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. Measurement Center, .

- PREFACE.

This report  presents the results of an Air Porce Occupational

.Survey of the Security: Police career ladders (AFSCs 81130, 01150, -
. 81170, .81130A, 81150A, BI1170A, 81132, 81152, 81172, B81132A, 811527,
811724, and 81199). This project was directed by USAF Program -

Technical Training, Volume 2, dated February 1978. Authority  for

"“conducting ~occupational  surveys is contained in AFR 35-2. Computer
outputs from which this report was produccd are available for use by =~
- operating and training officials. A _ T

This “survey instrument’ was developed by Second Lieutenant

Robert Landry; TInventory Development Specialist. Captain James

‘Gilbert and ‘Captain Leon Tauscher, assisted by Airmen Jeff Adrianson
and Frank Cabrefra, analyzed the survey data. The report was prepared -
by  Mr. ‘3. S. Tartell and has been reviewed and approved by
Lieutenant Colonel Jimmy L. Mitchell, Chief, Airman Career Ladders

Analysis Secti_on,‘]-,’,Occ,u_pationa} Sarvey Branch,  USAF Occupational
diolph AFB Texas, 78148. R

Computer programs for analyzing the occupvation‘al data were

designed by Dr. Raymond E. Christal, Occupationa! and Manpower

Research Division, Air Force Human Resources Laboratery (AFHRL),
and. were written by the Project Aralysis and Programming Branch, .

Computational Sciences Division, AFHRL.

Copies of this report are available to air staff sections, major

' commands, and other interested training and management personnel
upon request 16 the USAF Occupational Measurement Center, attention

ot o L T g L

B i TR S N .

P

of the Chief, Occupational Survey Branch (OMY), Randolph AFB, Texas.
- T8148. _ RS ' ‘ ‘ ' .
This report has been reviewed and is approved.
3 BILLY C. McMASTER, Col, USAF WAL"TE'R E. DRISKILL, Ph.D.
: Commander o Chief, Occupational Survey Branch
USAF Occupational Measurement USAT Occupational Measurement
_ Ce.ter : o ’ Center :
3
et P Y
B R
A P
4 ‘ R /

PR R T







B e TNV B e P

need for security dog surveiilance.

OCCUPATION’\L SURVEY REPORT
© .- SECURITY POLICE SPECIALTIES
(AFSCs 811X0/A, 8HIX2/A, A81199 AND CEM CODE 81100)

| ENTRQDUCTION

This . is a report of an occupauona! survey of personnel in the

-Seéurity Police caree. ladders completed by the Occupational . Survey

Branch, USAF Occupational Measurement Center. This survey was

-»conducted at ‘the reguest of the - ‘Security Police Academy, Lackiand
. AFB,  Texas.
the . All‘ Force Manpower and Personnel Center (AFMPC) indicated .a need
“to. review the current classification structurs of -the career fxeld
'eapecially the dog quahﬁed ladders (AFSCs 811XOA/X2A) :

Additionally, the personnel classificaticn manager from

Background

Force, with current manning ir_ .excess of 32,000 and projected to

L mcrease in the next few years. -This projected increase is partially due
to recent and anticipated changes in the role of securxty forces. For-
- example, the "detection" role . of security personne! is Seing replaced

by a more active: "response and .avaluate" role, partially brought about
by the more extensive use of electronic sensor and surveillance

systems. Management intended -this change to drastically reduce the

recently. been made to phase out the Security Dog Gualified career

ladder  {(AFSC 811X0A) sometime between October 1979 and April 15880.

Additionally, _managément intended the transition to electronic
detection. to. diminish. the role of the posted sentry in secure areas.
Instead of standing or walking passively, security person.el have now

been made resporisible for momtormg ‘sophisticated sensor and other -

alarm systems, with -dispatch “of team -forces evaluate alarm
activations. . This places the major. security responsikility on the alarm
moniter and the tactical response force team members.

. Many b_other factors besides electronic surveillance continue to
impact upon  the security police area. The heightered threat. of
terrorist and subversive force activities in recent years, tne changing
concepts of national defense, and the changing . attitudes of job

‘incumbents, have all contributed to the need fcr greater flexibility and

greater proficiency of both- Security and Law Enforcement personnel.
Tite shrinking dollar, along with high, recruiting and training costs,

The Secunty Pohce career field {s - one of the largest in the A‘r"

As a Tresult, the decision hds

have placed ar absolute ceiling on - operational and training-..

expenditures.
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. The ‘Security Police career field is extremely. large and- cozﬁblex;

. 'Its people are assigned to almost every USAF base, station, or. post
. worldwide; and they must he prepared to accomplish both a peacetime
and & wartime mission. They are responsible to perform a tremendous -
- 'range of job functions from catching stray animals to investigating

crimes; frem operating correctional facilities to defending. our base and

o priority resources in peace’ and war. They ride or drive everything -

- from- horses. to trucks,. personnel carriers to trackmasters; they use an _

- ' equally varied range of equipment and wesponry. . Their. training
- . . budget is one of the highest in the Air Force, they have a very high
_.."population of first enlistment personniel, ‘and they traditionally ‘have had

- orelatively “low job satisfaction.  In short, the tremendous changes and -
- diversity of ‘challenges that are involved in this large and complex -
;- career field require the use of & variety of objective data sources to
“insure effective and efficient management. - R PO

-~ This report is one such source of data. It is intended to examine
. -~ the 'Security Police . career ladders based an tasks performed by a -
"~ worldwide representative sample of Security. police personnel. The data

-from -survey respondents is designed to ‘assist career field .managers,

) 'i:}.'t:aine_rs,' and planners 10 determine the ‘most efficient way of classi- - -
. fying, managing, and- training the security ‘police resource. Areas
~ discussed in* this report include: (1) development and administration of

the survey instrument; (2) the functional job structure of the security
police career field; (3) the relationship- of skill level groupings to the:

.current job structure and to AFR 39-1 :specialty descriptions; (4) the

jobs performed by first _erlistment personnel; (5) CONUS vs overseas
differences; (6) MAJCOM job differences; anc (7} jeb satisfaction and.

- related data.

 METHODOLOGY

Inventory Development

The data coliecti_on instrument for- this occupational survey was

USAF' Job - Inventory AFPTs 90-811-137 and 90-812-138. The survey

instrument  from the 1974 occupational survey served as the basis for

" developing the. new fask inventory. The previous task list was refined,
_modified, and in some areas expanded through research of. career field

publications and directives and personal interviews ‘with 36 experienced
subject ‘matter. specialists (SMSs) from two bases and one army post

(Lackland AFB and Camp Bullis, Ellsworth AFB,; and Ft. Leavenworth).
- Special care was taken to contact SMSs who were recent returnees from ;
'USAFE and PACAF and some rersonnel with recent experience at Lowry

AFB . -or Clark AFB.  The final task list contained 540 tasks which
covered the spectrum of security police, responsibilities. Also included-
was an extensive background section which' requested such information

as grade, DAFSC, ‘TAFMS, duty title, equipment and weapons used, job -

interest, and types of proficiency training received in the field.
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-~ Inventory Admin:stration

During  the period September 1_1978 through Ianixai"y '1979,.
. Consolidated " Base: Perschnel. Offices in operational units - worldwide
administered the inventory booklets to personnel holding Security Police

DAFSCs. " These personnel were selected from a -computer generated
mailing list obtained from personnel data tipes maintained by the Air
Force Human Resources- Laboratory (AFHRL). Each .individual who

completed - the _inventory first ~completed an " identification. and
biographical information section, then checked each task performed in. -
" their current job.. S T T AP DE P

. After checking all ‘tasks p'er'fé'rmed.‘ each .'respvohdent"‘ then ‘rated”

each. of these tasks on a nine-point scale showing relative time spent on

~that task as compared to all other tasks checked. The ratings ranged
- from one (very-small-amount time 'spent) through five (about-average -

time spent) to nine (very-large-amount time spent). A
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~ Survey Sample :
T Since this career field Is extremely large, personnel were selected. - 3o
P to participate 'in this survey in such a way as to insure proper i
- . representation across all MAJCOM and DAFSC groups. .Table 1 reflects.
R ~the percentage distribution, by major command, of personnel assigned . 3
to the Security Police carser ladders as of October 1978. Also listed is
the percent distribution, by major command, of respondents from each )
~of the ladders-in the final survey sample. The 4,508 respondents
-.making up :the final sample represented 14 percent of the 33,078 .
personnel assigned a' the timic of the survey. The DAFSC distribution o
L “of the survey sample is shown in Table 2. As seen in both tables, the
survey sample was representative across all MAJCOMs and skill ‘levei .- o
K . DAFSC groups in all ladders. B Cn ) T ~
Table 3 presents. the survey sample distribution of Total Active e
Federal Military 3ervice (TAFMS) groups. . The dominance of first :
enlistment personnel in each career ladder is clearly evident. ' 4
i L
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R T OF PERCENT OF PERCENT_OF
COMMAND ‘ASSIGNED _ SAMPLE ASSIGNED _ SAMPLE -~ ASSIGNED - {SAMPLE (ASSIGNED _ SAMPLE__~

3 . ADCOM o 3% 2% 4v S | TU ";.;-f * ‘g,[~f3~ 4 faz
O AFSC .Y 12 . ey G oo 2% ey

e B ATC gy 2y L. 13% 14y - IR - SR

: MAC DR | S 7% : 15% ©15% 9%

. PACAF ‘ 4% - 54 : 11% 10% L 18%
sac. - s17 . 5%% . 19% 7% T 21%
TAC 9% - 9% 13% 16% -
USAFE T 20% 16% 137 R )
OTHER _ 4% L 6 gy

PIE IS

TOTAL 1008 1003 100% . 100%
slixo 811 - 811XOA/X2A EDUE zcsgsxlo
Cises 00 B

202
B ".“'4 13%

TOTAL ASSIGNED 21,272 S .9,
TOTAL SAMPLED 12,945 S ‘
FERCENT SAMPLED Co 14% c » T13%

TOTAL ASSIGNED (ALL PERSONNEL) 33,078
TOTAL PERSONNEL IN FINAL SAMPLE: 4,508
- PERCENT OF TOTAL PERSONWEL SAMPLED: o 14%

% INDICATES LESS THAN‘ONE PERCENT
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"% BASED ON TOTAL Assrcusn SECURITY POLICE PERSONMEL

