 2009, the average health citation lapse time was 66 days, down from 
68 days for the prior fiscal year. The health enforcement management team remains 
committed to continue our improvement with this indicator. 

Assessment of Effect of State Response: Oregon OSHA made progress in reducing its 
health lapse time from 68 calendar days to 66 calendar days. Nonetheless, additional 
improvement is needed for the state to be at or below the national average of 57 days. 
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Major New Issues 

Furloughs. Oregon OSHA is part of Oregon's Department of Consumer and Business 
Services (DCBS). For all personnel of DCBS there will be ten Friday closures during 
the 2010-201 1 biennium. Depending on an employee's salary range, employees may 
need to take additional floating furlough days. 

For the period of September 2009 through June 2010, the number of furlough days for 
the salary range of $2,450 or below is five. For that same period, the number of 
furlough days for the salary range of $2,451 through $3,100 is six days during 
September 2009 through June 2010. Also for that same period, the number of furlough 
days for salaries of $3,101 and above is seven days. This scheme will be repeated 
when OR-OSHA is operating from July 2010 through June 2011. 

The impact of the furloughs in FY 2009 on the state's program is unclear. Nonetheless, 
Oregon OSHA does have procedures in place to ensure that at any given time safety 
and health coverage exists. 

Special Study. This year, OSHA conducted a baseline special study to examine OR- 
OSHA's penalty assessments and adjustments. OSHA conducted case file reviews 
(CFRs) of inspections conducted by Oregon OSHA's Portland Field Office in FY 2009. 
The study compared penalties assessed by Oregon OSHA to those assessed by OSHA 
to determine whether there were significant differences and, if so, to identify contributing 
factors. The study resulted in a single recommendation as noted in the mandated 
activities section of this report. 
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Assessment of OR-OSHA Performance in Fiscal Year 2009 

A. ASSESSMENT OF OR-OSHA PERFORMANCE IN MANDATED AND OTHER 
RELATED ACTIVITIES 

This portion of the Enhanced FAME report discusses Oregon OSHA's performance in 
program areas mandated by OSHA. OR-OSHA has the necessary rules, policies and 
procedures in place to carry out those mandates in that it has adopted its response to 
the revised OSHA's Field Operations Manual (FOM), appropriate compliance program 
directives and administrative rules. 

OSHA's assessment is based on information from grant assurances and statistical 
reports; reviews of case files; discussions between OSHA and OR-OSHA at quarterly 
meetings; and staff interviews. Recommendations for improvement are made, where 
appropriate. 

1 .  Enforcement 

The following is an assessment of Oregon's performance under the mandated program 
areas. Monitoring data have come from grant assurances, statistical reports, case file 
reviews and interviews. 

Complaints. Ensure that safety and health complaint processing is timely and 
effective, including notification of complainants and appropriateness of the 
State's responses. 

OR-OSHA has tiered criteria for measuring complaint responsiveness: imminent 
danger complaint inspections, initiate within 24 hours; serious complaint inspections, 
initiate within five working days; other-than-serious complaint inspections, initiate within 
30 working days; phonelfax response, initiate within 10 working days. The state's goal 
is 95% timeliness for initiating responses to complaints. Performance goal 3.1 of the 
state's SOAR reports on the state's corresponding performance for each. OR-OSHA's 
timeliness rates are as follows: 

. 100% (43143) for imminent danger complaints. . 92.4% (3781409) for serious complaints. 
97% (2211229) for other-than-serious complaints. 
96.9% (3721384) for phonelfax investigations. 

The state exceeded its criteria for acceptable performance in three out of four 
categories. Performance with regard to serious complaints did not warrant a 
recommendation for remedial action. 
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Fatalities and Catastrophes. Ensure fatalities and catastrophes are investigated 
properly, including responding timely to incidents and making contact with the 
families of victims. 

OR-OSHA investigated 27 fatalities in FY 2009, responding timely (within one day) in 25 
out of the 27 cases (92.6%). OR-OSHA's response to fatalities continues to be very 
good. 

Imminent Danger. Ensure imminent-danger situations are responded to promptly 
and appropriately. 

As with OSHA, it is OR-OSHA's policy to inspect imminent danger complaints and 
referrals within 24 hours of notification. During FY 2009, OR-OSHA met this timeliness 
requirement in 96 of 97 instances (99%). The state's performance in this area is 
satisfactory. 

Comaliance Inspections. Ensure an effective program is in place allowing the 
conduct of unannounced enforcement inspections (both programmed and 
unprogrammed). 

OR-OSHA conducted 5,536 inspections during FY 2009, which exceeded its goal of 
5,500 inspections and is a five percent increase over the number of inspections 
conducted in FY 2008. During this period, 4,616 safety inspections were conducted, of 
which 3,649 were programmed; 920 health inspections were conducted, of which 
451 were programmed. OR-OSHA inspection activity remains very good. 

Emplovee and Union Involvement. Ensure employees are allowed to participate 
in inspection activities. 

OR-OSHA's policies and procedures require that employees be offered the opportunity 
to participate in inspections. OSHA reviewed 88 OR-OSHA case files and found that 
employees were involved in the interview process 100% in all of the cases reviewed, 
and employees participated in the walk-around 66% of the time (58188). Historically, 
there has never been a problem in this category. Such was the case again this year. 

Citations. Ensure timely issuance of citations. 

The lapse time from opening conference to citation issuance for safety inspections in 
Oregon was 33 calendar days in FY 2009. This is better than the corresponding 
national average of 44 days and is a 7-day (1 1 %) improvement over OR-OSHA's 
37-day average in FY 2008. 

1 Programmed inspections are scheduled based upon objective or neutral selection criteria. Examples 
include national and local emphasis programs which target inspections in high-hazard industries. 
2 Unprogrammed inspections are conducted in response to imminent dangers, fatalities, catastrophes, 
complaints and referrals. 
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For health inspections, OR-OSHA averaged 66 days from opening conference to 
citation issuance. This is nine days (16%) longer than the corresponding national 
average of 57 days, but also represents a two-day (3%) decrease in lapse time in 
comparison to the state's average health lapse time of 68 days in FY 2008. While 
OSHA commends OR-OSHA for reducing its health lapse time by three-percent, 
additional reduction is needed. 

Recommendation -Take remedial actions to reduce the average health lapse time. 
This is a repeat recommendation. 

Penalties. Ensure appropriate penalties for serious violations. 

This year, OSHA conducted a baseline special study to examine OR-OSHA's penalty 
assessments and adjustments. OSHA conducted case file reviews (CFRs) of 
inspections conducted by Oregon OSHA's Portland Field Office in FY 2009. 
The study compared penalties assessed by Oregon OSHA to those assessed by OSHA 
to determine whether there were significant differences and, if so, to identify contributing 
factors. 

The audit was performed during parts of December 2009 and January 2010. An 
opening conference was held with Oregon OSHA personnel prior to file reviews. At that 
time, the OSHA Portland Area Director explained the purpose of the study, the sampling 
process and the data that would be captured. 

A blind, random sample of FY 2009 safety and health inspections was selected. OSHA 
examined the violations classified as serious for the following: 

gravity-based penalty. 
+ severity and probability assessment. 

adjusted penalty. . types of adjustments allowed. 

The reviewers then calculated the penalties OSHA would have assessed for each 
violation, based upon the state's severity and probability assessments. A template was 
developed and used for capturing information from each case file. OSHA audited 
56 safety files and 32 health files for a total of 88 files. 

Review Questions and Findings: 

1. Are violations assigned the proper severity and probability, based on type of 
hazard, number of employees exposed, and frequency of exposure? 

Overall, Oregon OSHA does a very good job of assessing severity and probability. 
OSHA found only four violations where OSHA differed in the state's assessment. 
This is quite an achievement, considering OSHA looked at 152 safety violations 
and 61 health violations (213 violations total). 
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2. Are penalty reductions applied appropriately? 

Oregon OSHA rules and policies permit the following reductions: 

10% for size of the employer (those with fewer than 50 employees). 
35% if the employer's Days Away Restricted Time (DART) rate is below the 
state-wide average for its industry. 
30% for violation(s) corrected during inspection. 

OSHA offers reductions for size, with a range of company sizes receiving 
reductions up to 60%. Good faith reductions are up to 25%. If there is no history 
of serious violations by the employer within the most recent three years, a 10% 
reduction could be applied. 

OSHA observed some inconsistencies in OR-OSHA's reductions. For example, on 
occasion, penalty reductions given for one violation were not given for another 
within the same case file. Also, a reduction for size given in one inspection was 
not given in another case, even though the employers had the same number of 
employees. There were two instances where the DART rate reduction was 
allowed for some violations, but not for others in the same file. 

3. What is the range of gravity-based penalties for Oregon OSHA and how does this 
compare to OSHA? 

Oregon OSHA's gravity-based penalties range from $300 (for low probability, 
serious) to $5,000 (for high gravity, death). In comparison, OSHA's gravity-based 
penalties range from $1,500 (for low severity, lesser probability) to $5,000 (for high 
severity, greater probability). Of the 213 violations audited, 113 (or 53%) were 
assessed at $300 and 52 (24%) were assessed at $500. In other words, 77% of 
the violations fell in the serious but low probability category. 

4. What is the average gravity-based penalty, based on total and number of 
violations? 

Oregon OSHA had a grand total of $143,800 in gravity-based penalties for the 
serious violations contained in the case files that OSHA examined; the average 
penalty per violation was $675. By comparison, OSHA's GBP, when applying 
federal criteria to the violations cited in the state's files, totaled $494,900, with an 
average penalty of $2,323 per violation. In other words, OSHA's average gravity- 
based penalty was about 3.4 times higher than Oregon OSHA's. 

Differences were noted between safety and health violations. The state's total 
GBP was $1 18,300 for safety and $25,500 for health. The average penalty per 
violation for safety was $778, and $418 for health. In comparison, OSHA's total 
GBP was $377,700 for safety and $1 17,200 for health. OSHA's average penalty 
per violation for safety was $2,485 and $1,921 for health. 
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5. Based on total and number of violations, what is the average adjusted penalty? 

After the state applied its penalty adjustments, the total dollar amount for penalties 
in the cases OSHA examined was $92,690; the average penalty per violation was 
$435. In comparison, OSHA's total penalties were $130,150; the average penalty 
per violation was $1,046, or 2.4 times greater than Oregon OSHA's. These figures 
illustrate how there is less disparity between the state's and OSHA's penalties, 
after penalty adjustment factors are applied. Where OR-OSHA's average gravity- 
based penalty was 3.4 times lower than OSHA's, its average adjusted penalty is 
2.4 times lower. Nonetheless, 2.4 times is a rather significant difference. 

The state's adjusted penalty amounts for safety and health were as 
follows: $78,630 for safety; and $74,060 for health. This translated into an 
average penalty per violation for safety of $517; for health, $230. OSHA's adjusted 
penalties were $178,240 for safety and $44,600 for health. The average adjusted 
penalty per violation for safety was $1,173, and $731 for health. 

Other Obse~at ions :  

. Oregon OSHA employs a multiplier effect in instances where an employer with 
multiple locations allows violations to be present in those locations. In such 
cases, OR-OSHA multiplies the number of instances by the penalty amount. 
That is a commendable policy. 

. The documentation and organization in the case files were excellent. 

. Oregon OSHA staff use a well designed form to calculate the DART rate and 
the statewide average. 

Conclusion: 

Most of the disparity between OR-OSHA's penalties and those of OSHA can be 
attributed to the state's low gravity-based penalties for low-probability serious hazards. 
After penalty adjustment factors were applied, the gap between state and federal 
penalties narrowed although the disparity remained significant. 

Recommendation - Increase gravity-based penalty amounts significantly in order to 
encourage employer voluntary compliance and to serve as a strong deterrent. Make 
policy adjustments to raise penalty averages for serious violations. 
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Abatement. Ensure an effective mechanism exists for assurance of hazard 
abatement. 

OR-OSHA requires that serious hazards be abated, and that adequate verification of 
correction be included in the case file. OSHA found such verification of hazard 
abatement in the inspection files that were reviewed. Additionally, OR-OSHA has a 
statute that requires employers to abate cited hazards during the appeals process. 

Recordkeepina and Reportinq. Ensure rules are in place requiring employer 
recordkeepins of workplace iniuries and illness. and timelv reporting of - .  - 
workplace fa6lifies and catasirophes, 

OR-OSHA's regulations for maintaining records of workplace injuries and illnesses and 
for reporting workplace fatalities and catastrophes are comparable to OSHA's. 

Denials of Entry. Ensure an effective mechanism is in place to obtain inspection 
warrants when denials of entry occur. 

OR-OSHA has always had very fast and effective mechanisms to obtain warrants when 
compliance officers are denied entry. There were no denials during FY 2009 where 
entry was not gained. 

Review Procedures. Ensure effective mechanisms are in place to provide 
employers the right of review of alleged violations, abatement periods, and 
proposed penalties; that employees or their representatives have an opportunity 
to participate in the review proceedings and contest abatement dates. 

Oregon's Administrative Code and OR-OSHA's Compliance Manual afford employers 
the right to administrative and judicial review of alleged violations, proposed penalties, 
and abatement periods. These procedures also give employees or their representatives 
the opportunity to participate in review proceedings and to contest citation abatement 
dates. 

Employers have the right to discuss citations informally with Oregon OSHA (see Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OAR) 437-001-0255). Oregon's rules at OAR 438-085-01 11 
provide employers with the right to contest citations and penalties. Those rules also 
provide employees with the right to object to assigned abatement dates. 

In Oregon, most employer citation appeals are resolved by informal settlement. In 
FY 2009, OR-OSHA held 551 informal settlement conferences which resulted in 
settlements in 465 (84%) of those cases. Opinions and Orders issued by hearing 
referees during this period resulted in Oregon OSHA's position being affirmed in 46 out 
of 49 instances. 
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Oregon's Court of Appeals dismissed one appeal as untimely in FY 2009. Oral 
arguments have been made in one other case at the Oregon Court of Appeals and the 
parties are awaiting a decision. Finally, the Oregon Supreme Court dismissed an 
employer's appeal of the lower court's decision on four related cases, thus affirming 
OR-OSHA's citations. 

For informational purposes, OSHA issues a quarterly State Indicator Report (SIR) for 
each state program. In comparing OR-OSHA's FY 2009 performance to OSHA's in 
areas such as vacating or reclassifying violations and retention of penalties after appeal, 
Oregon's performance was better than OSHA's. 

Public Emdovee Proaram. Ensure a representative share of safety and health 
enforcement inspections is conducted in the public sector. 

In FY 2009, a little over five percent of safety and health inspections (304 inspections 
out of a total of 5,534 inspections) involved public sector employers. This is consistent 
with OR-OSHA's past performance and is satisfactory. 

Information Manaqement. Use of /MIS reports for program management; 
accuracy and integrity of data; timeliness of data entry and updates. 

Although OSHA, Region X, does not routinely audit OR-OSHA's performance with 
regard to information management, other methods are used to ensure the integrity of 
the data. For example, OSHA meets quarterly with representatives of OR-OSHA to 
review program performance. Prior to such meetings, lMlS reports are run by the 
Portland Area Office for purposes of gauging the state's performance with respect to 
mandated activities. Likewise, the state updates its report on performance against the 
goals in its annual plan. In order for such reports to be accurate, the data need to be 
properly entered in a timely fashion; if any issues or concerns about data integrity arise, 
they are discussed at quarterly meetings in order to achieve resolution. 

In addition to the above, the Seattle Regional Office monitors the lMlS monthly to 
ensure that the state plans in Region X enter OSHA-170 information for fatalities they 
investigate. Also, responses are prepared for ad hoc requests for clarification or 
correction of state data in the IMIS. 
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Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Rates. Review state-specific rates to determine 
trends; compare to targeting and emphasis programs for correlation. 

An overview of Oregon's private industry TCIR3 and DART4 rates for calendar years 
2004 through 2008, as well as for select industries, is provided in the table that follows. 
At the close of this monitoring period, 2008 was the most recent calendar year for which 
data were available. [Data source: www.bls.aov] 

2. Standards, Variances, and Plan Changes 

Standards Ado~tion and Variance Actions. Ensure new and revised standards 
are adopted within required time frames and variance applications are processed 
properly and decisions justified. 

Standards. OR-OSHA has acceptable procedures for promulgating standards that are 
at-least-as-effective-as those issued by OSHA. During this evaluation period, OSHA 
issued four final rules, three of which were required to be adopted by the states. The 
"Clarification of Employer Duty to Provide Personal Protective Equipment and Train 
Each Employee," "Revising Standards Referenced in the Acetylene Standard," and the 

TCIR is the total case incident rate, which represents the number of recordable injuries and illnesses per 
100 full-time workers, calculated as: (NIEH) x 200.000 where N = number of injuries and illnesses; EH = 
total hours worked by all employees during the calendar year; and 200,000 = base for 100 equivalent full- 
time workers (working 40 hours per week, 50 weeks per year). 

4 DART is the days away from work, job transfer, or restriction rate, which represents the number of such 
cases per 100 full-time workers. Calculation of the DART rate is similar to that of TCIR, as described in 
footnote 4 above. 

NAlCS is the North American Industry Classification System. 
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"Longshoring and Marine Terminals; Vertical Tandem Lifts" rules were required to be 
adopted by the states. Adoption of the "Updating OSHA Standards Based on National 
Consensus Standards: P P E  rule was optional. OR-OSHA adopted the "Clarification of 
Employer Duty to Provide Personal Protective Equipment and Train Each Employee" 
and "Longshoring and Marine Terminals; Vertical Tandem Lifts" standards within the 
required time frame. The state has notified OSHA that it intends to adopt the other two 
rules within the required time frames as well. 

Variances. The state reported four variance actions during this evaluation period. Four 
permanent variances were revoked; three were no longer needed and one was revoked 
for failure to follow the terms of the variance. During the previous three years of 
reporting, OR-OSHA granted an average of one permanent variance a year. No 
temporary variances have been granted in the last three report years. 

Federal Program Chanqes (FPCsJ and State-Initiated Chanaes (SICS). Ensure 
timely adoption of program changes. 

Federal: In FY 2009, OR-OSHA timely acknowledged all seven of the federal program 
changes that were issued by OSHA. OR-OSHA provided a timely response to one of 
the two federal program changes for which a final response was due in the fiscal year. 
The exception was Oregon OSHA's final response to OSHA's revised Field Operations 
Manual. The state requested and was granted an extension of time to incorporate 
state-initiated changes into the final response. The final response was submitted within 
the time frame projected in OR-OSHA's extension request. 

State-initiated: OR-OSHA timely submitted all 17 of its state-initiated changes this 
period. The quality of OR-OSHA's state-initiated changes as well as its responses to 
and acknowledgement of federal program changes continues to be excellent. 