*+" LESS THAN

MONTHS
TAFMS
1-48
49-96 .
97-144
145-192
193-240
2414+ *

TOTAL |

DAFSC 811X0

1 PERCENT

_ TABLE 3
TAFMS DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEY SAMPLE

DAFSC 811X2

NUMBER IN PERCENT OF - NUMBER IN ~PERCENT OF -
. SAMPLE

1,945

5;92 T

197
. 82
100
29

2,945

ALL 811X0 SAMPLE ALL 811X2

SAMPLE:

108
' 45%

R S
T i19%
g

e
,.5* o
3%
%

SAMPLE

o R
1003

_DAFSCs 811X0A/X24
'NUMBER IN FERCENT OF e
ALL A-SHRED

66%r¢_ 613 51%
20% © 257 22%
7% 113 10%
3% 88 7%
3% 99 . . 8%
1% 22 2

T100% 1,192 ;ooz

* DOES NOT INCLUDE 81199 OR CEN CODE 81100 PERSONNEL
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10
12
12
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“7 ' joB  STRUCTURE ANALYSIS

The structure éf”jobsf within the Security Police career field was

determined on the basis of the similarity of tasks performed and the.

percent of time ratings prov ded by job incumbents, independcnt.'df»'
AFSC or any other background similarities. :

N As & first' step in the “analysis of ‘occupational survey data, 'eachv_ o
"‘ind';vidual‘s- time * spent responses (the 1-9 scale) were’ converted 10 -
percent - time “spent ratings. " To obtain these percent time spent

~ figures, all of an incumbent's relative time spent ratings were summed - .
and the total assumed: to represent 100 percent of the time spent on the ©

_job.  “Each m’dividua’lv' tass. ‘rating-was then divided by the total and the
,quo'tientnmultiplied by 100 to provide the relative percent time estimate -
~ for each task. This procedure ‘results in a reliable rank ordering of .~
tasks or groups: of tasks and permits comparisons of the similarity of -
_the jobs of- individuals or groups of individuals. - . : Y

For the purpose of .organizing indivigual- jobs into similar units of

“work, an automated job clustering program was used. This ' hierarchical:

. grouping program is a basic part of - the -USAF Comprehensive
Occupational Data Analysis ‘Program (CODAP) system for job analysis.

Each individual . job description in the sample was compared to every .

other job - description in terms of the tasks performed. and the relative
amount of time spent on each task in the inventory. The automated
system is designed to locate the two job descriptions with the most
similar tasks and percent time ratings and combine them to form-a
group with a composite job description. In successive stages, other
members. ‘were added to the initial group or new groups were formed
based on the ‘similarity of tasks and percent .of time ratings in each
individual job description..  This procedure was continued unul all

representing the total sample.

individuals and groups were combined to form a single composite

The Tresuiiing analysisvof tﬁe variety of g'roupls of jobs served-to

identify: (1) “the. number and characteristics of the different jobs

which exist within _the career field; (2) the tasks which tend. to. be .
- .performed together by the same respondents; and (3) task, equipment,
~and incumbent characteristics ' which may be peculiar 1o specific
functional requirements in the field as they existed at the time of the .

survey.

For the occupational survey of the Security Police career field,

there were 4,506 individual job descriptions compared and analyzed 1¢ -
determine the job. structure of the speciaity. The job structure.
analysis identified 59 different jobs existing within the Security Police -

career field. Further analysis allowed the 53 different jobs to be
grouped into 17 groups or clusters of jobs. Presented in Table 4 are

- the titles for the major groups or clusters of jobs identified within the

survey = population. Figure 1 presents a graphic display of the
relationships of the variety of jobs identified within the security police
career field. : ' . I L
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TABLE 6

JOB STRUCTURI FOR SECURITY POLICE CAREER FIELD

"':i'ﬁ;'TI'r R o

7 UEAPONS SYSTEM sscuam .,pz-cuuars'
" LAW SNFORCEMENT SPI-.ClALISTS -

... . ARHORERS - -

" MISSILE SECURITY spzcmusr%
" COMMUNICATION PLOTTERS

RESTRICTED AREA EKTRY »com‘ox,was:} ‘

-+ DETENTION AND CCRRECTIONS SPECIALISTS
“ MILITARY woaxmc 1OG HANDLERS o
... CUSTOMS AGENTS - L
""" MANAGERS AND supx-:msons
" UNIT TRAINERS .

" ADMINISTRATION SPECIALISTS

STANDARDIZATION AND EVALUATION PLRCONNEL
INFORMATION SECURITY SUPERVISORS

' RESOURCE PROTECTION MONITORS
- KEYS AND CODES HONITORS

SECURITY POLICE ACADEMY INSTRUCTORS

) 5 10 e o e oot Mo < et b R L Harin s E N e, n

PERCENT oF

SAMPLE

30
19
5

Coqo e

2
3
1
&4
2
1
1
1
1
1
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- Appendix A presents further dsta on e2ch of the job- groups and
‘tasks which iilustrate the iobs performed by members of each cluster.cr
group. . L : S : EE
In an attempt to make the hierarchical clustering .information more
meaningful in light of present training and classification constriints,
the job groups and clusters were reorganized into the functions listed
below: - - ‘ : : L T

' (A).. PRIORITY RESOURCE PROTECTION, which :includes: .

S Weaﬁghé System Sécurity<Speéialists:ﬂt

[:1€ ,Hi§si1e Security Specialistél‘_;h

. Comﬁuqi;atiqn‘Piotters
_f Restricted Area Entry Controlleérs

" Resource Protection Monitors

'key§~ana Codeévnbnitors

T e

" The Priority Res_blirce Proiectibn function is corripoSed ‘p’rimaril}'l» of . -
' personnel 'who hold a Security AFSC (811X0). S

(B) INSTALLATION ‘AND PERSONNEL RESOURCE PRODUCTION, which intiﬁ&és:l
1. Law Enforcement Speeiaiiéts : V
2. Detentidn_and Correctiont Specialists
3. .Cuétoms,Agqus J
4. Information Security Supervisors‘ ,
T‘he' Installati.on and Personnel Resourée Protection functi'on*;'is

comprised primarily of- personnel wno hold a Law Enforcement AFSC
(811%2). i .

ASmay Hbé noted by comparing the numbers of job groups which -

numercus. and somewhat broader than the law enforcement jobs. The
distinctions among the security jobs, e.g.; Weapons Systems as opposed
to Missile Systems Security, convey the impression that personnel with
a2 duty AFSC in the security ladder may require a broader based
training program and almost certainly will require specific OJT related
to assignment Specific pecularities of their jobs. : :

vise each of the two functions, the security ‘jobs ‘are more- . " "

i
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'_5”'(C)?v§E§CIAL-QB SUPPORT fﬁnctgons,'wgiég‘igcludef. %
| l."rérmprets ‘ : ,H - | %
_ 2; -wHiligarj wotgjﬁg Dog ‘{andlers J
3f ,ﬁ;nagéks7a6d qupfvisors..
"ké}t'Uﬁi; f:aingrﬁj L | {
} -vétv.'Administragio;‘Sﬁeciaiists h - ﬁ
L6 sécu};;}niié}; Acaqemy. 'Ia;:}u_cipfs”'

. " The Special or Support”funttion‘is comprised of groupe in which J

- . perscnnel may hold either- duty AFSC. “In certain of these groups .- .. -
"(e.g.. the Armorers.:>nd Adinizastration Specialists) the long term.cost
: effectivehe’ss‘of‘ utilizing. Serurity Police persennel may be questioned.
‘However, the possibility of using these personnel . to augment those

~“individuals- performing Priority Resource Protection or. Installation and’

Personnel Resource Protection functions may require the continued use

".of the trained Security- Police personnel in these areas.

A second area of note in. the Special or Support function: is the ~

combining togéther of “the two dog handler ladders into a_ single job
group. The job performed is gimilar enough to support the planned

-.13'A.

}fco’nsolidation of the dog hanAizc specialties "into 8 single dutyvAFSC.
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E K - CAREER LADDER ANALYSIS™ . i
/ - - A véomplete"o'cc.:upatibnéf Sixrvey’ requires an examination of the
o . tasks performed by incumbents at each of the . skill “levels for each
. career ladder. - This sectién of the analysis should indicate if a logical - 3
~ . sequence of advancement exists within each ladder. . - _ . 3
Séé\iritf '_:Caréer L-add;err

-~ An- analysis of “responses for. apprentice level : job -incumbents
iindicates -approximately 70 percent of their job time is expended R
" - performing“general security and law enforcement tasks' (41 percent),
.~ maintaining - base, ‘weapons storage, or aircraft systems "security (20

- percent), and maintaining missile systems security (nine percent). An -
-~ additional - 20" percent is spent maintaining small arms and equipment.” -
~-- Evalnation of the tasks performed indicates the prime emphasis lies in - - -
< the areas of sentry type tasks as illustrated by the tasks listed below: = .~

s
ARG AR e

”.fPéEfdfﬁ_séhttyldhtyviﬁiEéatriciéd or cbhtrblié&i&réas'“ R
~ Perfoxm close-in guard duties 5
g; Respond to duress or alara activstions
v ‘o -%*; L '__,  Perform bd&ﬁdary guard duties .
; ?f Control entry to priority.résoufces _ o o S ﬁ
; With the award of the specialist skill level, there occurs a minbr ;
, s shift in the emphasis of the tasks performed. Slightly "Tesg time is - 3.
spent  performing general security and law enforcement” ‘tasks (38 ;
) i percent), maintaining base, "weapons storage, or aircraft systems i
-security (14 percent), or maintaining small arms and equipment (15 é
s i Z - percent). While these duties accounted for approximately 81 percent of i
o o = .~ the job time for apprentice security . specialists, . they account for 69 7
\' S - perzent of the job time for specialist skill level personnel. The prime 1
i TR . difference between the jobs and tasks performed by specialist skill level P
_ personnel when compared -to apprentice skill level personnel was the - 1R
R 4 - beginning of the assumption of supervisocry responsibilities (eight 3
Lo a .. percent. of the job time for the specialists V. 'sus 4" negligible amount :
; v for the- anprentices). . However, ‘when viewec in the aggregate, there . i
FR. were minimal differences in the tasks performed by specialists when 5
L% compared to apprentice level responses as illustiated by the tasks below i
, o ~which. were the most time consuming. for . the & snecialist level z
‘ "“' . respondents: o : L ' 3
{ g Contrgl entry to priority resources
o ? - Perform sentry duty in restricted or controlled areas