3. Voluntary Compliance 

Ensure the existence and implementation of an appropriate program to 
encourage voluntary compliance by employers through consultation and 
intervention. 

Consultation, 

The majority of Oregon OSHA's consultative visits are conducted by 100% state-funded 
consultants. These consultants provide consultation services to both public and private 
employers. No deficiencies with respect to 100% state funded consultants were 
identified in FY 2009. 

Other Voluntary Compliance. A discussion of OR-OSHA's performance with respect to 
outreach, education, the Voluntary Protection Programs (VPP), and the Safety and 
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Health Achievement Recognition Program (SHARP) appears later in this report. 
See 5. Assessment of OR-OSHA's Progress in Achieving its Annual Performance 
Goals; OR-OSHA Five-Year Strategic Goal I .  

4. Discrimination Program 

Ensure the state provides necessary and appropriate protection against 
employee discharge or discrimination. 

Section 654.062 (5) of the Oregon Safe Employment Act provides for discrimination 
protection equivalent to that provided by federal OSHA. Oregon OSHA contracts with 
the Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries (BOLI) for discrimination complaint 
investigations. 

OSHA did not conduct an on-site audit of BOLI during FY 2009. An on-site audit is 
planned for FY 2010. In February 2009, OSHA gave a presentation to BOLI 
investigators, managers and OR-OSHA officials about the previous year's audit. The 
presentation included the process for auditing a state's safety and health discrimination 
program, FY 2008 audit results, and OSHA's policy for settling whistleblower 
complaints. 

During FY 2009, the Oregon state legislature passed a law amending Section 2 of the 
Oregon Safe Employment Act by adding ORS Chapter 659A.885. The amendment 
relates to employee protections for whistleblowing and went into effect in January 2010. 
It expands the protections for an employee who "blows the whistle" if the employee "in 
good faith" reported any "evidence of a violation of a state or federal law, rule or 
regulation." 

As a result of the amendment to the state law, OSHA held a conference call with state 
officials in July 2009. Participants included the OSHA supervisory investigator, an 
attorney from the Department of Labor's Regional Solicitor's Office, and managers and 
staff from both OR-OSHA, and BOLI. The purpose of the call was to consider what 
impact, if any, the amendment might have on federal whistleblower laws enforced by 
OSHA. BOLI indicated that there already was an existing state law (ORS 659A.203) 
which included protections for employees who reported a violation of a federal law. 
(Employees working for the U.S. Postal Service are exempt from this state law.) 

Apparently, there have not been any concerns voiced by the public about BOLI 
investigating retaliation complaints under ORS 659~.203(b)~. Participants in the 
conferencecall agreed that if an Oregon employee contact's federal OSHA and asks to 
file a whistleblower complaint, federal OSHA would accept the complaint (if properly 

6 ORS 659A.203(b) Prohibited conduct by public employer: (b) Prohibit any employee from disclosing, or 
take or threaten to take disciplinary action against an employee for the disclosure of any information that 
the employee reasonably believes is evidence of: (A) a violation of any federal or state law, rule or 
regulation.. .; 2007. 
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filed), and inform the employee of the amended Oregon law. Likewise, BOLl agreed to 
inform complainants of applicable whistleblower laws enforced by OSHA should an 
employee file a whistleblower complaint with BOLI. OR-OSHA will provide OSHA with a 
copy of the amended state law for inclusion into the state plan. 

In fiscal year 2009, BOLl continued to improve its timely resolution of Section I I (c) 
complaints. For example, in FY 2008, there were 62 overage cases; in FY 2009, the 
number of overage cases dropped to 22. 

The following table is a summary of discrimination activity during FY 2009: 

Overage Cases 
Withdrawn 
Dismissed 
Merit 

22 
8 

79 
19 

Settled 

5. Complaints About State Program Administration (CASPA) 

1 

Litigated 
Reinstatement 
Investigators on Staff 

Ensure timely and thorough responses to CASPA allegations, investigative 
findings and recommendations for program improvement are provided by the 
state. 

0 
0 

15 

No new CASPAs were filed in FY 2009. All CASPAs from prior evaluation periods have 
been closed. 

Settled Other 

6. Other Program Elements 

5 

Personnel-Benchmark Positions Authorized and Filled. Track the state's 
authorized field safetv and health enforcement oositions at or above benchmark 
levels and actual safety and health enforcemen't positions filled. 

Oregon's safety enforcement benchmark is 47 with 54 positions identified and 
49 positions filled. For health enforcement, both the benchmark and positions identified 
are 28 of which 25 were filled. 
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Laboratory. Accredited and participates in quality assurance program. 

OR-OSHA operates its own laboratory to analyze industrial hygiene samples. The 
laboratory is accredited by the American Industrial Hygiene Association and is a 
participant in the proficiency Analytical Testing (PAT) Program. The laboratory was 
rated proficient for all contaminant categories of the PAT program for Rounds 175 
through 178 covering this past year. 

Summary Assessment of OR-OSHA Performance of Mandated and Related 
Activities 

Oregon's performance with respect to activities that are mandated by the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act or its implementing policies and regulations continues to be very 
aood. Nonetheless, OSHA recommends that the state reduce its averaae health lause - 
;me and increase it's gravity-based penalty amounts. 
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B. FISCAL YEAR 2009 ASSESSMENT OF OR-OSHA PROGRESS IN ACHIEVING 
ANNUAL PERFORMANCE GOALS 

Introduction. OR-OSHA's five-year strategic plan covers the period of FY 2006 
through FY 2010. The plan includes performance goals which were approved by 
OSHA. OR-OSHA developed and submitted its FY 2009 performance goals in support 
of its strategic plan as part of its application for federal funds. 

The following is OSHA's assessment of the state's performance against each of its 
FY 2009 performance goals and the extent to which the state is making progress in 
achieving its FY 2006-2010 strategic goals. Oregon's more detailed report on its 
accomplishments with respect to its 2009 Annual Performance Plan goals is attached 
as Appendix A, the State OSHA Annual Report (SOAR). 

Five Year Strategic Goal 1: Reduce injuries and illnesses by promoting employer 
self-sufficiency. 

Performance Goal 1-1: Recognition Programs 
Increase the number of new SHARP participants by 25 and the number of new VPP 
participants by four. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal - Continue to encourage employers to attain VPP status, 
and certify five new SHARP employers and one new VPP site. 

Results - In FY 2009, nineteen employers received SHARP certification and 
seven employers attained VPP status. That addition increased the total of 
SHARP companies in Oregon to 155. As of September 30, 2009, another 
52 companies were working toward SHARP. The seven new VPP sites 
increased the total number of VPP sites to 23. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was exceeded. 

Performance Goal 1-2: Education 
Educate employers and employees regarding the value of occupational safety and 
health by increasing materials available for hard-to-reach audiences, providing 
workshops and conferences, and by working with safety committees on 85% of 
consultations with employers who have a safety committee. 
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FY 2009 Performance Goal 1-2a - Increase outreach opportunities to non-English 
speaking workers by marketing existing Spanish-language workshops and continuing to 
review publications for translation where the need is high. 

Results - A  total of 63 four-hour workshops were presented in Spanish during 
the fiscal year. A total of 1,027 attendees participated in these workshops. Five 
publications were translated in FY 2009. These were: 

. Youth Worker Brochure. 
What is PESO? . OSHA 300 Injury Log. . Forestry Poster. . How to File a Complaint (online only). 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was met 

FY 2009 Performance Goal 1-2b - Educate employers and employees regarding the 
value of occupational safety and health by: (I) providing conferences and workshops, 
including safety and the small business, and (2) working with safety committees on 
85% of consultations with employers who have an active safety committee. 

Results - The following conferences were held during FY 2009: Southern 
Oregon Conference; Western Pulp & Paper Workers Conference; Oregon 
Governor's Occupational Safety & Health Conference (GOSH); Mid-Oregon 
Construction Safety Summit; Blue Mountain Conference; and Central Oregon 
Conference. A total of 37 sessions of Safety for the Small Business (SFSB) 
workshops were held. During FY 2009, 87.1% of consultations included the 
consultants working with the establishment safety committees to improve 
committee effectiveness. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was met 

Performance Goal 1-3: Partnerships 
Promote occupational safety and health by maintaining existing partnerships and 
establishing five new partnerships, each with specific safety and/or health awareness 
improvement objectives. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal - Enhance effectiveness of partnerships in advising 
OR-OSHA manaaement on focus areas. Use existina uartnershius to wrovide more - ,  
specific focus to OR-OSHA activities. 

Results - OR-OSHA made extensive use of its relationships with partners during 
FY 2009. A detailed list of partners and their activities can be found on 
pages 8-17 of the attached Oregon State OSHA Annual Report (SOAR). 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was met. 
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OSHA's Assessment of State Progress toward Accomplishing Strategic Goal 1: 
Reduce injuries and illnesses by promoting employer self-sufficiency. 

Overall, Oregon OSHA is making excellent progress towards accomplishing its first 
strategic goal to reduce injuries and illnesses by promoting employer self-sufficiency. 
Oregon OSHA met or exceeded each annual performance goal. In fact, over the first 
four years of its current five-year plan, Oregon OSHA has either met or exceeded most 
annual performance goals designed to accomplish this first strategic goal. 

Five-Year Strategic Goal 2: Reduce injuries, illnesses and fatalities by working 
with employers to reduce occupational hazards and exposures. 