14
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- organize, plan,  train, and inspect) account A

" the total job time. As .illustrated by the tasks listed below, the tasks

-z performed refléct complete. involvement in the supervisory aspects of the
- overall functions accomplished by :Security Policemen: ~ -~ = = . - o

Respond to duress or -alarm activations
- Perform security response team duties

- Control eatry into or-within restricted areas other than
- missile security areas - o :

- The. award of the  supervisor
the jobs and tasks performed. .

job time for the total .group of supervisor

"_‘,th'ose tasks which relate to ‘supervisory functions (direct, implement,

-~ Conduct guard post inspections. -

55_Subé;ﬁise‘Sgcurity'séecialists (AFS 81150) o R
5Prepare Airmau,Pétfpfménce‘képorisifAF‘Form 909,:§f6; 911)
Counsel personnel on persenal or military related problems

Inspect guard posts and report discrepancies

Law [Inforcémént Career lLadder

An analysis of the responses by apprentice law ‘enforcemeént

specialists indicates approximately 81 percent of their job time is .
expended performing general security and law enforcement tasks (58

percent), performing general ad_ministrau‘ve'functiong.(1‘4_percent), and
maintaining small arms and equipment (nine percent). Assessment of
the actual tasks performed indicated a job much like that one would
expect to be performed by a civilian policeman, "&s illustrated by the

tasks listed below:
Iﬁéue visitors'ﬁasges‘
Cbhduct‘building secufit§ checks:v -
Make entt;es or Afqu Forces Traffic Tickets (DD Form:1608>.
Respouﬁ:té dufé;s or_pla}m.aciiQations  | . r
Providé di}ectiégs'or information to visitors
With. the award of the 'specialis‘f ‘skill' level, the job. for the " law

enforcement specialist reflects little change from that of the apprentice
law enforcement -specialist.  The tasks related to general security anc

15

skill level signals a major change in
| _ .. The tasks related to general security
and law enforcement remain ‘the most time consuming (27 percent of the

skill level respondents) but.

for more than 45 percent of
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law enforcement, - géneral administrati

e ve functions, and small arms and -

' equipment maintenance account for . 73 percent ‘of the job . time as

' B ... opposed to 81 percent for the apprentice. There is a slight increase in
the * amount . of - time spent - performing ~ supervisory  functions

"‘,(appx‘oxdma‘tely, eight percent of the job' time)  but primary. emphasis
Temained in the area of technical police functions as illustrated by the -
tasks ligted_be_:low:’ R S o

Conduct building seéqrity checks

Provide directions or information to visitors

; o {ﬁsué visit&f“pésseg EE
o vResppqdfﬁozduies§ ot'alé;a Sctivations
'f a 'Cbntrél'bf:ditéctit:affic other then_ih disaéiéf éréa? f. o :
i " The award of ‘the supervisor skill level in the law enforcement |
- ' Specialty signals' a “distinct. change in the tasks ‘performed.. While a
g - large percentage of the job time is expended performing technical police
A .- functions, one-third of the time is spent performing tasks of a -
._,’ : - .. Supervisory nature, as illustrated by the tasks listed below: - L
r. " Draft correspondence - T
~ Review iﬂcidgntArEb§fté for'conggnt and accuracy
: - SupétviSé'Law Enforcement Specialists (AFS 81152)
‘ Prepare Afrman Performance Reports (AF Forms 909, 910,'9115
- Determine work priorities o e
Security and Law Enforcement Dog Handlers ~
i . An -evaluation  of the . job descriptions for the apprentice and
Y : '
N 'specialist dog handlers indicated no practical ‘differences between the
o . two.  For both groups, the tasks related to care and handling of dogs
were predominate, as illustrated by the tasks listed below: :
,: o Maintain dog kennels or kennel areas »
' Exercise or groom dogs . - . - :{“_4 o .E
\1_ . Inspect dogs health points or report abnormalities . A . ‘,é
5 - Feed or water dogs i
,§- . . ‘ T ‘ Haintéin dog handling equipment »E
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... With the award of the supervisor skill. level, the taske performed
. by incumbents reflected a shift to the supervisory duties but the
" change was noi as drastic or as pronounced as with the other ladders.
The emphasis of the jobs performed by those supervisor skill level
- respondents whe were dog qualified was maintained in the area of dog
related tasks. but refiécteg some’movement to what might be considered
as higher level technical tasks, as illustrated by the tasks listed below:

. Evaluate dogs' wo;Eing;capabiIities  _

y 5;’ﬁf“f-Administéf.éméigéhc§kfirsi Sid_io ﬂoésf;'

L. Act as an ﬁntfudei;'égitéﬁétjﬂo;Vdecoy»ih agression or .
. “.’attack training of dogs. e R

Haintaié‘dbgrtraiuing and utilization records or charts .

“wCon¢§¢;1follow-up'pféficienc§ trqiqidg og'doévigahs L -~
U | . Security ‘Folice Superintendent  .©
The achievement‘bf the supefint'endent skill l'evél signals an almost 4 -

‘ complete departure: from  the technical aspects "8f security police work.
Tasks from the supervisory duties encompass more than three-quarters
of the job time for these respondents, as illustrated by the tasks listed
below: T e : - C

_Dra{p_corréspbndence
In@erpret»policies, di:éctiveé, or ptocédures for subordinates o

Counsel persohnéllontpersonal_o: military related p:@b}em#

Analyze inspection reports

f Conduct gusrd post inspectioas
Cdr@arison of ‘skill levels to Job StructureA
i . The ahalysis of . the jobs performed by ‘i'n'chmben'tsv-at each .skill
level within each of the ladders revealed a logical pattern. The -
increase in skill level, in each ladder, revealed an increase in ,
responsibility.  This is particularly evident with the award of the -
-supervisor skill level. . IR ' s i
A fact that was noted in the JOB STRUCTURE ANALYSIS sectivin o
’ was further emphasized in this section. The jobs._ performed. by L
personnel 'in” the Security- ladder were broader than those-performed by »
{; 17
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- distinc
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respondents in the Law . Enforcement
- “indicated by the. percentage of respond
. The largest percentage of  apprentice lev
task in the Security ladder (DAFSC 81130 ,
- Law -Enforcement ladder (DAFSC 81132), the figure .was 82 percent.

_ The planned - consolidation .of the

s

AL of the data anaiyzed 1o this

'iliﬁgs.'

- _ : : Handler th'éds_ was further
- complemented by the analysis’ of career ladder data. - There. were no
. practical (differences between the ladders... ..o el

‘ oint confirms the information . .

‘ contained in AFM :39-1 outlining the cassificationf'structurg for the -

. Securit&r Police career field. " The data confirms the existerice of two. -
lg different specialties and also  portrays’ small areas of dual
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Vo S . . ' TUTAL  DAFSC DAFSC
AU : S SAMPLE  B11X0 81130
R o DUTIES -‘ o -
e ¥ A ORGANIZING AND PLANNING. o 3 * 2
M 3 B DIRECTING AND IMPLEMENTING 7 s * 6
: C INSPECTING AAD EVALUATING 4 3 ¥ 2
D * TRAIHING 4 5 * 3
E PERFCRMING GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE MI'D ) -
FORMS MINTENANCE FUNCTIONS . 5 3. 2 4
F PERFGRGING GENERAL SECURITY AND LAV : e
ENFORCEMENT TASKS F39 37 41 39 6
- G FERFORMING LAY ENFORCEMENT ommrous.' : o
" ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS . 2 4 t 2 R
H PERFORMING STAFF ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRA- R
TIVE SECURITY AND RESOURCE PROTECTION o : o
FURCT10HS 2 # 2 4 2. ¢ L
1 HATKTAINING MISSILE SYSTEMS SECURITY ) 7 9 H 3 0 0 )
J MAINTAINING RASE/WEAPONS STORAGE/ :
AIRCRAFT -SYSTEMS SECURITY 9 12 20 % 3 2 2 X
K PARTACIPATING IN DISASTER CONTROL 3 3 3 3 3 .3 3 o
L COMTROLLIX; PERSONNEL IN CUSTCDY . : <
STATUS . 1 0 0 0 o 2 3 e
B PERFORMIEG CUSTOMS FUNCTIONS * s.. o 0 o 2 2 *.
" HANDLING MILITARY WORKING DOGS 2 0 0 o o 0 0 1
O 'MAINTAINING SMALL ARMS AKD EQUIPMENT 1216 19 5. .8 T 8 LS
y; .'\' % IKDICATES LESS TEAW ONE. FERCENT
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" AVERAGZ

- AVERAGE

- ** SEE ANALYSIS OF TASK DIYFICULTY

‘TOTAL
SAMPLE

DAFSC DAFSC DAFSC. DAFSC DAFSC DAFSC
811X0 81130 81150 81170 811X2 81112

DAFSC DAFSCALL

. S=LIVEL T-LEVEL
81152, smz A-SHIED

BACKCROUNT VARIASLE

440 2,005

10% | 45%
9g1 103
33 " 46

NUNBER IN GROUP

FZRCERT OF SAMPLE

PERCENT 1§ FIKST ENLISTIGNT

NUMBER OF TASKS FERFORMED
AVERAGE GHADE ,

AVERAGE YZARS IN CAREER I'ELD

AVERAGE YEARS IN SERVICE .
WUHRER SUPERVISES o
JOB DIFFICULTY INDEX*%. o

© 6,508
i 1001
573

55

2,945

663

62y
47

- 500
o113

13
T

-
Nl‘-\l‘v‘l\
OO N —
fon

Lol IR AV
WD
[Y-3 S W N
w~t &=
e

[k MR R
NN

* INDICATES LESS THAN ONE PERCENT

%% DATA NOT AVAILABLE

w20 "
'mx
647:

. 51;’
s

$8%

1,192
26%
4
76

315,
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MAIOR COMMAND AND CONUS/OVERSEAS
- ]OB COMPARISONS Coe

_ Both from a personnel manaqemeut and a trammg standpomt lt is

_ important to ‘identify jobs or.-iob functions that are either command

specific or associated wlth specxfic duty locations. ~ Extensive analysis

- was conducted uf each of the ladders to determme if any suchv

dxfferences exist

hL[or Command Dxfferences e

Consxdermg the size and dwersmy of funcUons performed by.,'

DAFSC 811X0 personnel, there were few command differences. - With the

exception of missile security personnel, none of the other 58 job groups _ -
- identified in the career ladder .structure were exclusively manned by
“personnel from any. one major .command. - All the job groups in the
Missile Secur:ty cluster were manned by a very hxgh proporuan of SAC

personnel

" To. examine ma)or command dxfferences more thoroughly, however

all security personnel were différentially. selected out of the sampie o

based on their MAJCOM assigment. For example, all TAC security

perscnriel were identified and then compared against .all' security

personnel who were not assigned to TAC. These comparisons were
made for all the primary commands. Additionally, each of these
MAJCOM groups were compared individually against every other
MAJCOM group. The results of these analyses indicate that only.
AFLC, AFSC, and ATC differ substantially from all the other primary
using. ccomands. | These three commands- all have a smail number of

" security -personnel assigned and do very little in the area of priority .

resource protection. All the - other primary using commands are

- operational commands and use large numbers of Security personnel. The
primary  tasks . differentiating nonoperational - versus aperational -

commands were a wide range of tasks associated with protecting priority

resources and sensitive, restricted, or controlied areas; performing

weapens - convoy duties; and performmg a vanety of response force team

.. duties and funcucn

A sxmxlal analysns as descmbed above was’ ac*omphshed for Law

_Enforcement and A-shred. personnel.  No substantial MAJCOM - .

differences were found for these personnel.

CONUS/Overseas Differences

None of the 59 job types in this study were found to have very
high concentration - of overseas assigned personnel. To examine more
thoroughly for functional differences. that may exist- between CONUS and

overszas assngned personnel,; direct " comparisons within the Security,
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) -}‘.‘-:‘But- .considering’ the~ sp

R

Law “Enforcement, and 'A;'sl';x"ed' ladders ‘were 'made  between those
~.personnel in a ladder assigned to CONUS versus ‘those -assigned

overseas. The results indicated that within ‘each of the ladders, there

were no major differences. - No tasks were performed uniquely by any .
-of the groups. Sameé. very minor differences- were found, however, in
- that higher percentages of CONUS. security personnel ‘performed missile-

- security tasks while: slightly higher percentages of overseas security-
. personnel performed- security dutly "in towers, distant support senty-
: duty, or general entry control duties. Overseas. law -dog handlers

performed more custems' functons and more boundary patrol functions.
ectrum of

i .tasks performed . by CONUS and .
- Overseas persennel within each ladder, differences ‘were minor. . . :
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~~ 7.75 is .more than two.standard deviations above the mean and can he

= D‘i'sc'u.s's'roN OF TASK: D'Ir_ﬂéu-m‘?'_

In -an’ effart to provnde additw(nal mformation for personnel' Ci
- managers and  training- personnel data .were ' gathered to assess the
“relative dszlculty of each “task .in..the Secunty Police "task list.

- Seventy-four senior personnel (primarily supervisor skill level). were
-asked to rate each task as to the difficulty of that task to learn.. .
Tasks were rated on a nine-point scale ranging from one (very much,
below average in difficulty) to  nine (véry much above average.in:
“difficulty). With" these ratings providing an index of ‘the relatxve‘,.
difficulty - within the ‘Security Police career field, the ~values were:
- standardized to a mean of 5.00 with a standard devnauon value of 1.00. .
This provides a valid- and reliable indicator of “any task's dtfflculty-&

- when compared to any other task from: the inventory.: A standardxzed

. .value provides some -control or correction for systematic variance in
raters (where one NCO might use 4 &s an average value and another .
rater would use 6 as average). For example, a task with a value of

¢
H

.- viewed as- bemg very difficult’ to learn to perform. These task. -
v'_dxfhculty values "can. be of use to classification and trammg personnel
in: makmg decnslons when managmg the career field. , o

_ The tables which fol]ow list the tasks rated as most dnffxcult go
: learn . those least difficult to learn, and those most- likely to be
performed by personnel in their first enlistment. The task difficulty
for each task is also given in these tables. As can be seen in Tabie 7,
many of the management tasks are considered to be the most difficult
(such as, "Draft Air Base Ground Defense Plan"), while caretaking
. tasks (such as, "Feed or water dogs") are considered to be the least
difficul.t.‘ : . S

As can be seen in Table 8, tasks which are most hkely to be
performed by first enlistment personnel (as. indicated by high percent
performing) are all below  average in difficulty. These tasks are :
essentially ‘the same tasks identified in the CAREER LADDER ANALYSIS. ..
for the basnc security and law enforcemem ]obs :
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- “TABLE 7

. TEN HOST DIFFICULT AND TEN LEAST DiFFICULT TASKS s

DRAFT AXR BASE GROUND DEFENSE PLANS |
. DRAFT BUDGET OR. FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS
: DEVELOP WEAPONS SYSTEMS SECURITY PLANS
- DIRECT INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIiES ~. -
"~ DEVELOP THREAT ANALYSTS - . .~ i . -
- DEVELOP RESOUKCE PROTECTION PLANS - . -

. DIRECT SECURITY POLICE TRAINING. ACTIVITIES .

| EVALUATE BUDGETING. AND FINANCIAL REQUIREHENTS
. PLAN CORRECTIONAL RETRAINING PROGRAMS

. ISSUE VISITOR FASSES . . :
“aAKE ENTRIZS ON SAFE CHECK RECORDS (DD FORM 301) :
"RECHARGE PORTABLE COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT BATTERIES
LOG‘QOVERNHENT¢QR;COKHERCIAL VEHICLE ENTRY OR DEFARTURE
NOTIFY BUILDING CUSTODIANS OF INSECURE BUILDINGS
OPERATE VEHICLE RADIO OR PUBLIC- ADDRESS SYSTEHS:
CONDUCT BUILDING SECURITY CHECKS ) o
'MAKE ENTRIES ON VISITOR REGISTERS - (AF FORM 1109)
FEED OR WATER DOGS ‘ .
ASSIGN SPONSORS FOR NEWLY ASSIGNED PERSONNEL

.

.00
.59
98
73
72
69 -
63
57
55
52

3

2
2.
5
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.

B i Lol
. -

* AVERAGE VALUE = 5.00 ,
L 24
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g 7, : i
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L RESPOND TO DURESS OR ALARH ACTIVATIOHS

" FIRE WEAPONS TO. MAINTAIN PROFICIENCY .
. PERFORY- SECURITY RESPONSE TEAM DUTIES
}._'CLEAN ¥CAPON MECHANISMS OR PARTS
-~ CLOSE UR SECURE. ENTRY POINTS
- PERFORM SENTRY DUTY IN RESTRICTED OR CONTROLLED AREAS

TABLE 8

TASKS HXTH HIGH PROBAB»ITY OF “?RFORHANCE BY FIRST EﬁLlSTHENT PERSOWNEL

AR . ~‘(fERCEHT | TasK
TASK - " PERFORMING DIFFICULTY
sscvnmr R

CONTROL ENTRY TO PRIORITY.RESOURCES

S Ry N
RN O~NMWON S
TALNesESIRNSs

- . OPERATE VEMICLE RADIOS OR PUBLIC ADURESS SYSTEHS PR TP L
"-_PERFORM ALARM RESPONSE TEAM DUTIES R . T S .
. CONDUCT SEARCHES OF. PERSONS OTHER THAN WITH DETECTOR nocs : 53 g

; Law ENFORCEHENT-

i RESPOND ‘TO DURESS OR ALARM ACTIVATIONS . e 80 4.44

: CONDUCT BUILDING SECURITY CHECKS - -~ = . . .78 2.63

3 OPERATE VEHICLE RADIO OR FUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEMS 75. 2.69

; CONTROL OR DIRECT TRAFFIC OTHER THAN IN DISASTER AREAS - 74 4.17 :

: COLLECT ACQUIRED, FOUND, OR IMPOUNDED PROPERTY - 713 3.94 . ..

PERFORM ON-BASE LAW INFORCEMENT MOBILE OR FOOT PATROLS OTHER .
.-~ THAN IN MISSILE SECURITY AREAS 7 4.55
=" CONDUCT SEARCHES OF PERSONNEL OTHER THAN WITH DETECTION DOGS 71 4.46

i - ESCORT PERSONNEL TRANSFERRING FUNDS OR FIREARMS N 4.10

: ‘MAKE ENTRIES ON EVIDENTIAL OR ACQUIRED PROPERTY RECORDS ’ i
3 © (AF FORM 52) - .10 4.27. f

! CONDUCT SEARCHES OF VEHICLES OTHER THAN WITH DETECTOR DOGS 63 4.44 3
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DISCUSSION OF TRAINING EMPHASIS

- In a further effort to provide information of particular. interest t
training personne!l (all" trainers, not just ‘those in basic. resident

. courses), research has been accamplished in the area of “training -
emphasis. Training emphasis ratings are a recent fnnovation developed

by the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFHRL).. The objective

., of this research wds to obtain a rank ordering of tasks in -terms, of -
. what" should be. given emphasis in training. This informatizn gives. a

‘single - value - for each task which replaces . the multiple ‘ratings .
("criticality”; - task delay tolerance, etc.) previously -used in the ISD ~
. modeél. The Training emphasis procedure was released by ‘AFHRL for
~_ operational use in'Tebruary e R T

" Data was gathered from senior Security Police personne! as to the

. 'tasks ‘that entry level personnel should be trained to perform and- what -
emphasis (on a ‘scale from extremely . little to extremely heavy) that
..~ training should ‘receive.  One point of note is that trainine~_ is. defined
"~ to be .that training  provided by resident technical schouls, Field
','-‘Tr‘aining_‘Detachments (FTD), Mobile Training Teams (MTT), or through
_formal on-the-jsb training (OJT). The objective for ¢htaining the

training emphasis ratings is to obtain a value for each task from zero
(indicating no training should be g'von) to nine (indicating extrenely

high emphasis in training).” " The -average rating, which was not
standardized (as is . the task difficulty information), wus 2.28 for -

security raters and 2.12 for law enforcement raters. In'terréter

agreement (as assessed through components of variance of group means) .
was .92 . for the 43 raters from the Security ladder and .93 for the 40 .-

raters from the Law Enforcement ladder.