Performance Goal 2-1: Safety & Health Hazards 
Reduce the injury and illness DART rate by 10% by 2010 through focusing on targeted 
safety and health hazards. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal 2-la - Health enforcement will continue emphasis 
programs in the pesticide, lead in construction, silica, process safety management, 
diisocyanate and methylene chloride. A new emphasis program for combustible dusts 
is being introduced. Emphasis inspection targets are: pesticides, 60; lead in 
construction, 30; silica, 50; diisocyanate, 30; process safety management, 10; 
methylene chloride, 10; combustible dusts, 20. The total number of emphasis program 
inspections was 210. 

Results - OR-OSHA's pesticide inspection goal was 60 inspections. By 
conducting 84 pesticide inspections, Oregon exceeded that goal by 24. 
OR-OSHA exceeded its inspection goals for lead in construction by 10, for silica 
by 16, for process safety management by 8, and for diisocyanates by 30. 
Oregon conducted 20 combustible dust inspections thus meeting that goal. 
Because OR-OSHA exhausted its list of methylene chloride emphasis targets 
after 8 inspections, the program was discontinued since there was no opportunity 
to meet the projected 10 inspections. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was met. OR-OSHA is commended for its 
health enforcement activities. In conducting 296 emphasis inspections, 
OR-OSHA exceeded its goal of 210 such inspections. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal 2-1 b - High hazard industries with the highest number of 
claims will be scheduled for inspection. Conduct at least 2,700 inspections in high 
hazard industries. 

Results - OR-OSHA conducted five percent more inspections in FY 2009 than it 
did in FY 2008 (5,536 in FY 2009 versus 5,248 in FY 2008). In so doing, 
OR-OSHA exceeded its FY 2009 goal of 5,500 inspections. OR-OSHA fell short 
of its goal for inspections in high hazard industries (2,285 conducted, which was 
41 5 fewer than planned). 
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Although OR-OSHA fell short of its goal for scheduling inspections in high hazard 
industries, that shortfall is not a concern, especially since the state exceeded its 
overall inspection goal for FY 2009. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was partially met. 

Performance Goal 2-2: Fatalities 
Reduce the five year average number of workplace fatalities by eight percent through 
scheduled inspections and interventions at work sites in targeted industries. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal - Conduct 1,800 inspections in logging and construction. 
Address motor vehicle safety for all inspections and consultations where employees use 
motor vehicles. 

Results - OR-OSHA fell six percent (1 10 inspections) short of this goal. Motor 
vehicle safety inspections were addressed 1,545 times in FY 2009. The number 
of work related fatalities rose from 35 in CY 2007 to 45 in CY 2008. A significant 
contributor to the increase was a single helicopter crash that killed eight workers. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was partially met. 

Performance Goal 2-3: Ergonomics 
Develop and implement a plan, including outreach, education and identification of 
high-risk industries for educating employers regarding musculo-skeletal disorders, 
methods for reducing hazards, and the value of addressing ergonomic issues in the 
workplace. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal - This year's focus for ergonomics will be on the health 
care industry. A particular initiative this year is a model Safe Patient Handling (SPH) 
program. A model process will be defined based on our experience with several pilot 
sites selected from Long Term Care (LTC) and rural hospital submissions. The 
"Facilities of Choice" will be a new certification program certifying LTC facilities meeting 
SPH requirements. 

Results - Dallas Retirement Village and Good Shepherd Healthcare System in 
Hermiston, Oregon, were chosen to receive grant money to implement a Safe 
Patient Handling Program. Patient satisfaction and injury data are now being 
collected at both facilities. A description of the SPH model for the health care 
industry is available on the Oregon OSHA website. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was met. 
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OSHA's Assessment of State Progress toward Accomplishing Strategic Goal 2: 
Reduce injuries, illnesses and fatalities by working with employers fo reduce 
occupational hazards and exposures. 

Oregon OSHA was successful in exceeding its goal for total number of health emphasis 
programs inspections. Since the state inspected all the work sites in Oregon where 
methylene chloride was used, it met its methylene chloride emphasis goal for all intents 
and purposes. 

Oregon OSHA exceeded its FY 2009 safety and health inspection goal by five percent. 
OR-OSHA did not meet its specific numerical goal for inspections in high hazard 
industries with the highest number of claims. That is not a concern in light of the 
successes in other areas of Oregon's enforcement performance. 

Overall, Oregon is making satisfactory progress towards accomplishing its second 
strategic goal of reducing injuries and illnesses by working with employers to reduce 
occupational hazards and exposures in the workplace. 

Five-Year Strategic Goal 3: Maximize OR-OSHA effectiveness by striving for 
continuous improvement in all areas of service delivery. 

Performance Goal 3-1: Timeliness 
Respond timely to 95% of all fatalities and hazard complaints, 80% of alleged 
discrimination complaints, 90% of all complainants, and provide timely information of 
OR-OSHA actions to family members 100% of the time. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal - Investigations and inspections will be initiated timely in 
95% of all reported fatalities and hazard complaints; complaint responses will be timely 
in 90% of all cases; family members will be notified 100% timely, and discrimination 
cases will be processed 80% timely. 

Results -All but one of the above measures were met. The exception was that 
OR-OSHA responded to 25 out of 27 fatalities (93%) within 24 hours of 
notification. The two untimely responses were due to a criminal homicide 
investigation that delayed OR-OSHA's opening conferences. In light of that 
circumstance, OSHA concludes that the state essentially met its goal of providing 
timely response to fatalities. 

OSHA's Assessment - This goal was met. 
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Performance Goal 3-2: Customer Service 
Achieve and maintain the percent of positive responses to OR-OSHA customer surveys 
at 90% or above. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal -Achieve and maintain customer satisfaction in the 
delivery of OR-OSHA programs and services as evidenced by a survey rating of 90% or 
above on each program survey. 

Results - OR-OSHA conducted customer surveys in the following areas: 
conferences; public education; audio-visual library; consultation; enforcement; 
appeals, and laboratory services. No survey results fell below the 90% 
satisfaction level. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was met 

Performance Goal 3-3: Staff Development 
Eighty-five percent of safety and health staff will receive professional development 
annually through a variety of methods. 

FY 2009 Performance Goal - Develop and deliver a two day all staff professional 
development conference and complete basic training for new staff. 

Results - Due to budgetary constraints, the FY 2009 all staff conference was 
cancelled. 

OR-OSHA's work to revise its current curriculums for basic training is an ongoing 
project. For 2009, OR-OSHA completed the following curriculums: Safety 
Committees, OSH Act and Standards, Recordkeeping, Electrical Safety, Accident 
Investigation, lnte~iewing, and Vehicle Safety. 

OSHA's Assessment - The goal was partially met. 

OSHA's Assessment o f  State Progress toward Accomplishing Strategic Goal 3: 
Maximize OR-OSHA effectiveness by striving for continuous improvement in all areas of 
senjce delivery. 

Oregon OSHA continues to report excellent results in its customer satisfaction surveys. 
Overall, Oregon OSHA is making very good progress towards accomplishing its third 
strategic goal. Budgetary constraints precluded Oregon OSHA from developing a 
planned two day all staff conference. Despite the impact budgetary constraints had on 
that particular training projection, it is clear that OR-OSHA is making satisfactory 
progress toward meeting strategic goal number 3. 
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FY 2009 Oregon State Plan (OR-OSHA) Enhanced FAME Report 
Prepared by Region X 

Findings and Recommendations 

~ o z a l t h  inspections, OR-OSHA averaged 66 days from opening 
conference to citation issuance. This is nine days (16%) longer than the 
corresponding national average of 57 days, but also represents a two- 
day (3%) decrease in lapse time in comparison to the state's average 
health lapse time of 68 days in FY 2008. While OSHA commends OR- 
OSHA for reducing its health lapse time by three percent, additional 
reduction is needed. 

OSHA's average gravity-based penalty [GBP] was about 3.4 times 
higher than Oregon OSHA's [$2,323 vs. $6751. Most of the disparity 
between OR-OSHA's penalties and those of OSHA can be attributed to 
the state's low gravity-based penalties for low-probability serious 
hazards. Afler penalty adjustment factors were applied, the gap 
between state and federal penalties narrowed though the disparity 
remained significant [$I ,046 vs. $435, 2.4 times greater]. 

OR-OSHA should take actions to reduce the 
aberage health lapse time. This is a repeat 
recommendation. (p. 10) 

OR-OSHA should increase gravity-based penalty 
amounts significantly in order to encourage 
employer voluntary compliance and to serve as a 
strong deterrent to a t lowi~~g hazards to exist in the 
workplace. (p. 12) 

. - 
reductions. For example, on occasion, penalty reductions given for one 
violation were not given for another within the same case file. Also, a 
reduction for size given in one inspection was not given in another case, 
even though the employers had the same number of employees. There 
were two instances where the DART rate reduction was allowed for 
some violations, but not for others in the same file. (p.1 I) 

Differences [in penalties] were noted between safety and health 
violations. The state's total GBP was $1 18,300 for safety and $25,500 
for health. The average penalty per violation for safety $778, and $418 
for health [1.9 times greater]. In comparison, OSHA's total GBP was 
$377,700 for safety and $1 17,200 for health. OSHA's average penalty 
per violation for safety was $2,485 and $1,921 for health [l.3 times 
greater]. (p. I I) 
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Oregon State Plan (OR-OSHA) 
FY 2009 Enforcement Activity 

Source: 
DOL-OSHA. State Plan INSP & ENFC Reports, 11-19-2005. Federal INSP & ENFC Reports, 11-5-2009 

Private Sector ENFC- State Plans 12.4.09 & Federal 12.14.09 
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1 .  Coordinate with stakeholders to co-spoilsor a 
~ lcasures  variety of safety and health conferences 

throughoi~r thc slate. 