The tables which follow list the tasks for each ladder rated high
on the training émphasis scale and those tasks Wi:h‘-amhig_h'probability
of performance Ior first enlistment personnel in each ladder with the.
associated training emphasis ratings. ‘ - K

- 26
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LTASK

ottt Ft o TASKS WITH RIGH TRAINING EMPHASIS RATING

- TRAINING .
. . .. EMPHASIS =

3 e gt vy T

' SECURITY:

+. 1+ RESPOND TO DURESS OR ALARM ACTIVATIONS
... CONTROL ENTRY TO PRIORITY RESOURCES . -
. .~ PERFORM. ALARM RESPONSE TEAM.-DUTIES -
" ", . 'PERFORM SECURITY RISPONSE TEAM DUTIES

.~ dro . .70 RESPOND TO ALERTING ORDERS
.. .4 "ot | PERFORM CLOSE-IN GUARD DUTIES . K
\: . UL+ 3:CONTROL ENTRY INTO STORAGE STRUCTURES G

: "+ 77 EVALUATE SITUATION AT INCIDENT SCENES o

" APPREHEND OR DETAIN OFFENDERS, SUSEECTS, OR INTRUDERS

y CONTROL ENTRY INTO OR WITHIN RESTRICTED AREAS OTHER THAN
- - MISSILE SECURITY AREAS . ST
« ; ST ,

A

- LAW ENFORCEMENT:'

- CONDUCT SEARCHES OF PERSONS OTHER THAN WITH DETECTOR DOGS
. MAKE ENTRIES ON INCIDENT, COMPLAINT REGORDS (DD FORM 1569)
N 'CONDUCT SEARCHES OF VEHICLES OTHER THAN WITH DETECTOR DOGS
Nl '~ MAKE ENTRIES ON STATEMENTS OF CIVILIAN/MILITARY SUSPECT
ASEe - (AF FORMS 1168, 70) '

. OR DISTURBANCES - - .. ,

- APPREHEND OR DETAIN OFFENDERS,”SUSPECTS, OR INTRUDERS .
ADVISE INDIVIDUALS OF THEIR RIGHTS UNDER THE F,7TH AMENDMENT OR
§ L UNDER ARTICLE 31 UCHJ ‘ o

AT PREPARE TRAFFIC ACCIDENT REPORTS
e N : MAKE ENTRIES ON EVIDENTIAL OR ACQUIRED PROPERTY RECORDS

, SO S (AF FORM 52) . ' S , o

IR HAKE ENTRIES ON UNIFORM POLICE. TRAFFIC COLLISION REPORTS-

ARSI - (AF FORM 1315) _ . o

[ < :

WWUL L OV®D N W
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CONDUCT PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS OF MINOR OFFENSES, INCIDENTS,

" RATING .
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| | TABLE 10 .- | |
 TASNS WITH MIGH PROBABILITY OF FERFORMANCE FOR FIRST ENLISTMENT PERSONNEL

T e T T e 'PERCENT - © TRAINING
TASK o - B | PERFORMING EMPHASIS

- sscuxxrv ”;g;-;ﬁ.4;wj.yffa{3"

" RESPOND TO DURESS OR ALARM ACTIVATIONS
- . ".CONTROL ENTRY:TO PRIORITY RESOURCES SRR P X R
- FIRE WEAPONS TO MAINTAIN PROFICIENCY =~ . " ... " = ' “ilioggn 0
- PERFORM SECURITY RESPONSE TEAM DUTIES - = . . = " . ' gy -
- CLEAN WEAPONS MECHANISMS OR PARTS | st
- CLOSE OR’ SECURE ENTRY (POINTS R 56
‘.. PERFORM SENTRY DUTY IN RESTRICTED OR CONrROLLED AREAS S 56
" OPERATE VEHICLE RADIOS OR PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTENS R T
" PERFORM ALARM RESPOKSE TEAM DUTIES - T s
CoNDUCT SEARCHES OF PERSONS OTHER ”HAN wau DETECTOR DOGS 53

L
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OO rLOWwIt®mO
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AL LB LD g
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LAV ENFORCEMENT: -" S _'“"" o R

RESPOND TO DURESS OR ALARM ACTLVATIONS , © 80 -
© CONDUCT BUILDING SECURITY CHECKS : 8. .
. .- OPERATE VEHICLE RADIOS OR PURLIC ADDRESS SYSTEMS ’ 75
4 CONTROL OR DIRECT TRAFFIC IN OTHER THAN DISASTER AREAS 7%
COLLECT ACQUIRED, FOUND, CR IMPOUNDED PROPERTY 73
PERFORM ON-BASE LAW ENFORCEMENT MOBILE OR FOOT PATROLS OTHLR o ';
THAN MISSILE SECURITY AREAS mno : =
;. CONDUCT SEARCHES OF PERSONNEL OTHER THAN WITH DETECTOR DOGS 7
;o ESCORT PERSONNEL TRANSFERRING FUNDS OR FIREARMS 11 5.3
3 MAKE ENTRIES OK EVIDENTYAL OR ACQUIRED. PROPERTY RECORDS o s
‘ ".(AF FORM 52) ~ - - 70 © 0 6.95
CONDUCT SEARCHES OF VENICLES OTHER.THAN WITH DETECTOR DOGS 69 7.25
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:DIVS'CUSISIO'N”OF JOB SATISFACTION mmcm'oR's :

In’ every )ob inventory, there are four quesuons asked whlch_

relate to the degree to which job incumbents are satisfied with their

jobs. Prior to detailing the responses to. the broad categories- of job - - -
. satisfaction irndicators, a caution must be -offered. ‘The data presented
_are only indicators and do .not. fall into the classical category of
. attitudinal information related to the traditional job satisfaction studies:
" (which. .typically use & very- large - number of - quesuons to- assess

C underlymg )ob samfactlon dnmensxons)

. The four mdxcatox‘s of )ob satxsfact‘on are )ob mterest unlxzatmn

of talents utilization of training; and reenlistment intentions.. The’ data

- . which follow reflect the percentage of respondents for each skill level o
T wnthm each ladder for each of the mdxcators B , . "

An addmonal method for assessmg the mdxcators of )ob sansfactxon
. is. to compare respondents in the Security Police ladders to a large:
.group- of personnel across a- -wide variety of specialties, all personnel in

their first enlistment. These data reflect some findings of interest.
None of the levels of response. for the Security Policemen reach those

“for the Air Force-wide aggregate. Security personnel (DAFSC 811X0)

in their first erlistment generally do not find their jobs interesting nor

‘do they perceive their talents as béing utilized partxcularly well.
However, the Security respondents feel that their training is utilized

fairly well. - The Law Enforcement specialists show indications of job

satxsfactxon cloee to those of the Air Force- w.de populatmn
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I FIND MY JOB

DULL
'S0-s0 -
INTERESTING

MY _JOB UTILIZES MY TALENTS:

Né%'ATZALL OR VERY LITTLE
FAIRLY WELL OR BETTER

MY JOB UTILIZES MY TRAINING:

NOT AT ALL OR VERY LITTLE

FAIRLY WELL OR BETTER

1 PLAN TO REENLIST:

NO OR PkOBABLY NO
YES OR PROBABLY YES

TABLE 11

L

JoB SATISFACTION INDICATORS AND RFENLISTMENT INTENTIONS OF HKHBERS HITHIN DAFSC GROUPS

(PERCENT HEMBERS RESPONDING)

DAFSC DAFSC DAFSC DAFSC DAFSC DAFSC DAFSC " DAFSC". ALL

3-LEVEL S-LEVEL 7-LEVEL .

811X0 81130 81150 81170 811X2 81132 81152 81172 A-SHRED  A- SHRED A- -SHRED A- SHREDvQ;‘

W1 %6 45 210 17 280 18 11 .21 L

3% 29 3 58 . 63 S .60 . 72 . 66%.

53 59 .58 - 29 31
45 40 41.. . 68 . 68

30 26 32 .25 29
6 13 67 . 13 69

% 66 S0 29 47
1 31 31 66 49







- I FIND MY JOB
o -HAND MY JoB:

mr ns U’I‘ILIZES My 'I‘RAINING

T PLAN To m;zm,rsr-- .
T—==_"0 REENLIST: ‘

Tad T e

A COHPARIS

- ‘._DAFSC DAFSC
;.»»suxo sl Arwmx*

i
‘FIRST ENLISTHENT JoB sursmcnox INDICATORS -~ R N

mrmsrmc R
m JOB unuzss HY m.vsms
mxmv uEu. oa BETTER

mmmr WELL OR BETTER ey
| YES oR PROBABLY o 4% 3sy - BT B

* BasED ON ALL SPECTALTIES SURVEYED IN 197g -
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' COMPARISON OF PRESENT SURVEY RESULTS TO PREVIOUS

'SURVEYS OF SECURITY POLICE

The Security Police career’ field is unique in that occupational

‘ .sﬁx‘ve"ys_ “have been conducted ~three times in the past eleven years.

Comparison - of  the results from -all of these surveys revealed a very
high ‘level of stability. The same basic jobs have appeared in each
.. The first survey was accomplished in 1968 when the Security Police

" career field was .only one ladder. The structure analysis revealed

separate jobs ‘existed for law enforcement, security, and a number of
ancillary functions, such as armorer, administration, - dog handler, and

corrections. Theé results of the 1968 survey were q:contributing factor

o the division of the career field into two ladders.

.. :The surv"e"y’ " conducted in_ 1974 confirmed the ‘job_'iiéﬁrucfur‘e

identified in the 1968 survey. ‘In addition, the second survey identified

" some segmentation among security personnel with the identification of

“separate security functions for missile systems as opposed to weapons

and aircraft security. The same ancillary functions were also identified

“as in the 1368 survey. .

e e i e

" The 1979 survey identified the same jobs as did the previous two
surveys. However, the present survey indicated some shift in basic
security approach with. personnel functioning in more of a response role
than the detection rz.¢ exercised in the past.” The law enforcement jobs
have shown little change over time while the ancilliary functions also
continue with little change. : :
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f'i_' IR .’r‘rNoiNG_s" _Am') coNchJSioNS
: f"‘he 1979 occupanonar survey of the Securuy Polxce career field S ' ,*
ynel :

d a large number of job groups which descrrbed all aspects of e L g
‘securlty and law enforcement functxons , A S

: . The - analysis of tasks performed by job mcumbents a’ each skiu
o 'level in. each ladder revealed a reiatively logical and orderly pattern of -
job and career progressmn - Coraparison of the AFM 39-1 classification
-~ descriptions for each ladder were found to be an accurate description of
the Euncuons performed . , ‘ U

O Analys's of task factor mformanon (task d:ffxcz.lty and trammg

. emphasis) revealed a differsnt-aspect of the occupational survey data.

- Tasks. generally rated as - difficult to learn - to perform were not
. . - performed by the more junior personnel while those tasks with high - -
" training emphasis values were performed by relatxvely large percentages o
- of first tem personnel e b . T

Wy e e gL e e S

Re\new of the job satnsfactxon mdicators suggested that personne!
-in .the Security ladder do not find their jobs as interesting or that their
jobs utilize -their talents as well as do the law enforcement personnel.
.Security respondems do percexve that their training is well utmzed 3

S . " The results of th.s occcupational survey have been briefed to and Lo

' utilized in decision making by the Security Police Academy staff. The

S task difficulty and training emphasis data have been organized into data

./~ .. prints which ccrrespond tc the specialty training standard and pian of o F A

e instruction and delivered to the Security Police Academy staff for their n i -

A use in course review. The data have also been briefed to the ATC . o
Deputy Chief of Staff for Technical Training and his staff.

R _ Finally, the occupanonal survey information was presented tc the.
T Chief, Air- Force Office of Sgcurity Police and the Board of Regents of . : ;
o : : the Securxty Police Academy....The data were used to aid in the decision - o I §
making- process ‘regarding items for inclusion and the appropriate levels :

of proficiency in the Specialty Training Standard, One example of how
S " data were used was in the decision to lower the proficiency levels for
.%%.  detention ‘tasks for specialistlevel Law Enforcement Specialists. As a-

g ~ result of the Board of Regents meeting and the input from the
. _occupational survey report, a hew Speciaity Training Standard for each - - :

ladder was agreed to by all major commands and the decision finalized . R
by the Chef of the Alr Force Offlce of Secunty Police. , A v 3
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‘ .Q.QEAPONS sy'sl‘r}:t;& sr:c:URrr\?

The Weapans System Secunty cluster mcludes the followmg jobs.
Secure Atea Qentrxes and’ Patrolaen

‘15-Man Response Force Team (RFT) Supervisors

Response Focce Team Hembers

Weapons and Fquxpment Honxtors
“Alarm.Honitors<;f ”

Small Response Force Teamuﬁgmbersl
 ’_?n'Reébénsé'Fbrce'Team Hémbers éhd»ﬂlarmvﬁonitorsf
"’,fClassxfxed Haterxal and Equipment Securxty Personncl

';The mformanon in Table Al presents a series of background fa'"tors for
survey respondents in each of the job groups identified’ ahove. In
addition, below are listed the ten tasks involving the most work: time
. for re’pondents in the Weapons System Secunty Job cluster. '

Perform sentry duty in restrlcted or controll;d areas

Control entry to ptxorxty resources

R A AR RDT SR TG LT r-

¢ Control entry 1nto or thhxn reqtrxcted areas other than missile (. E
: securxty areas =y :
3 E
: Perform security response team duties }
; Respond to duress or alarms activations 3 i
Perform-alarm responée team duties Ny 2
Perform close-~in guard:duties 4 Ky
: Perform boundary guard duties - 5 3
‘ Operate vehicle radio or public sdddress systems i ;
. Close or secure entry points ki '
.é. v "(.; '4
i
X Al .
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TABLE Al

L

WEAPONS SYSTEH SECURITY BACKGROUHD DA’I’A RS

. | | | ‘ R - S
TNE S ' o ' ' PERCENT . PERCENT . PERCENT = NUMBER- . AVERAGE
| P o . PERCENT OF IN FIRST  IN DAFSC IN DAFSC . TASKS ' AVERAGE YEARS IN mmgs
N | TITLE | SAMPLE FALISTMENT ‘8110 ‘8112 . ' PERFORMED  GRADE SERVICE . /1SED
SECURE AREA SENTRIES/PATROLMEN . - 18% - 903 = gy R S VRREI
B 15-MAN RET SUPERVISORS S T 1 A 1 R ST 80
.| RET MEMBERS S 63% 98% 1 2% . es
 WEAPONS/EQUIPMENT MONITORS ST sox . sex . iy e
" ALARM HONITORS. S oy 745 M 2% o es
- SHALL RFT MEMBERS T ST R N
RFT MEMBERS AND ALARM MONITORS T S T S, RS
_ CLASSIFIED HATF.RIAL/EQULP“!ENT I S e L T
U SECURITY. E Ut 7 I B S VR PR 3.6 0

.2‘ 2.3
' 7.1 :
4.0 -
4.7
3.8
6.0 :
3.5 .

&

it Rt )
S ety ek g e e

R N R TS Q;
N e 0w

~ 7% F{ % INDICATES LESS THAN 1 PERCENT
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. LAW ENFORCEMENT - . . . .

Law Enforcement 'cli.xst'er‘included the f_olloWihQ groups of jo‘bs':i o o
B Géieggafds" o ‘ |

 Desk Clerks

Patrolmen -

-\ Flight Chiefs

. beskaérgéaﬁtg
Hisgiie;8§té-8qugd Leaders =

A

: ry Supé;viéorg f“i o

.SbifﬁfSﬁpékvisorsfiA"

;Lab Enfcrcement‘DeékaIerks-
;{ Armp:# Aiéeﬂdents“?,”
Eq;fj_Controilers
t:InV¢S£igators .
investigétioﬁs‘Supervisors . " R . "“vv o y

Theiinfonnat_ionniin Table A2 presents background data for the survey.
respondents in each of the job groups identified above. In additien,

s A B

below are listed the ten most time consuming tasks performed- by Law , 3
Enforcement job incumbents: ' o : O

Provide directions or information to visitors

A

.'C6nduct building security checks ;? S
Operate vehicle radic or publicvaddress systems 'é

Respond to duress or alarm activations ST

"Issue visitor passes

Control or gé;ect traffic other than in disaster areas

[FIENC AR, )

S

A
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B
i

At e et

I

‘Haké'entxxes on

R .

Petfofm*bn-base 1aw enforcemcnt mob1)e or foot patrola other than
mxss11e securlty areas - | . . . - o Alrn_vfs_ O

Hvxe ener»s on evxdential orAacqulred propetty tecords (AF Form 52)

Conduct prelxminsry 1nvest1gations of nlnor offensea, 1ncxdents,.
.or dxuturbances RURR : A
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r RIS . L * PERCENT - Pmmmn mmmmr Nggg? e wmmmij
L SRR - * PERCENT OF 1§ Finst . IN DAFSC | 1N DAFSC Tasks - vzancs‘ YEARS IN-
- mme o SAMPLE ~_ ENLISTMENT SLIX0 811Xz Psaroanzn | GRADE' SERVICE .
SIS GATEGUARDS ~ . T | T S ‘121";;; >381 70 ﬁi‘,a 4 2.9 3
Sl b oesk caemes S S T S T U I SN )
¢ 1 patroumN - g kA o950 - Thgs g
S0 Rucwr cmtess . - Y A T TP 5.0 Iy oo
- DESK SERGEANTS | o % . say ey 963 .. - 120 3.9 41
MISSILE SITE SQUAD LEADERS 4 o gy 228 3.3 s
: ARMORY SUPERVISORS S - AP e RS X
R SHIFT SUPERVISORS . % gy ey 5.9 . 15.0
EERINNS LN 'myﬁmnmmﬂwrmmxcumm . Y 100 o90%  ise 37 3 o
‘ | ARMORY ATTENDENTS - 13 93% . . 30y S50 Gz i .
ENIRY CONTROLLERS ~ = -~ 4 86 3y 29 s 2.8
© INVESTIGATORS . L R 4r . S 1.8°

INVESTIGATIONS SUPERVISORS =~ . g © 1008 g0 11.9
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, ~* INDICATES LESS THAN ONE PERCENT' -
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Sl U ARMORY

. s The Armory cluster of jobs is composed of the three groups. of jobs -
v hsted below , _ L ' : : ERR
CMmory Specialist SR e
‘ § Armory Subérvisors B
1 ST
12* Small Arms Instructors _ _
i
_\_~'I‘able A3 presents the bacl\ground mformahon for each of the three
SRS - Jobs ‘which were. identified in th: Armory cluster.’ Listed below are the
S ‘most nme cnnsummg tasks perfen red b;' Armory personnel :
T L Issue or recexve weapons or equxpmcnt
: Clean weapon ﬂechanxsms or parts
{;" . : *
{ : Inspect operatxonal conditlon cf weapous
. fStote or turn in weapons : o ”i'- R
3 -Recexve, store or return goverament owned weapons
'Lubrxcate weapon mechan1sms or parts ‘
Fxre weapons ‘to maintaia prof1c1ency
, Issue ammunltxon
3
{
i
4
i
sf -
A6
e '
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" TABLE A3 .