Results 

Six cotiferencc were lleld in F\ 200'1: 

Southern Oregon Conference 

\4 esterti Pulp r t  Paper \\ orkcrs Cotiferetlce 

<)regon Governor's Occupational Sirlet! & 
f-lealtli Conference (GOSH) 

?did-Oregon Co~istri~ction Saki! Siimniit 

Region X VPI'PA Conference 

Blue Mountain Conference 

Ceiitral Oregon (.:onTerence 

Public Education lias begun exploring the ose o f  
direct inail flyers to these rural  rea as oftl ie state. 

Total aitcndancc was lh.70:. i n  atidition. R I I 
panicipants attended tlic 40 online courses. 

, 

A total of 2;778 participatits attendoil co~iSeieoces ii i 
FY 2000. 

Intermediate 
011tct)rnes 

.-..-... - 

Contntenls - ...... 
:\ticiidance ai  tlic conti.rence\ was as foilo\rs: . Soiithern Orexoil ('onl'crencc: 385 

I \\cirern I'iiip 62 P;~pei ('niifcrencc: 3.7 I 

Oicpim (;ovcrnor'$ Occi~piition~ll Safety & 
llealtli Conference ((;OSIl): !.?SO 

\,lid-Oregon ('ntirtn~ction Safe0 Sumnrit: 
158 

Regioii X \!PPI'.\ Catifcrensc: 779 

I3lue Mooiitiiin Ci!nfercncc. 11') 

Central Oregoii Conference: 156 

W e  contiiiue to strongly encourage rciluetors 
in tlic rural areas of ihe \t;ttr lo coordiiit~tc 
traininp cvc~its wit11 oilier h~tsine~scs in their 
iireii t i ,  t1i;rxirnii.e tlic itsc ht'iru~. i i i i t ructor~ 
and it~cic.ilse ntieliilancc. 
C i  i 7 t i a i n i n ~  ~cssio~\s \+\.ere oSSered i t i  200'). 
~ ~ l i i c l i  incli~dcs public cd~icalii>n \ziirhiiiops 
atid on-site li;~ttiini: rc\ i i (~i i . ;~ - ......-...... 

-- 

2. Begin review and revision oron-line course 
offerings. 

3. Number ofattetidees at OR-OSI-IA training 
ses~ions. 

4. Number o f  attendees at 011-OSHA 
conferolcei. 

-- 
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intaining existing pnrtnersliips and establisiiiiig i i v c  riew parti~erships. eacli with zpecific safety aiid!iv Iiealrl> 1 r 
1; 

~ ~ 

,I 
~ ---.," 

-.,p-*..-B--,.-p-.-- - ~"--.","- 

', 
dv is ing OR-OSI-IA management on  focus nrcas. llse existing parttiersliipt to provide innre bpecilic iociis t i '  OK- 1 

! 
... . 

~ . ~ . . m  - P -.--.-- . . . "-:*~ --,-, ---.--.--.-.~.~~..--.",..-..- 

occupatiotlal safety and liealth awareness. 

hic pannerihip l ie i  priovwi iiarlicularly 

sent to us. Orcgoii OSt lh  ~(~Ilnborated i i i i l i  tlic Ofiici. i , d  

Public Healtli to ileveiop 1-1 I Y  I fuidaiice dociimi.nts aiiil 
to sti~CSthe opziatiuns cci,ter. 
&y&l&ie Lilh~r_.aujins Advis~)rv Con)!nm/t~.ce_ 
The coii~mitlee revie\+cd. b! e-mail. proposed new r i~ics 
on balers 2nd compactors. i\ c also rcnewcd Ilie 
~neir!herbliip list to add a l i . ~  neii lolhi.  Slernhcrq o i  tlie 
Agricirltiire l.nhor I lousing .\dvi\i,r) (~omtiiitti!e and ilic 
Small .Agriculttlral Employer . \dviwr) C~~rn~niittci. inct 
with rcprc\cntativc lroii i the icc l~nical  Secliiu~ at ilic 
Salem Field Ofice Jurilip the 3 '! Q~~artci-. to provide 
fcedhach on prtrposcil chai?yzs to thc I>ivi$ioii 1 Rules. 
Aericitltttre t2dvisorb Coin~nittee(s):~SIie ct>~iimillec(\) 
were provided irtformatian electroiiicallv and also tiiet to .- - .. . . .. .- ... - .-. -. .. ...- 
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Public I-iealth pannered with START i?tcoihers 
to identify and clear radiological ~iiatcriai 
(Cesium 137). S I ,%KT !iret~~hc.rs then took 
solvent samples and delivcrcd tliciit to tlic 
\;lohili: fbr analysis. Tlie drill \%as extremely 
succrssft~l and both OR-OSII:\ and Oreyon 
Puhlic Ilealth intend to cxercise ~oseihcr i191iii. 
OR-OSIIA acted as Safety Oflicer hi il:\l!\. 
for tlte Comrnh~nity Rcadines'~ 1:xerciie at  tltc 
\\ eal>on\ Dcp<,f. I>uiics i~~cludcd evaltlilting 
PPE. work practices. cn~nimunicatio~i. atid 
plannins. OR-OSIIA continues to meet 
regi~larl) with CSI'PP stafl'ai~d the commui~ity. 

a incis as part of the Con~ntunity Re d '  
Coordination Connnittee. 
S.l'ART participated in an Oregon Departmciir 
o f  Energy cxercise i nvo l v i n~  major cnrtliqt~akes 
in the Portland Metro area. and thcir impact on 
oil/gas/electricity. START ~~tember participate 
with DOL.!OSkiA, military. and private indiist 
011 a round (able a1 the AlHA Conference in 
Toronto Canada. 'l'opic Sos the round table was 
the iinportancc ofoccupati~~nal safct? ;and health 
in emergency prcpnrcdiie~s. 
Pandemic H l N l  activities: 
OR-OSHA. worked with t l~e Oregon 
Departtilent o f  Hutiran Services i0 l ) l IS)  
regarding l'aodemic H I N  l plantiin!: n i~d  
preparation. OR-OSIIA and ODIHS developcil 
and released a joint document for cmplo)en on 
pandemic planning and hest piactices, S l'.\lll 
members staffed tlic 0L)HS Area Operations 
Center (AOC) when i t  was opened in the Spring 
of2009 for pande~iiic tlu ($\tine tlu - IlI\I ). 
011-OSI Iti has hcen \rr,rkitts hit11 Oregon 
Public Health on drafiing giiidance doci!i~ieiits 
ri,r ll IN1 plaritti~rp and preparedness. 1 
Uoct~mcnts include those ibr I lcaltltcnsc. I 

Respondeo. Schools. and <;cncral Uork!,lacec. i 
IX IS  is re-organiziiig their .Area Opetatiut~i ' 

l 
Center (AOC) to inclsrdc an OR-OSI I-\ position 
in case the tiecd lo stand up the ,AOC arise<. 1 
should H I  N I cases incr?asc or hecome niivc j 
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ArchitectsiEngineers. Building Trade 1 :nioiis. and 
Insurers. Tlie porpose ofthc Partnership is to enhance the 

I 
constroction industrv's nerformance in the Greater 1 . , 
Portland area by sharing successes and hesi-known 
practices. The foclls of this cominon safety effon is tl ir 
proliferation o f  the Iniur) Frcc Envimn~nent (11%) 
phiiusophy l o  all individuals associated wit11 a project. 
regardlsss of tlieir role or or,~anizatiot~al afliiititii>n. I-hc 
GPCP i s  conilnitted lo a niind-set intolerasit i)l't~iiy level. 
li.erji!cncy, or severity of any incideilt or itijuiy. 
In an rffii1.1 to achieve tliis goal the GI'CP inleeti 
qlrarterly offering speakers rill topics fro111 Safeti, 
Managei~~ciit systems, to Oregon OSlli\ rilles. and Fail 
Protection. Membership levels have sur$ed in rccetii 
years atid the group lias alrcad! tiad to lind a lnsgcr 
location Lo meet and has hired a halfrime assisiant to 
helo \rith iouistics. 

get tlieir silpport i i i r  permallelit anchi,r rules given lhc 
current "eco roof' f~>ciis that cxpo\cs not nnl) 
constri~clioii \rnrl;crs hot also landsciipcl-.i and 
maintenance. r l iey have agreed to accept oiir \rorksliop~ 
as CElis for lieensin: rcccniiicatiuri. They arc also 
advertising our services in their new\lencr. 

i Ma~i&t!!.rxg&~!n~e Associatiot~ Safetv & HenItIl. \ Gm 
1 Safety directors o f  n ian~?~>cture i i  l m n c  companies 
/ and company safety committet: repi.escnt;itives 
! changed their mceting structure, moving to ail cvery 

other month meeting. They continue to discuss 
industry hazards, using OSHA stairand othcr snlcty 
and health professionals to prcserrt topics of ronrcXin. 
They continue to conduct facility safety tours. 
OSHA continues to participate i n  their r i i i~ r i i i c  
meetings. keeping them ah!-east ofroli.~nakiiig 
activity or changcs in policy that coitld aftcct tiieir 
industry. 
Q r e ~ o n  Coalition for Healthy.&i!.~~I~al A coalition or  
agencies i s  workin2 to increase awareness among xiail 
salon owners and lvorkurs re~ardiog liazdrds nTmaterials 
they ose and ways to better protect workers. Orefon 

&>SFiA .- .- .. created a ract sheet and pan!pIilct -. -. iii 110th .. 
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tectors andichtevemknts. - 5 .  Nurnber of oartnersliios in tareeted industrv I At the er~d o f  FY 2009. there were 9 partnerships in 
argeei industries: 
iericukure: 

Agicu!ture Labor ilousingCommittee contiilues to 
address issues affecting labor hallsing in the 
agriculture industry 
O re~on  Sustain~ble_..&gricul~ure l<e>ource Ceriter \ Ie  
continue our tradership role on !lie safc i ~nd  fair 
working coiiditions technical youp.  