 ARMORY JOB GROUPS BACKGROUND DATA - 7

" PERCENT OF

5 : .- . AVERAGE - .
' PERCENT -~ PERCENT PERCENT

IN DAFSC IN DAFSC
ENLISTMENT - 811X0)

NUMBER -
TASKS -

" ARMORY SPECIALISTS
ARMORY SUPERVISORS -

SMALL ARMS INSTRUCTORS -

% INDICATES LESS THAN QﬁEvPERCEKT

- 26

© 32

R AVERAGE  AVERAGE
" AVERAGE - YEARS IN NUMBER
. PERFORMED * GRADE -_ - SERVICE - SUPERVISED
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: j"I‘able A4 presents mformauon on a series of backgmund factors for the o

'MISSILE SECURITY

The Missile Security .c!uéier of : jobs encompass;ed’ .the job 'gjr'aups liéted‘

below~ »  - L R e
jSecurity Alett Team Nembera | -
5‘Hxssile Systems Securlty Personnél

'v:7€Camper Alett Team Persoanel

‘;>F11ght Securxty Coutroller g

‘»,;?SAT and Physxcal Secutxty Specialiats mf

ﬁfATopside Securxty and Convoy Escort Persounel

members of each of the job groups iisted above. In addition, below are

“listed - the texn most time. consummg tasks performed by Misslle Security

personnel. g ‘ N : _v]\.__

ke
7

',Conduct physxcal security checks on lissxle security areas’

Authentlcate 1dent1£y with flxght security control (FSC) when enteriqg'
launch facility (LF) ’ . B '

Clean Iiving and Qorkiné aréas éﬁ LF
iReséond';o Seéhrity slert meSaages
Aﬁthenticate or receive cirquit coﬁbinations
Respond to duress or alarm activations
Store or turn in weapons
‘ Maintain communications contact with LF
Control entry into missile securiﬁy areaé];u'

Clean weapon mechanisms or parts

2
5
£
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| TABLE A4

HISSILE ‘SECURITY Jop GROUPS BACKGROUND DATA. Sl

‘ ‘ = o PERCENT 'mcm-fr-mcm ;
: o . PERCENT OF IN Fimer IN DAFSC IN parsc
TITLE

i © SaMPLE ENLISTMENT 811x0 _ 8uxe
 SECURITY ALERT TEAM mepppps s ST 100y L

- MISSILE SYSTEMS SECURITY PERSONNEL 4y -1 100% .- .
CAMPER ALERT TEAM PERsOMMp, . - - 1007
FLIGHT securiTy CONTROLLER 23 17y ‘987 -
SAT AND PHYSICAL sgpcy

RITY SPECIALIST 1y 933 . 100%
- TOPSIDE SECURITY ap CONVOY EScoRT -
© SPECIALIST P

. AVERAGE
“YEARS IN
- SERVICE
‘ 3.3 .
T2
32
7.0
2.1

96 00m T 300 2.1
* INDICATES LES; THAW onp PERCENT
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“ COMNICATI'ON. .PLOTTERS
A ) . The Communication Plotter gmup represents a relat.wely small (84
: ‘personnel, approximately two- percent of the’ sample). segment of the

' o ..+ overall population. There were not any other jobs grouped together to

. form ' this "job. group. The ten most time. consuming tasks accompllshed
/ : ,‘by ComumcaUOn Plotters are. hsted bclow. .
;‘1 ,3{f;[ : ':f-iT" Operate centtal sccutxty “onttol or- wxng Becurxty control f_gfi

co&munxcatxons equxpment

';.Hake entrzes on securxty polxce desk blotter (AF For@ 53)

g : Operate telephone coaaunxcations equxpment :
B Co '
iy - f-stpatch secutxty alert teaas or othcr aecurxty elementa

‘checklxsts, or laps

'i>Haintain comﬁunicator plottet or denk aergeant boatdﬂ, chartc, ';;n’

o,

S 'stpatch secur;ty polxce pattolsv
i Inxtxate or receive up-channel reports 2
. Brief relif secur;ty police on specxsl actzvxties scbeduled to ¢ i
. ’ occur within assigned areas : ‘ ]
¥ ' |
A : Br1e£ alternate central securxty control on statuﬁ of security : ;
B - ; 3
b N Test alazm systems P
g | Lo
N . ]
| ' :
; :
e
A
- :
k)
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| ‘lit;s_TRiCTED’ AREA ENTRY coNTRoLLER

The Restrxcted Area Entry Controller ]Ob group mcluded three percent .
of the survey vrespondents. Incumbents performed a relatively
restricted number of tasks (an sverage of 13 tasks per person) and the. .
majority - were first term airmen (86 percent). The tasks listed below -
'1llustrate the )ob performed by Restrlcted Area Entry Controllers- R

f‘a_Conttol entry to ptxority tesources
'71 Perform securlty tesponse team dutxes

"AConttol entry 1nto or withxn restrxcted areas othet than ' :'
: m1ss11e securxty areas"__ T ‘ e e

“¢;Pe:form boundary guard duties

‘E{Perform alarm response ‘tean duties.
Perform aentry duty in re;triéted or controlled areas'
Perform-close-1n guard dut1es; o
6lose 6:¥§eéut§ éntry'points
Pefform'mobile fESer;é firevteam’dutieg

Respond to duress or alarm activations
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VDETENTION»AND COR_RECTiONS SPECIAJ.IST
' The Detention - and ‘Corrections - Specnahst job cluster encompasses two g
" job groups. The first includes personnel who function exclusively as L
S custodial personnel while  the secend is a somewhat broader job and ™ 4
i+ .= . “encompasses not only the custodial aspect of the job but also includes a E
U number of law enforcement tasks.” The tasks listed below outline the

3 ,)ob performed by Detent.non and Correcnons Specxahsts. o

st

Oversee prxsoners. detaxnees, patxents, or v1sxtors
: AOperate correct)on facxlxty locks c' doors

”Inspect personal belongxngs of personnel 1n custody

' 'Tf Sea'ch fac111txes fer unauthorzzed artxcles C -’f:~_1;~”‘j§cﬁjcf}ﬁiflh i
chtxef relxevxng shxft on statua of personnel 1n custody
v fﬂA', S :» Conduct ‘roll calI or head count of petsonnel in custody
o . Hake entrxes on’ securxty pol1ce desk blotters (AF Form 53) j
B 3 thef personnel in custody on facxlxty ruleg- and regulatxons' 5
: Adamit petsonnel bexng placed in- custody :
! Brief corrections facility visitors q
il ' _ T i
f i
.; F
> | g
: o A12 3
" . woeses 2 . . i L ,_’s.;,-‘,\:';_ﬁ







TITLE

CORRECTION SPECIALIST
DETENTION AND LAW ENFORCEMENT
SPECTALIST

& INDICATES. LESS ‘THAN 1 PERCENT

AT

o bk e

" PERCENT
PERCENT OF 1IN FIRST
SMPLE ENLISTHENT
P 19%°

1N DAFSC 1K
-811%0 .

Z PERCENT -

AVERAGE

DAFSC. TASKS
BHXZ

_NUMRBER
PERFORHED
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_ cluster of
performed by the personnel

;MILIITARY worixizmc; DO‘G HANDLER
The qutary wOrkmg Dog Handler job cluster included four }ob groupS'

Lav Enforceaant Dog Hnndlers

) ch Patrol Specxaliets

) Phyaxeal Care Special\sts.v

: ‘The mformation in Table 16 pmvides background data —on the persoxmel
~in -the various job groups within the Military Working Dog Hangdler
‘The: tasks listed below mustrate the. functiens

;jobs.

f«Haintsxn dog \cnnela or kennel areas_ ' 5 i'.}

'Inspect doge healtb poxnts or report abnoraelities .
Bxercise or. groom dogs

Fe:d.or water dogs

Haintaiﬁ dog'héndling equiﬁéent

Act as an intruder, agxtator, or decoy in aggreaaion ox attack
training of dogs

Haxntain dog training and utilization records or charts
Patrol posts with dogs
- Participate in dog demonstration events

Train dogs to obey verbsl commands or hand gestures
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PERCENT . PgRcpy " PERCEY .
P © PERCENT OF. Iy, FIRST  IN Dapsc? Iy DAFSC -
TITIE : .. SAMPLE wzzsm 8nxo Bluxe
Lay m'oaczrmm DOG HANDIER - e o %% a1y
DOG PATROL SPECIALISTS. =~ & 1% 84y 333
TRAINER AND SUPERVISORS | B P 2% eey
-PHYSICAL CARE SPECIAL1STS L w S4% gy

* INDICATES LESS Tuaw oxg PERCENT
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,LClear personnel through custoas

iﬂnvxeu customn declaratxons B
leIuspect mxlxtary axrcraft for contraband
'7ff Search baggage for contrabeud :
”?.Confxs\ate or dxspos° of agrxcultnral or edible mste‘ials o

4Report spxzure of contrahand aztxcles

_'Condnct searches of aircraft, vehxcles, personnel or luggage thh‘

| CUSTOM_S "A',GB_NT

o o The Custosns Agent job group rep"esents less than one percent of the

sample. -Approximately . half - of the incumbents are  first term.