Zonstruction: 
Construction ,:\!1~~9~~(Ig",~!n~cc..Tiie ~roi lp's 
niissioii is to address safety a ~ i d  lhealtli irsnes a f i ?c t i i ~~  
the constructi1:in industry and increase ouirencb. 

, - 
the 11ai.ardh ol ' rnofin~. 
Greait:rI'onlai!d Ccinslruction PAru>?d~dL rhc  :roiqi 
continues :? meet tri achieve tlicir coals. OR-OSIi,\ -. 
Sponsored n ncbinar oil "dc?ignina f i x  !.afet!". 
~ > ! ~ ~ ~ . n . ! ! ~ ~ ~ ~ c B ~ ! . d e r s  :\:s~~&io?.~L(j&<il ()I I I3 ;\ 
aiid Orcgo~i OSt-1.4 signed a (hrrn;il :~Ilinncc 
agreemetit that seeks to increase ouircach ef<:.>it\ ti> 
einpl(~yers and c~i iplojcc\.  
Veliiclc S a h :  - . ..-. Tlic Coiis:i.uctiun 4diisary 
Conitiiittec has bcen active in distrihnting ,motor 
vehicle puhlicalions. 

I,<)'l'~i~. ..-*-.a 

Forest !\ctivi:iesss.2dvisor~ Chnin~\tewi ' ihc committee 
conlinues to identify induslry needs and deve in~  
standards to address industry lisrards. 

liealth Care: 
Cr(~cj!j..Coalitil:in for 1-Iealth Care OC'HE: Alonf \\ill> 
Oregon OSHA. OCHE is developiiig the Facility o i  
Choice certification criteria so the prograin can hi. 





Performance Goal 2-1: Safety & He 1 

itsocyitnate, 30: process safely management,  10; methyiene chloride. i 0; combiistibie dusts. 20. Total niitnhei. ~ T c i l i p h a i i s  progr;riii inspcc t i~~ i i s  ir 2 10. 

1 
11 

w i d e r  . strategic i n i t i a t i v s w o a  ..--..---- .1 
-*,-,..,- ~.."..-- 

Performance 
Indicator Type 

Activity 
Meas~rres 

I l 
6. Total nunihsr oTProcess Safety Management 

emphasis prograin inspedions. 

I 
5. I 'otal  ni~nibcr of diisocyanaic program 

I 
Tlirre were 60 iliisocyanati, cmphasi? iiirpections 

I inspections. 1 

Indicator 

I. i'otal number of health inspections. 

7. 'I'olal numher of pesricide emphasis program 
inspeclions. 

).Total ni~mber o f  lead in construction emphasis 
program inspections. 

4. Total number of silica emphasis program 
inspections. 

I'liere were I8 PS\1 e~npllnsis inspections 
conducted. 

. .d.-. 

Results 

'Tliere were 920 liealtli inspections 

There were 84 pesticide emphasis inspections. 

I'here were 40 lead in constructioii empliasis 
inspections. 

-. 
There \rere 66 silica emphasis inspeaions. 

-- . .. -. - 

Comments - .. . -. . . .- 

- 
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I ? .  Number o f  lead in construction emnhasis / 133% ofthe vcarlv target nurnher o f  lead in I 
program inspections co~t~pared to target. 

....... -. 
3. Kumher of silica emphasis proeranl . - 

inspections con~pared to tar re^. -- 
4. Number o f  diisocyanate emphasis program 

inspections ciiinpared to torget. ." .- .. 
15. Number o f  f'rocess Safety Llanagetnent 

emphasis prozrarn inspections compared to 
target 

........... . . 
16. Kurnher of inethylene chloride emphasis 

program ii~spections coniparcd to target 
- 

17. Number ofcombustihle dust eml~ l ia is  
program inspections compared to target 

...... - 
18. Kumher o f  hcalili consultations in hi8h h:irsnl 

industries compared to target. 

. .... 
19. neploy new empliasis program and strategic 

initiatives with a comoreher\sive annroach (r.e. . . . . 
pohlications. riilc rcvicw. semit~al-s. conference 
sessions) 

... 
Comments: 

, a -  

:onstruction inspectioi~s were conducted (40i.30) 
........ ~ 

132.0% cf  the yearly target number of'siiicii 

e i o ~  "ere conducted ......-....... (66150). ,. 

!00% of the veariv target nurnhcr of diisocvanatc . . . .  
lnspedinns were conducted (60i3(1). 
180% o l l l i c  yearly tergct iiiirnhcr ofdiisocyanate 
ttispections werc conducted (IS!lO). 

. . .  ... 
~ 0 3 6  o f  the yearly target nutiiber o f  methyienc 
chloride iiispectioiis werc c~iiducled (SilO). 

................ 
1009" o f  thc yearly target nornher of' combustihi;- 
dust inspectinns were cot~ditctcd (21120). 

There iverc 254 healih consultations ii i Irigli 1har;rrd 
industries cotlipaced io the iargrt of 15ii. 

Foi'FI'Y2010. l l ic  iicw safety and !health fihed s i t ~  
sched~~ling systcin will be i~npiemctited. I Ire ~ieed 
kir new eni!?iiasis progralng wili lie ebaluatcd as 
resoiirccs permit, 

.......... ..... .. .. 
Enforcement Statistics are from YCK local 
reports. 

.. .. - .- 
l l ~ e  nilni~a! numher o f  hi.;~ltli coniultaiion in 
hixh harard iniliistrie\ cxcce<lrd iiic ! FO ;~nnual 











---. .. .. . . . 
5 .  C.ompeiisahlc iBlalit! rate (reported ailnually). 

-. --. . ~ 

I 6  Pcrccnt ~~t'cornpctiseble ihtalities that arc 
Ciolar Veiiicle .\cciilciits. 

17. 2iV.4 fntal rnte pcr l00.iJOll \\orkurs. 

.... . -- . 
t3reakout ofCY 20& fatalifies: 

2 ialls . I2  higll\*.a\ tiiotor vehicle accidents* 
7 struck-by 
I 1pedestri;ui acciiienfr 
5 industrial vehicle accidents 
h cauglit-in. iliidei. hetueeii 
10 aircrati accidctits 

Sonic lhislory: 
CY 2008 rate: 2.57 (45 Cltalities) 
CY 2007 rate: 1.519 ( 2 5  fatalities) 
CY 2006 rate: 2.13 (-37 fatalities) 
CY 2005 rate: I .R4(31 fatalities) 
CY 2004 rate: 2.76 145 fatalitiesi 
CY 2003 rate: 2.59 (31 fatalities) 
CY 2002 rate: 3.26 (52 Sataiitics) ___ .~ 
27% ( I  3 4 5 j  of  the cornpensable fatalitics in CY 
1008 were the reiuii of hiehwai motor vcl~iclc 

For (:Y 7008 there wete 12 highway L lVA  
l'at:~lities rou!ling in a fatality rats of0.69 VV.5 
fataiitics per 100.000 workers (oi- (1.9 M\'A 
kl i~i i t iex pel 1.0011.000 \iorkerc). 

~.., 
'or simmary ol' fatalilies reported to OR- 
)';HA and their compensahiiity statns. pleasc 
efer ro the thi,rts section. 

'Higliwa) motor \,chicle accidents in 
~crforinancc g ~ a l  9 is for reported )car: 
iigliivay motor vehicle accidents it, 
>rrfoi'mancc p a l  1 5  i s  for accepted year 

3ascline is 2.70 l,CY 2000-01) 

Vote that all fatality rate? are calcrilated [in a 
:aletidar year basis. Rates (br earlier ycars m;ky 
2et updated due ta tierr. repofled inl'oriiiati<m 
:tither count or employment ni~rnbers). 

. .. ...~ 
If you add in f$~talilies involving aircraft 
veliicles 00).  indusirial vehicles ( 5 )  and 
pedestrian accidents ( I  1. a total of6204, (28145: 
ol'thc compensablc fatalities fhr thi- year 
involved a vchicle. 

Thc haseiitrz for CY 2004 Maas 0.80 F&$aiities 
per l00,000 workers. 
C'Y2008: 0.69 f'at:+litics per IOOK workers 
CY200i: 0.34 fatalities per IOOK workers 
CY 20iih: 0.60 fatalitics per ! 0I)K workers 
(:Y 2005: 0.47 fittalilies per IOOK is'orkeri 
CY 2001: 0.80 firtalitics per IOUK workers 
CY ZOOi: 0.82 fatalities per l001< workers 
CY 2002: 0.88 fatalities per I OOK workers 
VY ZOO!: 0.3 I f,~rali?ii-s per ! OOK workers . . 
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1 Performance Goal 2-3: Ereonomics Y D 
g outreach, education and identification o f  high-risk indilstries for educating employers reprd ing musculn-shclcial 

s, and the valtie o f  addressing ergonomic issues in the workplace. 
m --.--.-."".,.----,,----- 

FY 2009 Performance Goal 
This year's focus for ergonomics w i l l  be on tile health care industr).. A particiilar initiative tliis !c;is is a iniiidcl '.;:rlc I'oticnt II:kridliiig (%'I I i p'.ograni. i\ model 
process wi l l  be defined based on our experience with scveiai pi101 i r e s  selected i i o ~ n  i.ong-~l'crrt~ Cnre ( I . l ( ' )  ;mi riiml Iii~spii;rl sub~iiissioni. I-lie "I':iciliti~s 01- 
Choice" will he a ncw certification srolcram cenifvine 1.TC raciiities meeting SPli reuilircmciit. 