~ airmen, the majority (80 percent) hold the law enforcement AFSC. The
tasks listed below 1llustrate the job performed by Custon Agents ;

el DEEARTTR

certxfxed detector dogn

Revxew lxlxtary gircraft passenget manifests

. 'Confiscate contraband

Inspect cargo for adherence to customs requxre-ents

R g







" MANAGEMENT
The cluster of jobs which represent the Manag:meni personnel of the
survey sample..encompassed seven percent of the population. "~ ‘The
cluster includes eight different jobs.which are enume'rated‘below:' L

Y
*

L@QgﬁhfofceﬁéhtAS&pErihteadehts
' NCOIC Administration and Reports 7 " "' ¢

' Unit Schedulers -

f u§i§'Shppiy_éhdnzpdgeflﬁpeciéliéts' S

§
P

11;§l’ e 7‘fi'ﬂhiiﬂPikuérand.Prog;ana Spééialistdf”“

_:Heahséé:éyéié@:Séé@rity“$h§e§viéorsf;f:

via#??nfpréemeht‘OpgtgiionaiNESICs_
1§étufﬁtyi$hif§'Supérvisétéu“z - 'li o T . K
Table A7. provides' a variety of background data about the personnel. . :-
. who perform tasks which caused them to be included in the Management
job cluster.. The most time consuming of those tasks are listed below:

e G i 2 e nnis i e sy g

.Conduct:guafd post;insbe;tiogs

'Counsél pe:goﬁnei on personzal orAmilitary related problg@s”

E ' Plapvbr schedule Qq?k assignhehté:' i o

| Draft‘cofrespéndencg )

5 ; o ?repare Airm@n Pérfdtmaqbg_Report forms tAF Forms 969,‘919, 911) )

-Develop or- improve work wethods or procedureé

Interpret policies, directives, or procedures fbr subordinates
: . Iqépéct,guard posts and report discrepancies
~ Inspect or brief personnel during guard movat

Determine ‘work priorities

e At s
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;,;n-"%;
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o
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k TITLE

L - LAW ENFORCEPIENT SUPERINTENDENTS

A NCOIC ADMIN AND REPORTS
{ . UNIT SCHEDULERS '

USIT SUPPLY AND BUDGET SPECIALISTS
’ UNIT PLANS AND PROGRAMS SPECIALISTS .
WEAPONS SYSTEH SECURITY SUPERVISORS
LAY ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS NCOICs
'SECURITY SHIFT -SUPERVISORS

. )
o s g 80 ety e st o
e e e e e
2
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- PERCENT - OF

SAMPLE

R

.PERCENT .
IN FIRST -
_ENLISTHEHT 811X0

. PERCENT.
IN DAFSC

e e

et d e Sydad) e e

PERCENT
' IN DAFSC
811X2.

Pznfom ' GRADE _

R

,AVERAGE YEARS IN. NUMBER-

mmcs AVKRAGE

23

%

* . INDICATES LESS THAN ONE PERCENT

1%
9% -

‘59

2%

SN
T T
S61%

91%

a3

“"925:‘ B

' SERVICE

Cazir
10,7

11.2

- SUPERVISED

19.8

144
15.0
14.8
13.4







i _UNIT TRAINER .~ .~ o e

Tﬁe~ ‘Unit Trainer' jéb_éluSter encompassed three percent of the sufvey-'
- sample.  The cluster included three separate jobs: S '

Instructors .

‘ 1{3;0JT'Honitqrg

el o ki

| ;Qﬂ;fffigld Traiginé biigqto;s  S R R
e The ‘data in T'gablei A8 'preée._r'xjts-:a variety of background ‘information o~
- {. .- the’job incumbents in the Unit Trainer job cluster. Tasks _which.
_ o m'ust‘zj;ate the job performed by the'sevp‘ers‘,onnel are Il_sted_below‘:‘ :

.. Administer or score tests.

;Cohduttjériéntation tréininé'of_neély,assignéd #g;sounelf;‘

‘?uiiCQnd@ct profitienéy‘training of persbn@él-"A

LT r T . o
Write te_c questions A
B | .Maintain training records, charts, or graphs
: - Direct security police training activities
i . - A
; Conduct sugmentee training :
{ . ' Analyze training records, reports, charts, or graphs - ¥ F
; ~ Implement or direct training programs E i
I} T - “ ) N ' ‘i :
i ' o - . ) - A ;
: Procure training aids, space, or equipment & ;
] L - , ‘ . g :
: : i
; 3
{ . 3
: .
i
\ 3 v
J’
—— \ g X
F ‘n ' 1






" INSTRUCTORS =~ - . . : Bt

O URA S, R R . - . A -

s, S e PRI e f A e 4 U e o iy b i n it s e, i

a H
. ° TABLE A8 ‘
UNIT TRAINER JOB GROUPS aacxcaouwn nara

Co e e AVERAGE
PERCENT . PERCENT . NUMBER -

IN LAFSC - IN-DAFSC ' TASKS °

. 811X2 Pzaroanzn GRADE

38% fF_ ‘nng,ﬁ,;, 5.0 }u
w28 o5

83 . -.s.8

B
e

e AVERAGE f AVERAGE
Awmw YEARS TN NUMBER
© SERVICE. svpzxvxszn

PERCENT
IN FIRST

o o _PERCENT-OF
: : ENLISTHENT 817X0

TITLE SAMPLE

28
15
3.1

8.8
9.3
16.0°

625
100% -
50%

| 17%
OJT MONITORS " - 1% *
'FIELD TRAINING nrxscrons I ) S 8%

* - INDICATES LESS THAN ONE PERCENT
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'SECURITY Pouct";\omnxs,T'RAfr_'xve s'PECIALisT
The. Security. Police Administrative Specielist cluster represented two .

- ‘percent. of the survey sample and was composed of four small )ob
‘_-groupS' R . R e

Pass and Regxstration Clerks

R T A L

Pass and Registration Supervisors -;‘“foT»;;‘ffafép}"‘

K

"Record end Reports Specielxets

'7'4 General Adm1n1stratxon Clerk

. -'The data .in Table A9 presents a variety of background imormation of
i "each of the job groups and listed below are the ten most time consuming .
Lo tasks performed by members of the Admmistratlve Specielist cluster' e

at r:~xs“i ' Type on forms

‘Type correspondence in draft form

e [Type correspondence 1n fxnal format

"-Issue testr1cted or controlled area badges for aesigned peraonnel

{0 Bt and

Halntaxn accountabilmty records on restrxcted or controlled eres
badgeh : - . ‘

»—Maxntaxn acconntabxlxty records of ID cerds

5

»

7
=

|

;

.Hake enttxes on USAF rebtrxcted area badges (AF Form 1199A, B, or C)
P ' Verxfy.vehxcle registretxons
Iseue_vehicle permits'or:decals

Draft correspondence
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EELIST”ENT 811X0

"IN DAFSC: mmrsc TASES

811E2_

PERFOE&D

Avmm -~ AVERAGE
"AVERAGE ~ YEARS IN' BUBEZR
‘GRAE - SERVICE sumsm

PASS AWD EEGISTRATION cm&s * 1)
PASS AND REGISTRATION SUPERVISOBS =~ * 8%
RECOEDS AND REPORTS SPECIALISTS . 503
| GENERAL ADHINISTRATION CLERK, 1% 43%

»

+ INDICATES LESS THAN OFE PERCENT
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- Standardxzation and Evaluation'

leDEPENDENT J’ OB GROUPS

The final five jo‘b groups which together account for appmximately

three percant of . the survey sample, are widely dwergent bu‘ are
presented together for conventence.

Standardxzatxon and Evaluatxon Petaonnel
Information Security Supervisora
:iﬂVReeource Protectxon ﬁonito-s R Coo

‘:, Keys and Codea Honxtors

' Securxty Polxce Academy Insttuctors'

The data in 'I‘able Al0 provndes a variety of mformauon concernlng the
~incumbents in each  job _group.

- consuming msks for each )ob group

Lxsted balow &re the ten most time

- ‘EvaluaCe alert or emergency érocednres‘
Admxnistet or score teats- .
Concht tests of secutxty alert procedures
.Evalcate complxance with work standards
Hr;te test questxons
Conduct guard post 1nspcctxons
V Inspect guard posts and report dxsc:epanc:eer
-Evaluate safety or securxty programs :
'-Inspect security,focce equipment

Evéluate,situation,at alarm activaticns
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Informatxon Securzty Supervisor*S‘t

’}~ Dxrect 1nformation secutxry activﬁties

Halntaxn securxty dacument folders on personnel

'Ptepare securxty educatxon tes ‘ag7== riels or aupplements

Resource Protection Momtors : v
Inspect measutes for protectin fﬁnds.
t‘ 'Conduct physxcal securxty 1nspect10n9 K
t?l‘ . Conduct weapons or ammunxtxon storage 1nspectxons
;f Prepare nonapproprxated fund inapection reports o
Prepare nonappropt;ated fund inlpection checklxats ;6 
"'Develop resource protection plana
Instruct safe custodxans on. chang1ug securzty lock coabznatxons
;vHake staff studxes, surveys, or special reports |

Analyze 1nspectxon reports'f

Petform functxonal check on anti-xntrualon &larm aystems
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Securxty Pohce Acade:ny InstructorsV

Adm1n1ster or score tests

ea.'"

5.

‘Conduct ozxentatxon of newly assigned petnonn

“ Evaluate progtess of resxdent course stuaents

Conduct prof1c1ency traxnxng of persounel

Keys and Codes Momtors

Iasue codes necessaty for: entry to launéh acilities

Ha1nta1n classxfled material used for mlss11e entry control
. Issue keys necessary for entry to launch facxlxtles
Ma1nt31n unclassxf1ed access lxsts for launch control fac111t1es

Inform securlty personnel of ptedispatch secur1ty not1f1cat10nz
Maxntaxn clas51f1ed document nccountabxlxty syarern -

— Test alarm eystems

Make entrxes on safe cherk records (DD Form 301)

. Ha1ntaln telephone or rad1o commun

1cation with central or wing . -
securxty control - o PR

- Haint;in'classified information files other than missile entry control .

o
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'STAN EVAL msomr, L g 15y 8oy

INFORMATION SECURITY. supmwrsoxs_' % L e sgy
RESOURCE PROTECTIOF MONITORS . . % . . 42%. . = 95%
EEYS AND CODES MONITORS . - 1% - 4% - 100% -
SPA INSTRUCTORS T S T SR 7 3

* Igmcans LE_SS THAN ONE PERCENT