. - 

cornminces in health care organizations. with lo~ iy  term care or!gwizations. A hrocl~iir 
the program i s  availahle oil the wchsite. I h c  
hrochurc has been used to market ~ h c  pmgrar 

~~~~. 
pilot testing o f  thc prograin was complet 

Choice" pilot program in a Lony-Term Care 
facility and a rilral hospital. Market ihc impleiiicntcd a Safc Patient tlandling prograiii tiint 
"Facilities o f ( . ' h~ ic~"  desiyna~ion. includes management support. employec hy- i i i .  

conducted during the year, 
)rcscntatiens it1 the ri1lui.e. 





' Performance Gonl3-1: Timeliness 
Kc.sp,ind tirnel! t o  W ? O  t) l 'nl l  i;~t.tli:ici :uld hazard cocnpldinl<. 80") ,,f ;rllr.gr.~l l,,cri 1'in;irion c.11-lp!:iitl1.. 011 , 'I ,!,! :.~I-I~I,I,I~ t111> ,111 p r ~  I..: I!IIY!\ 
tnfarmatinn ,>f OK-OSI i .2  : ~ c t i ~ ~ r l i  ti, l l r n i l y  ~ n c m h c r r  1009b o f  rltc time. 

I 
-. . _li - . --.- - -- -. 

- 
Fatalities: itttenipt within 24 hours of Tiniely Responsc 1.0 Fatalitic>: 77.8'!'0 
notification. Data reflects OR-OSH!\ alle~iipt ( 2 5  of??)  

consistent with [MIS data). 1 OO":l 

Performance 
Indicator Type 

Activity 
Mensure 

reflects OK-OSI-IA attempt tiom time of 
notification (note tliis may not he consistent 
with lM lS  data). 

Serious Complaint Inspections: Attempt within 
5 working days 

Other-than-Serious Cornpiairit Inspections: 
Attempt within 30 working days 

Complainant Response: Send letter within I 0  
working days 

Investigntions (plione!fax. letter): Respond 
within I 0  working days 

Family ILetter: Send u,itliin 10 days offatality 
notification 

Alleged Discrimination Complaints: Process 
throoyh determination level witliin 911 calendar 
davr 

Indicator 

I. Document and follow up on ~intilnely openings 
of ratality and iniminent dari~er complaint 
inspections. 

(43 o l 4 i )  
Serious: (>2.4'5.; 

(378 uS409) 
!.)tllcr--il!an-Serious: 06 i".;, 

(221 or?ZLl) 
'Timely Response to Complainants: 85.70," 

(885 of'l98) 
It!vestig~tio~is: Q6,(Ia,4, 

Results 

I'here were two iintitiiely fatality iiispecIions. 
The openings were dclayed bcc8itsc the decision 
to not  iiispect w a i  reversi.~!. 

Timel) I<esponse to Disci irni i iai i~~i i  Complaints: 
(83 of 10:) 80.58% 

Cornmcnts 
-. 

Orcgciti OSll:\ ionsiilers all otlier f'>rt;riitics 
reported a\ untimely \rere ojicncd \vitlii:t 24 
l i i i i ir i of the data available iiceile~l tc  ci!iidiict !lie 
iti\,cstizatinns. 

I , I I -.- 
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Comn!cnl: 

Reported and inre~ligoted liatutal cause t'ataliiici 
were 1)revioucly omitted from quancrly reports, 
These Fatalities are now included in the totals. 

Cnmment. 

Kcported mid invrsti~arcd ii;uuial c;ru$v liitalitie\ 
i rere prcviousl) omitted Sroiii quarterly rcports. 
Tlirse fatalities are now inclr~i lal  in the t~ltals. 



ait l i in tlie rtatutoril? required 90 days 
CQ!!UI!~,!.. Fur ?f"Y 2009. tht. Oregon Bureau o f  
L.aho~. atid Industries (1301.1) have denionftrated 
improuen1ent fix eacli oftl ie 4 ijuaslcrs arid a 
siyniiicatit overall improvclnent over F1:Y 2008. 
I "  (Ju;~ricr T . 3  %> 
2 ' '  Q r t  7 7 . 7  7" 
j'" Quarter - 80.3 :b 
4"'()uarler 83.8 % 

I.)iscriiiiitiation . Completion of discrimination 
within the va tu l o r i i ~~  required 90 clays 
(.'&nji!.ntllor FFY 2008. the Oreynti Hure;nt of 
L.;ahor and Indoitric5 ( H 0 I . I )  liavc demoiisvatcd 
continiloi~s impruvtment f r~r  each of tile 4 
iluxters. 
I "  Quarter - 56.7 '% 
z''! Quarter . 65.7 ?'o 
3'"uartcr - 70.2 % 
4"' Quarter - 87.2 O b X  

*I'hi$ i s  tlie first titile tlie 1'301.1 lhss exceeded 
Orelon OSl l  A's stvaicizic goal ofRS% 



Performance Goal 3-2: Customer Service 1 
/\chieve and maintain the pzrccnt o f  positive responses to OR-OSHA customer surveys at 9096 or abo\e. 

-- 
.-- 

FY 2009 Performance Goal 
Achieve arid mairitain customer satisf ict ion in tlie delivery orOK-OSHA programs and services as ebidenced bq a s!tr\'cy rating of')O?'a o r  ahiwe on cnch 
program survey. - .- . .- " 

--7 
- I Performance / 1 

lndientor Type 
Activity 
Measure 

Primary 
Outcome 

indicator 

I. hnalyze stakeholder survey resirits and take 
c ~ r r e c t i ! ~ ~  actions as necessary to address 
results f i l l in% hclow 004.;,. 

2.  Percent of positive respotlses on customer 
surveys in tlic f(4lowing areas: 

- Confercnces 
- Public Fil~lcation 
- Audio-visual library 
- Cons!~ltation 
- Enforcement 
- Appeals 
-!.ah 

Results 
Uo i ~ ~ r b e y  resoltr kli belov tllc miniriiuin 
beiichmark. no corrective i~ctioii ncccsiar) 

TY 2009 survcq results -- percent saiisl'actioii: 

Conferences: 1004.0 
Piiblic Edocation: 98.62% 
AV Library: 98.1% 
Coiisultatioii: I 0Ooh 
Enliircernent: 04. iR0/o  
Appeals: ')I .0°6 
i..ab: 93'56 

('rrmri~erits 
. . 







Goal 1-1: Recognition Programs  
5-Yuar Performance (;cral: lnerease the number  ofnclr  S H A R P  participants b j  25 a n d  the number  of new VI'P p a r t i c i p u n t ~  hy 4. 

Oregon OSi  IA has achicvcd the 5-ycar goals for employer recognilion prograliis. 

In 13' 2OOu. an additionzil 1') cmpioycrs received initial SHARI' certification, bringing the total tiumber of employers in the program to 155. which 
include 69 currctit cmplnycrs c11iil 86 graduates. Duritig the last three ycars a total or 56 sites a c r c  addeil lo ihe program (17 in FY 2007, and 20 in 
1008. and 19 in l:Y 7000). 

T l ~ e  VPI' program has p w n  this ).car. \vitli an additional 7 employers receiving certiffcatioii in FY 2000, At lhc end of YY 200'1. Oregon OSI-%A 
had 2 i  VI'I' sites. 'Illis cxcceds the 5-year target of an additional i 1 employers over the 5 years o f  the Strategic Plan (2006-10). (iiven the continued 
strong attenctancc at application \vorksIiops and frcquent program incjiiirics. ivc anticipate this growth to continite in FY 2010. 

'The Sl LARI' prornin 11;~s acliie\cd the 5-year target of25 ne\\ participants. The VPP program has exceeded the 5-yeas target. 

Gtral 1-2: Education 
1-2) 5-Year I'erformance (;oal: Educate  employers and employees regarding tlte value of occup;itional safety a n d  health by increasing 
materials available for  hard-to-reacl audiences, providinn workshops and  conferences, and  bv workinp with safetv committees on XS%t of , . ~ .. ,~, 

consultations with employers who  have a s a f e h  eommittce. 

I l~ lder  the 1"l:SO iiri~hrcll:~ is 11 gro\vitug famil? (~I'compiiance asrisk~nce tools to help employers with Spanish speaking woshcss in Oregon: tile ever 
poprrlas hilitlgi~al glossary. 14. -30-60 nii~?iitc bilingual training iiiodi~lcs with printed prcsentatic~n materials: and 6 4-Itiiur Spatiisli-language 
\\orkshops i ~ ~ c i r ~ d i n g  a ne\v \vurk.;ltop for s ak ty  ciimrniltee meiiibers. Thc Spaiiish-language workshops have written malerial in the same 
Hn~Iish!Spnnish liirmat that is very popular wiih the existing PESO modulcs. 

I h e  antlu~ii pcrli\rmancc goal of\vorking x i th  safcty committees on 8j'?fb ofconsuikation~ was excee~lcd at 87.LC%. For 2I(d)  consultants. thc mtc 
was cvcn higher at ')7.'1'%>. for FY 7009. 

FY 2009 Oregon Statc OSIIA Annual Kcport I'age .:S 



Six conferences were held in FY 2009 as a result of OK-OSHA's collaborative efforis. 111 addition to general I i~il th and safety topics. conkrelice< 
which focused on the logging, construction. and health care industries helped us reach more employers and workers. 

Fhe annual education goal was mct: we are doing well towards the 5-year goal of continuing our cducatioii delivery to Orcgon cn1p11,yccs and 
employers. 

OR-OS'IA has continued its outreacli to non-English spcaking workers by making training and outrc;tch rnotcrials ;tvailahlc t ~ r  t l~c  multic~~ltitrol 
workforce. 5 Spanisli language publications were developed i n  FY 2009. 

Goal 1-3: Partnerships 
1-3) 5-Year Performance C;oal: Promote occupational safety and hcalth hy  maintaining existing partnerships anti establishing five new 
partnerships, each with specific safety andlor health awarcness improvement ohjectives. 

Oregon OSHA continucd to form collaborative relationships with industry groups in targeted industry scctors as \\ell cis making tit11 itsc of n d ~  ist11.y 
stakeholder groups to assist in rulemaking resulting from legislative activity. Many ol'thc partnerships have prodiicrd tangiblc and wcl l - rccei~~d 
products and developed strong working relationships with employers. 

A t  the end of FY 1009, Oregon OSHA had 24 active partnerships. This is a rrductiotl from what was reportcd FY 2008 by 10: the SIIARI' 
partnerships were removed from goal 1-3 and included in goal 1-1. While the number of partnerships rc~nsitis at 24 from FY 2008, Oregon OS11.A 
has several partnersllips that were not active in FY 2009 and developed new partnerships !hat are new i i i  FY 2009. We anticipate activities to 
convene with those dormant partnerships in the ruturc. 





Develop and implement a plan, including outreach, education and identification of high-risk industries, for editcsting employers regarding 
musculo-skeletal disorders, methods for reducing hazards, and  the value of addressing ergonomic issues in the worliplacc. 

Health care will continue to be a focus area for Oregon OSHA over the next several ycilrs. as we continue the Safe I'aticnt Iiandling initiativt: with 
the Oregon Coalition for fiealthcare Ergonomics. We have hired the ergonomic outreach coordinator and are using cnisting resnurccs as well as 
continuing to leverage our partnerships in the hcalth care field. 

Toward our yearly goal of developing a plan to reduce ergonomic hazards. we lhavc targeted the health carc secior. which has onc of  tlie highest 
claims rates for MSD i n j u r i e  Claims data. demographic trends. alld the increase in service sector empli>yment in the state point to this hcinp an 
increasing problem if ncltliing is done. One of our first initiatives is the alliance with Of l l l l .  'T\vt> pilot sites (one criticill access riil.:~l care hospital, 
and one long-tenn care facility) were selected to participate. and have received grant funding to obtain SI'II cqnipnicnt. Both faciiilic.; h;rve fonncd 
slaff leadership teams to lead thc initiative. establisl~ed policies. trained stal'f. and have hegun using equipment to move paticnls. 1)ilta is now being 
collected to reflect patient and staff satisfaction and as well as injuries. 

Ihe MSD claims rate over all sectors is slightly down in CY 2008 (to 0.38 per 100 workcrs - see f harts.) The >MSD claims rate ftor licaltli care has 
decreased to 0.52 per 100 workers. With our safe patient handling iinitiative. we feel we are addressing one of the niost common sources of thcsc 
injuries. 

Dcsign oCa two-part educational program to train safety committce members in long-tcnn care facilities o n  ergonomic lin~ard al%orcovss and 
identification was completed in FY2008. The program. presented in t ~ v o  parts. coinhirlcs classroom cducaiion ~4 ith "!i;inds-cw" le:irnilil! i n  the l'orrn 
of a facility walk-artrund with the colisr~ltant to identify ergonomic liaritrds. In FY2008. the progriin? \\as pilot tested by consultailts cind lin:rl cdits 
were completed. A brochure discussing the program was also prod~iced to aid in future rnarkcting. 
I n  Oregon froin 2005-2007 the two top industries with claims rates ol'accepted disabling tfusciiloskcictal lnjilries pcr 10:i)OO cmpIr1yetl persons 
werc l'ransporlation. warehousing. and utilities at 1 1  2.9 and Construction at 63.i 

111 an effort to reduce the numbers of Oregonians in these trades that are initired cach gear the ('c~nstri~ctii~n 1:rgonoinics C'nalition \vos fi)rnicd in 
mid 2008. This is a group of' stakeholders whose missicui is to create awareness and provide educatiori in thc pre~cniiun of Mi~scu i~~ske l~ ta l  
Disorders through research, c~utreach, networking and collaboratic~n, in addition tci prcsenti~lg a t  arc& coirkrences. our first, m;lior proicct is a. scrim 
of'  pamphlets that focuses on body parts at risk for soft tissue injury aiid will be used in Sool box ralks and safety nrecti~jgs. 

[luring 2005- 2007. the Transportation industry in Oregon accounted for 2396 of all h4usculoskeictul Clai1i?s by occ~ipation. Drivers arc oficn 
injured while loading and ilnloading product and entering and exiting the vchicle. 111 an attempt to address this issuc, (:)regon OStlA has begru~ 
work with the Oregon 'Trucking i\ssociatioii i n  an effort to identif)) areas of risk and establish and d i s s e m i ~ ~ ~ t e  hcst practice solulioi?~ to ircdircc soft 
tissue injuries in this industry. 
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Oregon Lost Workday Cases Incidence RatelDART rate (all sectors) 
Calendar Years 1988 - 2007 

'Data from 2002 on is based on revised recordkeeping requirements and is not comparable with rates from earlier years. 















Accepted Disabling Claims - Health Services 
NAlCS 621-623 

L.. CY 03 C,Y 04 CY 05 Cv OF CY 07 CY 38 
- 

- ..-.-. ~~~ .. -- 
Accepted Disabling Claims - Lead in Construction, Silica, Pesticides 

FY 2009 Oregon Sme US!-lh An~i i~a l  Rcport Page 57 









Cornpensable Fatality Rate 
3-year rolling average 

FY ZOO9 Oregon State OSIlA Ailnual Report Page 6 1 



MVA Compensable Fatalities 
(Highway Only: CY 2000-2008) 

All Compensable Fatality: MVA Compensable Fatality Rate 
(Highway Only: CY 2000-2008) 





Total OR-OSHA Consultations 
Federal Fiscal Years 1996 - 2009 



Total Oregon OSHA Inspections 
Federal Fiscal Years 1999 - 2008 



OR-OSHAAgriculture Inspections 
Federal Fiscal Years 1999 - 2008 

FY 2009 Oregon State OSHA Annual Report I':1$"66 











Total Claims: MSD Claims 
Calendar Year 1999-2008 

MSD Claims Rate: 1997 - 2008 (all sectors) 
accepted disabling claims 

f Y 2009 Orcgoii Siittu OSIHA i\nnlmI Report f'age 7 1 



Health Care MSD Claims 
NAICS 621-624 

2003-2008 
accepted disabling claims 

Health Care MSD Claims (NAICS 621-624) 
3-year rolling average (accepted disabling claims) 



MSD Claims: All Sectors vs. Health Care 
accepted disabling claims 

NAlCS 621-624 



APPENDIX D 

State Performance Data 

Oregon FY 2009 Final FAME Report 
August 11,2010 
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTKATJON 

CUXKENT MONTH - SEPTEMBER 2 0 0 9  I N T E R I M  STATE INDICATOR REPORT ( S I K J  STATE = OREGON 

.--..- 3 MONTISS .......... 6 MONTHS---- ...... --.--. 1 2  MONTHS---- 2 4  MONTHS----- 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE FED STATE FED STATE FED S T A T E  FED S T A T E  

A .  SAFETY 

2 .  L'ROGKAMMEU I N S P E C T I O N S  WIT13 
VIOLATIONS ( % J  

A .  SAFETY 

8 .  WEALTH 

3 .  S E R I O U S  VIOLATIONS 1 % )  

A .  SAFETY 

B .  HEALTH 

4 .  ABRTEMENT PERIOD FOR V I O L S  

A .  SAFETY PEKCENT >30 DAYS 

ti. IIEALTH PERCENT >GO DAYS 
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PAGE 3 

STATE = OREGON 

.-... 3 MONTHS --... -.... 6 MONTHS .-... -.---. 1 2  MONTHS--.- ----.. 2 4  MONTHS--. 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE P R I V A T E  P U B L I C  P R I V A T E  P U B L I C  PRIVATE P U B L I C  P R I V A T E  P U B L I C  

D.  ENFORCEMENT (PIJBIIIC SECTOR)  

I .  PROGRAMMI~D I N S P E C T I O N S  Su 

A.  SAFETY 

B. HEALTH 

2 .  S E R I O U S  VIOLATIONS (8: 

A. SAFETY 
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 

CURRENT MONTH = SEPTEMBER 2009 COMPUTERIZED STATE PLAN ACTIVITY MEASURES STATE = OREGON 

-..-.. 3 MONTHS--.. ..--- 6 MONTHS.---. -..-. 12 MONTHS---- --... 24 MONTHS---- 
PEKFOKMANCE MEASURE FED STATE FED STATE FED STATE FED STATE 

E. REVIEW PROCEDURES 

1. VIOLATIONS VACATED 'b 

2. VJOLATIONS kCCL.ASSIFIED 'n 

3. PENALTY RETENTION % 




